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99TH CONGRESS } REPT.99-251 
1st Session HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES Part 1 

WATER RESOURCES CONSERVATION, DEVELOPMENT, AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT AND REHABILITATION 
ACT OF 1985 

AUGUST 1, 1985.-Ordered to be printed 

Mr. HOWARD, from the Committee on Public Works and 

Transportation, submitted the following 


REPORT 

together with 

ADDITIONAL VIEWS 

[To accompany H.R. 6] 

[Including cost estimate ofthe Congressional Budget Office] 

The Committee on Public Works and Transportation, to whom 
was referred the bill (H.R. 6) to provide for the conservation and 
development of water and related resources and the improvement 
and rehabilitation of the Nation's water resources infrastructure, 
having considered the same report favorably thereon with an 
amendment and recommends that the bill as amended do pass.

The amendment strikes out all after the enacting clause of the 
bill and inserts a new text which appears in italic type in the re­
ported bill. 

PREFACE 

The time has come to act decisively on the paramount issue of 
creating a nationally coordinated water resources use policy. This 
bill, the Water Resources Conservation, Development -and Infra­
structure Improvement and Rehabilitation Act, is a major first step 
in that direction. 

Except in times of crisis, water in America is too often taken for 
granted in our everyday lives. We complacently turn on the tap, 
and gallons of fresh water magically flow from it. But it is far from 
magic. The life-sustaining water that flows from the tap is the 
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result of a vast out-of-sight and, all to often, out-of~mind infrastruc­
ture of private and public facilities that are constructed, operated 
and maintained in order to assure adequate supplies of water-ade­
quate in quality as well as quantity-to support our Nation's eco­
nomic vitality and, indeed, to make possible life itself. 

While the most visible use of water for most of us is our personal 
household use, it is important to remember that there are many 
other competing water uses, each of which contributes significantly 
to the economic dynamics of the Nation and to the quality of life of 
all our citizens. For example, we must continue to provide ade­
quate supplies of fresh water for food production and other vital in­
dustries. We must continue to provide modern ports and inland, 
general cargo, and deep-draft navigation channels to facilitate the 
commerce that has become the lifeblood of our vast agricultural 
and manufacturing regions. We must also preserve adequate in­
stream flows and preserve the general availability. of clean water 
in our lakes, estuaries and wetlands to assure the preservation and 
enhancement of adequate fish and wildlife habitat and protection 
of the ecosystem, as a whole. 

Overall, the United States has been blessed with an abundence of 
water resources and has extensively utilized those resources to pro­
mote a standard of living that is enviable by world standards. In 
fact, our Nation's renewable supply of fresh surface and ground 
water is approximately 1.4 trillion gallons per day in the cotermi­
nous states. Of this amount about 380 billion gallons per day is 
withdrawn for use in our homes, farms and industries; and about 
280 billion gallons per day is returned to streams, becoming avail­
able for reuse. Partly because of this abundance, the public expec­
tation of a continued plentiful supply of clean, safe and inexpensive 
water has become one indispensable feature of our high standard of 
living. The public has also come to expect protection from cata­
strophic water-related events that, if left unchallenged, can cause 
heavy losses of life and property damage, not to mention disrupting 
the community cohesion that has become one of the hallmarks of 
American life. 

Water resources Pl!oblems are not new; problems relating to the 
use, overuse and abu,Se of water have existed since the inception of 
civilization, patticuliirly in arid regions. However, water resources 
prob~ems .in America are now becoming acute, and changes in 
publIc attitudes are beginning to reflect this condition. A growing 
population competing for a limited amount of water has caused the 
previously common perception of clean water as an unlimited re­
source to give way gradually to a more realistic public perception 
that .clean water is no longer unlimited and no longer free. The 
grOWing number of water-related conferences, local and national 
news articles and editorials, television specials books and intro­
duced legislation attest to that fact. " 

Continuing to meet the public expectations that follow our high 
standard of living will not come about through complacency. Com­
placency and continued inaction can only exacerbate growin.g 
water pro~lems. Indeed, preventing the realization of what many 
have deSCribe? as the coming "water crisis" will require hard work 
and ~ard chOIces-at the. Feder~l, State and local levels-guided to 
a natlOnal water use polIcy. It IS true that nearly every seemingly 
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"simpl~" water resources problem that arises in America today ac­
tually mvolves a myriad of complex and extensive legal, social, eco­
nomic and political implications. However, with sufficient intergov­
ernmental planning and cooperation these problems can be solved 
in a fair and prudent manner. 

Although the Nation's natural supply of water appears to be 
mo,re than adequate to meet the needs of its present population, 
the real problem lies not in having inadequate quantities of water 
nationally, but in the fact that water of adequate quality is not 
always available at the time and place it is needed. All States have 
identifiable water resources distribution problems. To combat prob­
lems of distribution, governmental and private entities-Federal, 
regional, State and local-have often resorted to engineering or 
management solutions, with the States primarily responsible for 
the management and allocation of waters within their respective 
borders. Where water resources needs have transcended the States' 
abilities to resolve, the Federal government has stepped in to pro­
vide assistance. This bill recognizes the complex intergovernmental 
relationships that have evolved to deal with water resources needs. 
It is intended not to diminish the traditional prerogatives and re­
sponsibilities of State and local governments, but to provide a more 
rational framework for national water resources decision-making 
when national solutions are appropriate and to complement State, 
local, and private efforts. 

The bill also recognizes that water resources needs and solutions 
are all unique. One region may be plagued by droughts and an­
other by floods; and the appropriate solutions to flooding or 
drought problems in one region may be totally unsuited to another. 
Another region may have adequate supplies of fresh water and 
have adequate protection from floods, but have acute transporta­
tion problems relating to outdated navigation facilities. Because of 
its recognition of vast interregional differences in both the abun­
dance and the use of water, and because of its recognition of the 
primacy of State and local governments in the allocation and man­
agement of water resources in many instances, the Committee has 
sought, wherever possible, to ensure regional, State and local par­
ticipation in the policy-making process. 

This bill comprises a major step in the formulation of a national­
ly coordinated water use policy. It is truly a landmark bill, for the 
first time integrating the authorization and deauthorization of ~l 
types of water resources projects with the establishment of an eqUI­
table new Federal/non-Federal partnership-including cost-sharing 
requirements where appropriate-and with the creation of ~ inde­
pendently-chaired National Board on Water. Resources .Pohcy ~e­
signed to provide a national source of profeSSIonal e~pertIse and I~­
formation augmented by regional, State, and local mput, that Will 
enable th~ Congress to further develop responsible and responsiye 
national water resources policies. This bill embodies the CommIt­
tee's belief that it is possible to develop a nationally coordinated 
policy that will ensure the optimum yield from one of our. mo~t 
vital national assets-our water resources-and the CommIttee s 
recognition that water resources development must be carri~d out 
in a rational and equitable manner that will benefit the Nation as 
a whole and meet the diverse needs of all its regions. 
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INTRODUCTION 

H.R. 6, as reported, contains water resour~es projec~ aut~oriza­
tions, studies of potential water res~u.rces proJe.cts, modIficatIOns to 
authorized projects, and other prOVISIons relatmg generally to the 
Water Resources Development Program of the Corps of Engineers. 
It also contains a program for assistance to communities for the 
construction, repair and rehabilitation of water supply ~ystems, the 
creation of a National Board on Water Resources Pohcy, and the 
deauthorization of a large number of older water resources develop­
ment projects which have not be~n const~ucted. . 

The bill was developed followmg hearmgs by the SubcommIttee 
on Water Resources at which the Subcommittee heard testimony 
from Members of Congress, Federal and state officials, representa­
tives of local organizations, environmental groups, and interested 
citizens. Thirty-four days of hearings were held over a three year 
period, during which testimony was received from 486 witnesses. 
This information, as well as a great deal of other information relat­
ing to the Nation's water resources needs, was extensively exam­
ined by the Subcommittee. The result is a bill which both meets a 
large variety of water resources needs and establishes new policies 
for water resources development in the future. 

The last water resources development bill was signed into law in 
1976. The last true construction authorization bill was signed into 
law in 1970. The 1974 and 1976 Acts consisted primarily of authori­
zations for advanced engineering and design of projects rather than 
for construction. As a result, over this 14-year period, a very large 
backlog of proposed water resources projects has accumulated. De­
tailed testimony was received on all of these projects, and they 
have all been analyzed very carefully. While the total number of 
projects appears large, it must be remembered that they represent 
over a decade of detailed planning and study of water resources 
problems throughout the Nation. 

Authorization of these projects at this time, together with the 
implementation of new policies adopted by the Committee, will 
enable the program to proceed once again in a responsive and expe­
ditious manner to meet the critical water resources needs of our 
Nation. 

Our water resources infrastructure forms a vital part of our Na­
tion's transportation system, its economy, and indeed, its well­
being. Yet, this system is in critical need of repair rehabilitation 
and improvement. On the inland waterways, many canals, locks 
and .dams are past the end of their design lives. Of the 194 locks in 
the mland waterw~y system, the average age is 40 years, and some 
locks are approachmg 80 years of service . 
. Major dredging and improvement of the Nation's ports is essen­

tIal to accommodate expa1:lding exports shipping, particularly of 
energy re~ources ~nd agrIcultural products. Today's very large 
car~o carners reqUIre port depths of 55 feet or more. The major
Umted States ports have average depths of only 45 feet. 

The nationwide inspection of some 9,000 non-Federal dams un­
dertaken by the Corps of Engineers found that about one-third, or 
nearly 3,000, are unsafe because of inadequate spillway capac~ty,
unstable structural components, seepage or inoperable components. 
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. The water supply systems throughout the country are critically 
m need .of extensive repair, rehabilitation and improvement. Prob­
lems eXISt with extensive leakage, inadequate water treatment fa­
cilities, and the need for new sources of water supply. 

The bill addresses these and other problems through the authori­
zation of needed projects and the provision of new Federal assist­
ance coupled with the imposition of additional requirements for 
non-Federal cooperation. 

PORTS 

The costs associated with construction and maintenance of the 
general navigation features for ports-entrance channels and turn­
ing basins-have traditionally been Federal, in view of the very 
widespread nature of benefits attributable to ports and the substan­
tial local investment in landside facilities. A substantial portion of 
the Nation's export and import trade moves through our ports. In 
calendar year 1982, total imports and exportS amounted to 
787,191,000 tons, with a value of $283,260,000. Annual customs rev­
enues amount to over $9 billion, close to $6 billion of which are col­
lected at United States ports. The present value of landside facili­
ties is estimated at between $41 and $50 billion. The expenditures 
for landside facilities estimated by the Maritime Administration 
for the period 1980 through 1990 will be approximately $500 mil­
lion per year.

A number of proposals have been made which would require 
total or substantial cost recovery by the Federal Government for 
the costs of constructing and maintaining the general navigation 
features of port projects. Testimony received by the Committee 
demonstrated that total or substantial cost recovery could reduce 
the Nation's competitive position in foreign trade, particularly with 
regard to exports of grain and coal. Such proposals also could be 
expected to have adverse regional economic impacts as traffic 
would be diverted from one port to another because of differing 
local costs. Moreover, the United States ports constitute an essen­
tial element of the Nation's transportation system, making possible 
the import and export of goods to the benefit of the entire popula­
tion. The ports generate substantial revenues, including customs 
revenues as well as tax revenues, to the Federal Treasury. The ben­
efits associated with ports are not port specific, nor are they specif­
ic to various regions of the country.

For these reasons, the Committee determined that a .hig,h level of 
cost recovery would be detrimental to the prope~ functIOnmg of ~he 
Nation's port system. However, even under tradItional cost sharm~ 
policies for ports, there are differences in non-Federal co~ts .asSOCI­
ated with ports. Lands, easements, rights of way, and spoIl dISPOSal 
facilities have been a local responsibility, and vary from port to 
port. Also, the costs of construction and operation of land-side fa­
cilities-a local responsibility-will differ among ports. 

These non-Federal costs have always been a part of national port 
policy, and the various ports have ~dapted to theI?' . 

A substantial degree of cost sharmg already eXists With regard to 
port development and operat~on. Present day fiscal ~d poli~y. con­
siderations, however, make It necessary to reexamme tradItIOnal 
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Federal and non-Federal responsibilities with regard to a wide 
array of programs. In this light, the Committee's responsibility to 
develop an appropriate level of non-Federal responsibility for con­
struction and maintenance of ports which is cognizant of both the 
present fiscal situation and the need to maintain an adequate na­
tional port system which will serve the country's needs. 

The policy adopted by the Committee meets these goals. Ports 
are divided into three categories, with a different incremental non­
Federal share for each. For shallow ports, with a depth of fourteen 
to twenty feet, the non-Federal share is ten percent of the cost of 
construction. For general cargo ports, with a depth not exceeding 
forty-five feet, the non-Federal share is ten percent of the cost of 
construction from fourteen to twenty feet or less, and twenty-five 
percent of the cost of construction of the portion of the project with 
a depth between twenty and forty-five feet. In the case of a deep 
port, with a depth greater than forty-five feet, the non-Federal 
share is ten percent of the cost of construction from sixteen to 
twenty feet, twenty-five percent of the cost of construction from 
twenty feet to forty-five feet, and fifty percent of the cost of con­
struction to a depth greater than forty-five feet. 

For any port, non-Federal interests must also provide necessary 
lands, easements, rights of way, and dredged spoil disposal areas, 
but only to the extent that the costs of these items do not exceed 
five percent of the project cost. They must also construct items 
such as berthing areas and access channels. The costs of these 
items is included in the non-Federal share described in the report. 

In addition to these provisions, the Committee has included a tax 
of 0.04 percent of the value of cargo imported, exported, or shipped 
between United States ports. 

The tax and cost sharing adopted by the Committee represents 
an equitable and responsible balance between the needs for im­
provement of the Nation's ports and recognition of fiscal condi­
tions. 

In order to meet the Nation's needs for improvement of its port 
facilities, it is necessary to provide an adequate and assured source 
of funding so as to ensure the expeditious and orderly moderniza­
tion of our ports. The Committee has done this through the estab­
lishment of a dedicated trust fund constituted from funds in the 
amount of annual customs revenues and tax receipts but not to 
exceed $1 billion pe"r year. Customs revenues are generated by traf­
fic and activities at ports, and the improvement of our port facili­
ties can be expected to generate additional customs revenues. 

INLAND WATERWAY TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 

The inland waterway system, including the intracoastal water­
ways, contains more than 25,000 miles of shallow-draft channels, 
over 200 lock and dam sites, and thousands of navigational training 
structures. The major commodities carried on the system include 
coal, petroleum products, crude petroleum, metallic ores, grains 
and chemicals. In 1980, the inland waterways carried 535,000,000 
tons of cargo. In 1978, the inland waterways carried over 15 per­
cent of all domestic intercity freight. The National Waterways 
Study, recently completed by the Corps of Engineers, predicts that 
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increases in total waterborne traffic ranging between 24 and 51 
percent will Occur in the period 1977 thr,?ugh 2003. 

The general navigation features of the inland waterway system, 
consisting of dredging and the construction and maintenance of 
locks and dams, have been the responsibility of the Federal Gov­
ernment in view of the widespread economic benefits occurring 
from the system and its vital importance to the commerce of the 
Nation as a whole. Legislative proposals have been made which 
would provide for the recovery of a portion of the costs of construc­
tion, operation and maintenance on the system. 

In 1978, a fuel tax was imposed on commercial users of the 
inland waterways. The tax commenced at four cents per gallon, 
eventually rising to ten cents per gallon. The present rate is eight 
cents per gallon. At this rate, $47,000,000 per year is being collect­
ed. The present balance in the fund is about $140,000,000. The an­
ticipated revenues when the tax becomes 10 cents per gallon will 
eventually reach at least $80,000,000 per year. These revenues are 
deposited in the Inland Waterways Trust Fund. 

Testimony received by the Subcommittee demonstrated that a 
high level of cost recovery would have serious adverse economic im­
pacts, not only on the inland waterways transportation industry, 
but on many major commodities such as agriculture, coal, steel and 
steel products, and sand and gravel. It would also reduce the com­
petitive position of the United States in world trade, particularly in 
the area of agricultural exports, because a large portion of these 
commodities destined for export is transported to the ports by 
barge. 

The Committee therefore determined that additional charges 
should not be imposed on the users of the inland waterways. The 
Committee has, however, adopted significant new requirements 
with regard to the construction of the projects authorized in Title 
II. In Title 2, the Committee has provided that one-third of the cost 
of the new lock and dam projects will be paid for out of the Inland 
Waterways Trust Fund. This represents a contribution of 33 per­
cent by the users of the waterways since it is they who pay the 
taxes that are deposited into the Trust Fund. 

FLOOD CONTROL 

The Flood Control Act of 1936, as amended, provides that for 
local flood protection projects, non-Federal interests must provide 
necessary lands, easements, rights-of-way and relocations; hold ~d 
save the United States free from damages due to the constructIOn 
works; and operate and maintain the works af~er completi?n. 
Under this requirement, non-Federal costs vary Widely dependmg 
on the value of the lands which are needed for the project and the 
number of relocations of structures and utilities which are in­
volved. The non-Federal share of the projects included in title III, 
for example, ranged from less than five .percent to mo~e than 50 
percent. The Committee feels that conslstent and eqUltable cost 
sharing is important in these projects and that the local costs 
should not be dependent on accidents of geography or the extent of 
development in the area. A new policy has therefore been adopted. 
If the lands, easements and rights-of-way do not equal 25 percent of 
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the project costs, the difference must be paid to the Federal Gov­
ernment in cash over a period of 15 years. If the lands, easements, 
rights-of-way and relocations exceed 25 percent of the project cost, 
then the non-Federal share is that percentage, except that it is 
capped at 30 percent. Further, five percent of the project cost must 
be paid by non-Federal interests during the period of construction. 

WATER SUPPLY 

Under the Water Supply Act of 1958, the Corps of Engineers has 
authority to include storage space in a reservoir project for munici­
pal and industrial water supply if non-Federal interests agree to 
repay with interest the cost of this storage over a period not to 
exceed 50 years. The Committee has included in the bill the au­
thority to construct water conveyance and treatment facilities. In 
addition, the requirement has been added that 20 percent of the 
cost must be paid by the non-Federal interests in a chance. The 
Committee has also included in the bill a new loan program to 
assist communities in the repair, rehabilitation and maintenance of 
water supply systems. In all of these cases the non-Federal inter­
ests must reimburse the Federal government 100 percent, with in­
terest, for Federal expenditures or loans, as the case may be. 

HYDROELECTRIC POWER 

Hydroelectric power produced at Corps of Engineers projects is 
marketed through agencies of the Department of Energy. The costs 
of projects allocated to power production are not only repaid in full 
by the users, but provide a source of revenue following completion 
of the payback period. 

The Committee considered a number of proposed hydroelectric 
power projects for construction by the Corps of Engineers. For 
many of these projects, non-Federal interests who wish to construct 
the projects themselves have applied to the Federal Energy Regula­
tory Commission for a permit to study or a license to construct the 
power facilities. In these cases the Committee determined that the 
process should be allowed to run its course. If the process is not 
completed within a reasonable time, the Committee will then re­
consider the projects for Federal construction. The purpose of this 
determination is to allow affected non-Federal interests a full op­
portunity to pursue their interests in construction and operation of 
the hydropower facilities involved. 

RECREATION 

Th~ Federal Water Project Recreation Act provides that non-Fed­
eral mterests must pay 50 percent of the separable construction 
costs of ~ecreation facilities at Federal water resources develop­
~ent proJects, and operate and maintain the facilities. Non-Federal 
mt~rests have up to 50 years to repay their share. The Committee 
belIeves that the non-Federal share established in law is already 
substantial in view of the public benefit which accrues from recrea­
tion areas a Corps of Engineer's projects. These areas are used not 
only by residents to the project area but by residents of other 
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states. The Committee therefore directs the Corps to follow the pro­
cedures set forth in existing law. 

OTHER MATTERS 

In a number of projects, disagreements remained among the vari­
ous agencies involved as to the proper extent of mitigation and 
other environmental matters the scope of the project, and the need 
for additional studies. In these instances, the Committee took two 
approaches. Where the information was available and there was 
simply a difference of opinion involved, the Committee, where it 
considered it appropriate, added specific provisions to the authoriz­
ing language modifying the recommendations of the Corps of Engi­
neers. Where the Committee felt that additional information would 
be useful, it directed further studies with a report to the House 
Committee on Public Works and Transportation and the Senate 
Committee on Environment and Public Works within 1 year. On 
these projects, no appropriations may be made for actual construc­
tion or acquisition of lands until approved by resolutions of the two 
Committees. This will allow detailed planning and engineering to 
continue while providing protection concerning environmental mat­
ters. The prohibition on actual construction until Committee reso­
lutions have been approved does not preclude continuation of ad­
vanced engineering and design. It does preclude the undertaking of 
activities such as dredging for a navigation project or activities 
which constitute the building of structures such as locks and dams 
and levees, excavation, fill, and other activities utilizing construc­
tion equipment and materials. 

GREAT LAKES-ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY 

The Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Seaway extends from the westerly 
end of Lake Superior to the Gulf of St. Lawrence on the Atlantic 
Ocean, a distance of more than 2,000 miles. The five Great Lakes­
Superior, Michigan, Huron, Erie and Ontario-with their connect­
ing rivers and Lake St. Clair, have a water surface area of about 
95,000 square miles. Each of the lakes lies partly in each of the two 
countries of Canada and the United States, except for Lake Michi­
gan, which lies wholly within the United States. The Great Lakes 
and their connecting channels have a controlling navigation depth 
of 27 feet. 

The Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Seaway System-a network of 
navigable waters comprised of the River and five vast lakes and 
consisting of over 95,000 square miles of waterway-provides access 
to important cities on either side of the international waterway, 
thus serving the industrial and agricultural heartland of North 
America. 

The Great Lakes Basin's economy is basically industrial, utilizing 
the transportation and power advantages offer~~ by the 9"r~at 
Lakes-St. Lawrence Seaway River system. In addItIon, there IS SIg­
nificant agricultural, mining and forestry p~oduc~ion.. . 

Economic activity is greater and more In~enSIVe In the Um~ed 
States portion of the Basin, but the proportIo;n of total C~nadlan 
activity in the Basin, compared with the natIonal total, .IS .mu~h 
higher. The economic-industrial structures are generally SImIlar In 
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the two countries, with some important differences in the relative 
share of some industrial groups. 

The St. Lawrence Seaway open in 1959. It provided a 27-foot-deep 
waterway in the St. Lawrence River to permit deep-draft vessels to 
navigate between Lake Ontario and the Atlantic Ocean and im­
provements to the W~lland Canal making it .capable of h~dling. 
deep-draft vessels passmg between Lake OntarIo and Lake Ene. Of 
the seven locks required for deep-draft navigation between Montre­
al Quebec, and Lake Ontario, only two, the Dwight D. Eisenhower 
a~d the Bertrand H. Snell Locks, lie entirely within the limits of 
the United States. Two Federal agencies-one in the United States 
and one in Canada-have jointly operated and maintained the St. 
Lawrence Seaway since its. opening to deep-draft shipping in 1959, 
and together, during the five years preceding the Seaway's open­
ing, they constructed the navigation and power facilities on the St. 
Lawrence River. 

The United States agency, created by the Seaway Act of 1954, is 
the St. Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation. It is a wholly 
government-owned corporation that has been an operating adminis­
tration within the United States Department of Transportation 
since 1966, when that Department was established. The Canadian 
partner in the operation of the Seaway is the St. Lawrence Seaway 
Authority, a Crown Corporation created by Parliamentary legisla­
tion in 1951. 

The economic importance of assuring water access between this 
region and the rest of the world in modern and efficient vessels is 
self-evident. In recognition of the importance of the Great Lakes as 
the Nation's Fourth Seacoast, the Committee has provided that the 
Port Infrastructure Development and Improvement Trust Fund, es­
tablished in title XIII, shall be available for the study, planning, 
design, construction, operation and maintenance of navigation 
projects on the Great Lakes" as well as on the other three coasts, 
and for the study, planning!; design, construction, operation and 
maintenance of projects by the St. Lawrence Seaway Development 
Corporation. The Committee intends that the Trust Fund moneys 
be used for purposes of construction, operation, rehabilitation and 
structural, mechanical, electrical and electronic maintenance of 
locks, equipment, structures, channels, fixed and floating aids to 
na~~~tion and vessel traffic. and communication systems, and the 
faCIlItIes, structures and eqUIpment necessary to assure the timely 
accomplishment of such projects, as well as the cost of feasibility 
studies for such projects and for such other purposes as determined 
by the Administrator of the St. Lawrence Seaway Development 
Corporation. Consistent with this, the Committee expects that 
there will be a significant reduction in the level of tolls for the U.S. 
portion of the St. Lawrence Seaway. 

Then Committee considered proposals to eliminate tolls on the 
United States portion of the Seaway so that the Seaway would be 
on an equal footing with other port projects. Because of the bilater­
al nature of the Seaway, however, the Committee determined that 
such action would be inappropriate at this time. However, the 
Committee is s~mpathetic with the concept of removing the tolls 
a.nd therefore dIrects the Department of State to initiate negotia­
tIons regarding the Government of Canada with the purpose of ra­
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duc~g or eliminating tolls of the Seaway. Negotiations should be 
conslStent with our international responsibilities and the possibility 
of eliminating tolls on the Seaway. 

The Committee also directs that negotiations be initiated with 
the government of Canada for the purpose of identifying improve­
ments in the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River navigation system 
which will improve its efficiency and enable it to accommodate 
larger vessels. 

Then Committee notes that the Corps of Engineers is presently 
undertaking two studies of vital concern to the Great Lakes-St. 
Lawrence Seaway navigation system-the Great Lakes Connecting 
Channels and Harbors Study and the St. Lawrence Seaway Addi­
tional Locks Study. 

In the Connecting Channels and Harbors Study the Corps is ex­
amining the waterways between Lakes Superior and Huron, be­
tween Lakes Huron and Michigan and between Lakes Huron and 
Erie, and the deep-draft harbors on the upper four Great Lakes. 
The upper four Great Lakes are linked to overseas trade by the 
WeIland Canal, Lake Ontario, and the St. Lawrence River. The Poe 
Lock, one of the four parallel locks at Sault Ste. Marie, is 1,200 feet 
long by 110 feet wide by 32 feet deep. The opening of this lock in 
1968 led to construction of new self-unloading class X vessels with 
105-foot beams, 1,000-foot lengths and drafts of up to 32 feet. Thir­
teen vessels of this class are currently in operation, and an addi­
tional 8 to 10 are expected by the year 2000. This upgrading of the 
fleet has resulted in increased dependence upon the Poe Lock. 
Twenty-five vessels currently can use only the Poe Lock to pass be­
tween Lake Superior and Lake Huron, and this number is expected 
to increase to 35 by the year 2000. 

The purpose of the Connecting Channels and Harbors Study is to 
determine the feasibility of making additional improvements in the 
connecting channels and harbors to optimize the efficiency of the 
commerical navigation system. It includes an analysis of the advis­
ability of providing additional lockage facilities and increased lock 
capacity at Sault Ste. Marie, Michigan. The preliminary feasibility 
report in June 1982 identified the plan that exhibited the maxi­
mum economic feasibility as a second large lock (1,200 feet long, 
115 feet wide, and 32 feet deep) at Sault Ste. Marie, and increased 
traffic control of the St. Marys River. 

Considerable interest in the Connecting Channels and Harbors 
Study continues to be expressed by Federal, State, and regional 
and local agencies, and by private interests. The final. fe~ibility 
report of the Division Engineer is scheduled for completion m Sep­
tember of 1985. The Committee strongly urges that this Study be 
fully funded to the extent necessary to produce the earliest possible 
fmal report. 

In the second Corps of Engineers study referred to a~ove-t~e .St. 
Lawrence Seaway Additional Locks ~t.udy-the Corps .IS. ~xammmg 
the need for increased system capabIlIty and the feasIbIlIty ?f pro­
viding additional locks in the Wiley-Dondero Canal, the prmcwal 
United States section of the St. Lawrence Seaway. Many ships 
presently using the Seaway are the maximum size permitted by 
the locks. Even larger ships are now in use on the ocean-and have 
been also on the Great lakes since the new Poe Lock at Sault Ste. 
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Marie opened in the fall of 1968. The most feasible plan to increase 
lock capacity appears to be the construction of additional locks par­
allel to the existing facilities. The St. Lawrence Seaway Additional 
Locks Study is scheduled for completion in September of 1986. The 
Committee urges that the St. Lawrence Seaway Additional Locks 
Study be fully funded to permit the earliest possible completion of 
the final report. 

LEVISA AND TUG FORKS PROJECT, WEST VIRGINIA, VIRGINIA, AND 

KENTUCKY 


The Committee notes that the cost sharing provisions of Section 
302 do not apply to the project for control in the Levisa and Tug 
Forks of the Big Sandy River and the Upper Cumberland as con­
struction of this project commenced prior to enactment of H.R. 6. 

SOUTH PLATTE RIVER BRIDGE, COLORADO 

The Committee is aware of recent efforts by local interests to 
construct a bridge over the South Platte River in the vicinity of 
Ken Caryl Road. Construction of the bridge at this location would 
require encroachment upon land which is currently being used as 
part of a project for flood control along and South Platte River be­
tween the Chatfield Lake project and the city of Denver. Concern 
has been raised because section 88(c) of the Water Resources Devel­
opment Act of 1974, which authorized acquisition of lands and in­
terests necessary for flood control purposes, prohibits "encroach­
ments in needed flood detention areas which would reduce their ca­
pability for flood detention or recreation." The Committee has re­
viewed the proposal and concurs with the recent determination of 
the District Engineer, Omaha District, that the proposed bridge 
crossing would not interfere with flood detention on project lands. 
The Committee also concurs with the finding of the District Engi­
neer that the project may actually enhance recreational opportuni­
ties. 

SECTION-By-SECTION ANALYSIS 

SECTION 1 

This section provides that the Act may be cited as the Water Re­
sources Conservation, Development, and Infrastructure Improve­
ment and Rehabilitation Act of 1985. 

SECTION 2 

This section provides that in order to ensure against cost over­
runs, each estimated cost set forth in the bill for a project shall be 
the maximum amount authorized to pay for the Federal share of 
the cost of the project for that project, except that this maximum 
amount shall be increased for: 

1. Changes in construction costs (including real property ac­
quisitions, preconstruction studies, planning, engineering and 
~es!gn) as indicated by engineering and other appropriate cost 
IndICeS; 
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2. Modifications which do not materially alter the scope or 
functions of the project as authorized; and 

3. Additional studies, modifications and actions (including 
mitigation and other environmental actions) authorized by the 
bill or required by changes in Federal law. 

Basically, this Section limits the amount authorized to be appro­
priated for the Federal share of construction of the projects author­
ized in the bill to the amount estimated in the authorizing lan­
guage of the bill together with any increases caused by increases in 
costs of construction and land acquisition, modifications undertak­
en as part of the Secretary's discretionary authority as defined in 
Section 1134 of the bill, and additional studies, modifications and 
actions authorized by the bill or required by changes in Federal 
law. The section applies only to construction costs and not to oper­
ation and maintenance costs. The amount authorized for operation 
and maintenance is whatever amount is necessary over the life of 
the project. It is not possible to predict these latter costs with any 
degree of certainty. Accordingly, the Committee has not included 
them within the limitation on authorizations. 

The Committee notes that the estimated costs for projects includ­
ed in the bill represent October 1984 price levels, and, for purposes 
of this section, any increases are to be calculated from that date. 

It is necessary to provide flexibility in this Section because of 
laws such as the Water Supply Act of 1958, Section 4 of the 1944 
Flood Control Act relating to recreational development, the Feder­
al Water Project Recreation Act, and other laws which give the 
Secretary general authority to add features to projects subsequent 
to authorization. Also, it is not uncommon for new requirements to 
be imposed on the Secretary with regard to projects after the 
project has been authorized. Indeed, the bill includes many such re­
quirements relating to additional studies and features designed to 
improve and enhance environmental quality. 

SECTION 3 

This section provides that for purposes of this Act, the term "Sec­
retary" means the Secretary of the Army acting through the Chief 
of Engineers. 

SECTION 4 

This section provides that Sections 201 and 202 and the fourth 
sentence of Section 203 of the Flood Control Act of 1968 shall apply 
to all projects authorized by this Act. This is a general provision, 
included in water resources development acts, which restates the 
applicability of a number of gen~ral authorities relating ~o the con­
struction of water resources projects by the Corps of EngIneers con­
cerning such matters as acquisition of lands, easements and rig~ts­
of-way and the furnishing of assurances of non-Federal cooperation. 



TITLE I 

PORT DEVELOPMENT 

SECTION 101 

This section authorizes the construction of six deep draft naviga­
tion projects. Descriptions of the projects follow. 

NORFOLK HARBOR AND CHANNELS, VA 

Location.-Hampton Roads, Virginia, and vicinity. Hampton 
Roads includes the ports of Norfolk, Portsmouth, Chesapeake, New­
port News, and Hampton, Virginia. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Committee on Public Works Reso­
lutions adopted June 20, 1969, and June 24, 1974. House Public 
Works Committee Resolutions adopted October 3, 1968, and Octo­
ber 10, 1974. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The report recommends 
deepening the existing 45-foot channels to 55 feet, constructing a 
new 57-foot deep channel off Virginia Beach referred to as the At­
lantic Ocean Channel, constructing three fIxed mooring anchorage 
areas each capable of handling two vessels simultaneously, deepen­
ing the existing 40-foot portion of Elizabeth River and Southern 
Branch of Elizabeth River to 45 feet, deepening the existing 35-foot 
portion of Southern Branch to 40 feet up to the Gilmerton Bridge 
(River Mile 17.5) and providing an 800-foot turning basin at that 
point. 

PHYSICAL DATA ON PROJECT FEATURES 

Lenmh Quantity of
Name Depth 1ft Width (ft.) 

(mires) dredged materialm.l.w. (cubic yards) 

Channels: 
Atlantic Ocean ....................................................•........................ 57 1,000 10.6 73,278,000 
Thimble Shoal............................................................................. 55 1.000 13.3 35,593,000 
Norfolk Harbor ............................................................................ 55 800-1,500 9.0 27,862,000 
Channel to Newport News .......................................................... 55 800 4.8 11,187,000 
Elizabeth River and Southern Branch .......................................... 45 375-750 6.0 7,206,000 
Southern Branch ......................................................................... . 40 250-500 2.5 2,235,000 

Fixed Mooring Anchorage Facility.-Provision of three sets of 
dolphins each capable of handling two large vessels simultaneously. 
The mooring area will be dredged to a depth of 55 feet below mean 
low water requiring the removal of 1,374,000 cubic yards of dredged
material. 

Turning Basin.-Provisions of an 800-foot turning basin at the 
terminus of the recommended 40-foot improvement on Southern 
Branch of Elizabeth River. 

(14) 
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Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The Commonwealth 
of Virginia, Council on the Environment indicated that the Com­
monwealth of Virginia strongly supports the proposal to deepen 
.the Norfolk Harbor and Channels. The Commonwealth also en­
dorses the recommendation by the Corps of Engineers that dredged 
material be dumped at a site in the open ocean rather than at the 
Suffork site recommended earlier. The Council on the Environment 
further stated that concerns shared by the Marine Resources Com­
mission and the State Water Control Board pertain to the possible 
effects of dredging upon sedimentation rates, salinity, and circula­
tion primarily as these bear upon the abilities of the James and 
Elizabeth Rivers and the lower Chesapeake Bay to sustain oysters 
and other marine life. The Commonwealth Water Control Board in­
dicated that sedimentation rates may increase the need for mainte­
nance dredging. Salinity changes, compounded by low river flows, 
could harm the valuable James River oyster seedbeds, according to 
the Marine Resources Commission. The Marine Resources Commis­
sion and the Commonwealth Water Control Board requested that 
model testing be used to develop effective mitigation measures and 
to determine impacts upon shellfish and finfish as well as oyster 
seedbeds. 

The Virginia Institute of Marine Science feels that the sampling 
pattern used to determine what is acceptable for ocean dumping 
does not appear sufficiently precise in making the distinction be­
tween acceptable and unacceptable material. 

The Department of Highways and Transportation uses Craney 
Island as a dispoal site and is gratified to see the ocean dumping 
alternative chosen for dredge spoil disposal. The Department would 
like to review the possibility of making use of dredged material for 
highway fill material. 

With regard to the future of Craney Island, the Virginia Port 
Authority recommends monitoring the process of stabilization and 
concedes that transfer of the site to the Commonwealth would be 
premature at this time. 

The Marine Resources Commission indicates that it has no per­
mitting responsibilities with regard to this project, because of the 
project's Congressional authorization and the extraterritoriality of 
the ocean disposal site. . . . 

The primary concern of the above agenCIes IS the lack of detaI~ed 
information on possible environmental impacts. Because of fundmg 
and time constraints, most of the necessary studies had to be de­
layed. In this regard, extensive env.ironmental ~tudies are ~urre.nt­
ly being conducted under continuatIon of planning and engmeer~ng 
to respond to these concerns. These st.udies were formu~ated With 
the assistance of the concerned agencIes. The results Will be pre­
sented in a Supplement to the Final Environmental Impact State­
ment. . 

View of Federal Agencies.-The .U.S. Depart~ent of ~he Interior 
indicated that the environmental Impacts assOCIated With the pro­
posed project have not been fully identified or assessed. 

The U.S. Department of Commerce ~ransmi.tt~d co~ments from 
the National Oceanic and AtmospherIc AdmmistratIon, NatIonal 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). In summary, NMFS referre~ to 
previous comments in which it stressed the need for appropriate 
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environmental studies to answer questions relative to the project's 
impacts on the marine resources of the Lower James River and 
Chesapeake Bay. NMFS indicated that it understood that these 
studies would be conducted during the advanced engineering and 
design phase. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is concerned that the 
environmental impacts related to channel deepening and dredging 
have not been quantitatively assessed. EPA feels that a quantita­
tive assessment including modeling of potential impacts on water 
circulation, salinity patterns, and the impacts fmfish and shellfish 
must be made. 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture indicated that the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors' recommendations not to acquire 
and implement the Suffolk upland disposal area is more compatible 
with U.S. Department of Agriculture land use policy. 

The U.S. Department of Transportation, United States Coast 
Guard, indicated it had no objections to the project. 

The U.S. Department of Energy indicated that the reports and 
Final Environmental Impact Statement were detailed and compre­
hensive. It did mention that the feasibility report did not take into 
account recent developments in the steam coal market. 

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission indicated that there 
would not be any significant impacts on areas of electric power, 
natural gas, and oil pipeline industries from the proposed project. 

The primary concern of the above agencies is the lack of detailed 
information on possible environmental impacts. Because of funding 
and time constraints most of the necessary studies had to be de­
layed. In this regard, extensive environmental studies are current­
ly being conducted under Continuation of Planning and Engineer­
ing to respond to these concerns. These studies were formulated 
with the assistance of the concerned agencies. The results will be 
presented in a Supplement to the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The final EIS 
will be fIled with EPA on April 3, 1981. 

Projects Costs.­
Federal: $252,700,000. 
Non-Federal: $285,280,000. 
Estimated Annual O&M Costs (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $6,844,000. 
Non-Federal: $87,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-3.6. 
Description of Non-Federal Responsibilities.-A cash contribution 

of $227,578,000, during construction, and subject to section 105, 
dredging of non-Federal channels and berthing areas. Relocation ·of 
utilities. Protection of tunnel. Modification of port facilities to ac­
commodate larger vessels. 

Remarks.-Section 101 authorizes the Norfolk Harbor and Chan­
nels in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief of Engi­
neers, including any modifications to the project recommended by 
the Secretary in the report or reports transmitted pursuant to the 
authorizing language. 

The Secretary is directed to study, in consultation with appropri­
ate Federal, State and local agencies, the effects that construction, 
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operation and maintenance of each segment of the project will 
have on fish and wildlife resources and the need for mitigation. 
The Secretary is to transmit his report or reports on this study, to­
gether with recommendations for modifications determined to be 
necessary and appropriate for mitigation to the House Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation and the Senate Committee on 
Environment and Public Works not later than one year after the 
date of enactment. The Secretary may submit one report on the 
entire project or separate reports on the various segments of the 
project. The project may be constructed in segments. Except for 
funds from the Environmental Protection and Mitigation Fund, no 
funds may be appropriated for acquisition of land for or actual con­
struction of any segment, until the acquisition and construction for 
that segment have been approved by resolutions adopted by the 
two Committees. 

MOBILE HARBOR 

Location.-Mobile Harbor is in the extreme southwest corner of 
Alabama. The Port is located at the City of Mobile on the west 
bank of the Mobile River near its mouth. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted June 24, 1965. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The existing main bay chan­
nel would be deepened to 55 feet and widened to 550 feet; and an 
anchorage area and turning basin would be constructed. The rec­
ommended plan further provides for creation of 1,nO acres of fast­
land in the upper bay adjacent to Brookley Industrial Park and 
construction of mitigation measures for the taking of bay bottoms 
for the creation of fastland. 

Physical Data on Recommended Project Features.­

Structural 
(1) Deepen and widen the entrance channel over the bar to 57 by 

700 feet, a distance of about 7.4 miles to the mouth of Mobile Bay. 
(2) Deepen and widen Mobile Bay Channel to 55 by 550 feet from 

the mouth of Mobile Bay to a point about 3.6 miles south of Mobile 
River, a distance of about 27.0 miles. 

(3) From the above point south of Mobile River, deepen and 
widen an additional 4.2 miles of Mobile Bay Channel to 55 by 650 
feet. 

(4) provide a 55-feet deep anchorage area and a 55-foot deep turn­
ing basin in the vicinity of Little Sand Island just south of the 
Interstate Highway 10 tunnel. 

(5) Construct a 1,nO-acre diked fastland industrial expansion 
area from dredged material disposal adjacent to the Brookley in­
dustrial complex. 

Environmental Features 
Mitigation measures under consideration to offset losses from 

creation of 1,nO acres of fastland on bar bottom are; . 
(1) Enlarging the U.S. Highway 90 bridge to permIt greater CIrcu­

lation in Chocaloochee Bay. 
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(2) Installing culverts under the causeway to McDuffie Island to 
improve circulation in Garrows Bend. 

(3) Establishing salt marsh adjacent to south end of diked dispos­
al area. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-In response to the 
Chiefs report, the Governor of Alabama endorsed the proposed 
project with the exception of the proposed cost-sharing of nonvendi­
ble purposes, the land enhancement costs issue, and the recom­
mended mitigation measures. Environmental interests generally 
oppose the taking of 1,710 acres of bay bottom as a diked disposal 
area and the creation of fast land. The Alabama State Docks De­
partment has expressed its intent to provide the traditional re­
quirements of local cooperation. While the Docks Department sup­
ports the recommended plan as the preferred plan for ultimate 
harbor development, it requested that consideration be given to a 
transshipment facility in lower Mobile Bay. Implementation of 
such a facility would mean that Mobile could service 55-foot draft 
vessels at the earliest possible date and with substantial reductions 
in the scope of the recommended plan. 

Views of Federal Agencies.-The U.S. Departments of Agricul­
ture and Transportation have no objections to the project. The U.S. 
Departments of Interior and Commerce and the Environmental 
Protection Agency strongly object to the conversion of over 1,700 
acres of productive shallow water habitat to fastland by disposal of 
the dredged material. These agencies favor disposal in the Gulf of 
Mexico and feel that the proposed mitigation is not sufficient to 
offset resource losses. Gulf disposal would add $100 million to the 
project costs. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-Final EIS was 
filed with EPA on May 22, 1981. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $387,000,000. 
Non-Federal: $130,624,000. 
Estimated Annual O&M Costs (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $2,737,000. 
Non-Federal: $630,400. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio. -1.2. 
Description of Non-Federal Responsibilities.-A cash contribution 

of $127,347,000, during construction, and subject to section 105, 
dredging of herths, disposal area dikes, an allocated cost of mitiga­
tion measures, and cash contribution. 

Remarks.-Section 101 authorizes the Mobile Harbor project in 
accordance with the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers, 
with three modifications added by the Committee. 

In view of the concerns expressed about disposing of dredged ma­
terial in the Brookley disposal area in Mobile Bay, the authoriza­
tion provides that for reasons of environmental quality the dredged 
material will be diposed of in open water in the Gulf of Mexico in 
accordance with all provisions of Federal law. This requires among 
other things, compliance with the provisions of the Ocean Dumping 
Act. 

The second provision added by the Committee is designed to 
ensure that the Brookley disposal area will not be filled in by 
means other than the disposal of dredged material from the 
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project, thereby eliminating the environmental benefits of requir­
ing the project material to be disposed of in the Gulf of Mexico. 
This provision prohibits the disposal of any dredged or fIll material 
in the Brookley disposal area. No permit may be issued under Sec­
tion 404 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act or Section 10 
of the Rivers and Harbors Act of March 3, 1899, for the discharge 
of material into the area. 

Finally, the authorization provides that if non-Federal interests 
construct a bulk material transshipment facility in lower Mobile 
Bay the Secretary, upon their request, may limit construction of 
the project from the Gulf of Mexico to the transshipment facility, 
thereby reducing the scope and cost of the project. 

MISSISSIPPI RIVER SHIP CHANNEL, GULF TO BATON ROUGE, LA 

Location.- The project area is located in southeastern Louisiana 
generally along the Mississippi River from Baton Rouge to New Or­
leans to the Gulf of Mexico. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tions dated June ,12, 1967, and December 13, 1971, and House 
Public Works Committee resolution dated October 19, 1967. 

Description of Recomended Plan.-The existing deep-draft navi­
gation channel in the Mississippi River would be deepened from 40 
to 55 feet between Baton Rouge, Louisiana, and the Gulf of Mexico, 
and a turning basin would be provided at Baton Rouge. The effects 
of increased saltwater intrusion would be mitigated by the con­
struction of a sill in the lower portion of the river and extension of 
some water intakes. 

Physical Data ofProject Features.­
a. The deep-draft navigation channel in the Mississippi River 

would be enlarged from its present project depth of 40 feet to a 
project depth of 55 feet between Baton Rouge, Louisiana, and the 
Gulf of Mexico; 

b. The existing 35-foot channel along the left descending bank of 
the Mississippi River in New Orleans Harbor, between mile 86.7 
and 104.5 would be enlarged to a project depth of 40 feet over a 
varying bottom width; 

c. A turning basin would be provided at the upstream end of the 
enlarged channel in Baton Rouge, Louisiana; 

d. Training works would be provided in one or more Mississippi 
River passes to redistribute flows to Southwest Pass to reduce 
maintenance of the deep-draft channel in the pass; 

e. A submarine sill would be installed at approximately mile 64.1 
in the Mississippi River during periods of very low flow to mitigate 
the effects of increased saltwater intrusion on waterworks in the 
New Orleans area;

f. The raw water intakes at East and West Pointe a la Hache 
(mile 49) would be extended up to the sill to mitigate the effects of 
the increased saltwater intrusion on municipal water supplies 
downstream of the sill; and 

g. Sixty-four submarine pipelines and 18 submarine cable would 
be relocated, and 385 acres of land would be acquired for disposal 
of dredged material. 
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Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Louisi­
ana has established a task force to look into the engineering, envi­
ronmental, economic and financial feasibility of the project, and 
has hired an engineering firm to perform the study. The State sup­
ports phased construction of the project. This is provided for in Sec­
tion 107 of the bill. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The U.S. Environmen­
tal Protection Agency stated that the proposed project with the rec­
ommended mitigation features will significantly offset anticipated 
saltwater intrusion during periods of low flow and, therefore, satis­
fies the Agency's previous concerns. 

The United States Coast Guard had no objections to the project. 
The U.S. Department of the Interior expressed concern that the 

proposed report did not address the requirement that the Corps of 
Engineers obtain a right-of-way from the Fish and Wildlife Service 
(FWS) prior to conducting any work in the Delta National Wildlife 
Refuge. Issuance of a right-of-way will be contingent upon a deter­
mination by the FWS Regional Director that the proposed work 
will be compatible with purposes for which the Refuge was estab­
lished. In instances where damages to the Refuge will result, the 
Regional Director may require mitigation measures within the 
right-of-way area or on adjacent FWS land. If the proposed use 
cannot be made compatible, no right-of-way will be granted. FWS 
authority to issue right-of-way is contained in Public Law 89-669 
(80 Stat. 926: 16 U.S.C. 663d) as amended. 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture noted that the proposed 
project will have no adverse effect on agriculture. 

Status of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The 
fmal EIS was filed with EPA on July 2, 1982. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $169,488,000. 
Non-Federal Sponsor: $286,512,000. 
Utility Owners: $80,000,000. 
Estimated Annual O&M Costs (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $130,000,000. 
Non-Federal: $6,700,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-8.2 
Description of Non-Federal Responsibilities.-A cash contribution 

of $258,775,000, during construction, and subject to section 105, 
Non-Federal implementation costs include lands and damages for 
disposal areas, pipeline relocation, and berthing areas. 

Remarks.-In view of the concerns expressed by the Department 
of the Interior, the Committee has included language making it 
clear that nothing in the report or the authorizing language shall 
be construed to affect the requirements of Public Law 89-669, as 
amended. 

TEXAS CITY CHANNEL, TX 

Location.-Texas City Channel is located in Galveston Bay and 
serves the petrochemical industry to Texas City, Texas, which lies 
10 miles northwest of Galveston and 35 miles southeast of Houston. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolu­
tion, October 19, 1967. 



21 


. Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan pro­
VIdes for ~nlargem.ent of Texas City Channel to 50 feet deep and 
600 feet Wide over Its 6.7-mile length and enlargement of Galveston 
Harbor Channels to 50 feet or 52 feet deep and 800 feet wide over 
the 10.5.-mile length. A 50-year dredged material disposal plan will 
be proVIded by a combination of containment of dredged material 
on Snake Island, establishment of 600 acres of wetland, enlargment 
of Texas City Dike, and deposition of both inshore an offshore ma­
terial in the Gulf. Ninety acres of water-oriented recreational fa­
cilities are included as a part of the plan. 

PHYSICAL DATA ON PROPOSED FEATURES 

Channel dimensions-
Reach Name 

Depth and width length 

1 Texas City turning basin..................................................................................................... 50 x 1,200 4,253 
2 Texas City channel............................................................................................................. 50 x 600 12,547 
3 Texas City channel ....................................:.:...................................................................... 50 x 600 13,000 
4 Texas City Channel .....................................................,....................................................... 50 x 700 10,430 
5 Bolivar roads ...................................................................................................................... 50 x 800 4,703 
6 Inner bar ............................................................................................................................ 50 x 800 17,262 
7 Outer bar and entrance ...................................................................................................... 52 x 800 33,838 
8 Extended entrance .............................................................................................................. 52 x 800 21,650 
9 New entrance ..................................................................................................................... 52 x 600 44,000 

10 Emergency turning point .................................................................................................... 52 x 2,000 2,000 

Combination Disposal Plan-50 years: 
(1) Snake Island Disposal Area-containment of "polluted" main­

tenance dredging material. 
(2) Wetland creation areas-600 acres. 
(3) Dike enhancement area-90 acres of new-work dredging mate­

rial. 
(4) Offshore disposal-"clean" maintenance material from Texas 

City after filling of wetland area. 
(5) Offshore disposal-new-work and maintenance dredging mate­

rial from Galveston Harbor Channels-only new-work material on 
"one-time" basis in 3,000-acre undesignated site. 

Texas City Dike Recreation Plan: 
(1) 90-acre park constructed on Dike Enhancement area. 
(2) Facilities include boat ramps, beach area, campsites, picnic 

sites, hike and bike trail, bathhouse, group shelter, playgrounds, 
parking, access roads, and landscaping. 

(3) 1.6 million visitor days and annual usage by year 2000. 
Views of State and Non-Federal Interests.-After review of draft 

report and EIS, most Texas State agencies concur with the report. 
However, the Texas Department of Water Resources requested t~at 
a State Water Quality Certificate be sought. Texas Parks and WIld­
life Department and other non-Federal interests expressed concern 
of potential toxic effects of using dredged material to create w:et­
land areas and objected to 320 acres of bay bottom loss due to dIke 
enhancement. Additionally, non-Federal interests expressed con­
cerns about potential oil spills, and the project economic evalua­
tion. Several environmental interests favor the non-structural plan. 
The final report and EIS contain an oil spill analysis and revised 
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economic analyses. Business and industrial interests and the City 
of Texas City Strongly endorse the recommended plan. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-Field level review of 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, comments received from: 
EPA; U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service; National Marine Fisheries,Serv­
ice; Public Health Service; U.S. Coast Guard; and Houston-Galves­
ton Area Council. 

Major issues raised Corps responses 

Potential effects of using dredged material for wetland creation" Final test data indicate no problems. Future monitoring program 
developed. 

loss of bay bottom habitat for 320·acre dike enhancement Dike enhancement area reduced to 90 acres. 
area. 

Object to channel widening due to loss of bay bottom habitat..." Proper design requires channel widening. Bay bottom losses 
mitigated by wetland creation. 

lack of data for offshore disposal sites '''''"."''''''''".,,'''''''''''''',,. Data added to FEIS, 
Potential impact of oil spills"",,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,,,,,,.,,,,,,,,,. Oil spill impact analysis added to FElS. 
Questioned crude oil projection and economic evaluation '''',,'',,'''' Revised projections and economic analysis used in final report. 
Concern over vector problem from wetland creation """,,,,,,,,,,,.,,. No significant problems anticipated. 
Concern over salinity changes in Galveston Bay""""""",,,,,,,,,,,,,, Anaylsis indicates no significant change in salinity gradient due 

to channel enlargement. 
Several agencies favored non·structural plan",,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, Comparison made between structural and nonstructural plans, 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-Final Envi­
ronmental Impact Statement filed with EPA on March 18, 1983. 

Project Costs.­
Federal Cost: $118,000,000. 
Non-Federal: 
Non-Federal Sponsor: $63,100,000. 
Utility Owners: $179,000. 
Estimated Annual O&M Costs (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $4,682,000. 
Non-Federal: $411,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio. -3.7. 
Description of Non-Federal Responsibilities.-A cash comtribu­

tion of $40,716,000, during construction, and subject to section 105, 
dredging of berths; relocations, levees and spillways (excluding cer­
tain costs for wetland creation). 

Remarks.-Section 103 of the bill provides that, for any project 
authorized in Title I for which a fmal report of the Chief of Engi­
neers has not been completed before the date of enactment, the 
Secretary shall transmit a copy of the final environmental impact 
statement, and any recommendations with respect to the project, to 
the House Committee on Public Works and Transportation and the 
Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works. Except for 
funds from the Environmental Protection and Mitigation Fund, no 
appropriations may be made for acquisition of land or for actual 
construction of the project until approved by Resolutions of the two 
Committees. 

NEW YORK HARBOR AND ADJACENT CHANNELS, NEW YORK AND NEW 

JERSEY 


The New York Harbor and adjacent channels project is located 
in the Upper and Lower Bays, New York Harbor. The Upper Bay 
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ex~nds southerly from the junction of Hudson and East Rivers op­
POSIte the Battery, New York City, a distance of about 5.5 miles, to 
the. Narrows. The Lower Bay extends from the Narrows to the sea, 
a dIstance of about 9 miles. The existing project provides for Am­
brose Channel, 45 feet deep, 2,000 feet wide, and about 10.2 miles 
long, extending from the sea to deep water in the Lower Bay; and 
for Anchorage Channel, a northward extension of Ambrose Chan­
nel, with the same depth and width, in the Upper Bay, opposite the 
anchorage grounds, with a length of about 5.7 miles; for a souther­
ly entrance channel 35 feet deep and 800 feet wide from deep water 
in the Atlantic Ocean, through Bayside Channel, 35 feet deep and 
800 feet wide to the junction with Main Ship Channel, about 7.1 
miles long; for a Main Ship Channel, 30 feet deep and 1,000 feet 
wide extending from Bayside Channel to deep water in the Lower 
Bay, about 5.3 miles long; for the removal of Craven Shoal to a 
depth of 30 feet; for a channel 16 feet deep, 200 feet wide, and 
about 2.3 miles long, extending from Bell Buoy 23 to Hoffman and 
Swinburne Island; for an anchorage area in Red Hook Flats to 
depths of 45, 40, and 35 feet over an area of 928 acres and an an­
chorage in Gravesend Bay to a depth of 47 feet over an area of 334 
acres; for an anchorage in the vicinity of Liberty (Bedloe's) Island, 
about 160 acres in area and 20 feet deep; and for a channel along 
the New Jersey Peirhead Line connecting Kill Van Kull with deep 
water in Anchorage Channel, south of the Liberty Island Anchor­
age, 20 feet deep for a width of 500 feet, with widening at bends to 
800 feet, and a length of about 3 miles. 

Section 101 authorizes the deepening of the Ambrose Channel 
feature of the project to 55 feet, with a width of 770 feet. It also 
authorizes the deepening of the Anchorage Channel feature of the 
project to 55 feet with a width of 660 feet. The increased depths are 
needed to accommodate deep draft vessels used in dry bulk and pe­
troleum transoceanic trade and to support anticipated development 
of increased bulk steam coal movement in the harbor. 

Disposal of beach-quality sand shall take place at the ocean front 
on Staten Island, New York and Sea Bright and Monmouth Beach, 
New Jersey at full Federal expense.

No disposal of dredged material from construction, operation, 
and maintenance of the project may take place at Bowery Bay, 
Flushing Bay, Powell's Cove, Little Bay, or Little Neck Bay, 
Queens, New York. 

No appropriation may be made for the acquisition of real proper­
ty for, or the actual construction of, the proj~ct until approved ~y 
resolutions of the Senate Committee on EnVIronment and PublIc 
Works and the House Committee on Public Works and Transporta­
tion. The estimated Federal cost of the project is $178,000,000, and 
the estimated non-Federal cost is $146,000,000, including a cash 
contribution of $132,425,000, during construction. 

LOS ANGELES AND LONG BEACH HARBORS, SAN PEDRO BAY, CA 

The population in the area se~ed by Los An~eles and Long 
Beach Harbors (the entire PacIfic Southwest). mcr~ased fr~m 
10,700,000 in 1960 to about 22,500,000 in 1982. It IS projected to m­
crease to about 34,500,000 by the year 2000. Commerce through 



24 


these harbors increased from about 32,000,000 tons in 1960 to over 
64,000,000 tons in 1977. In the year 2000, commercial traffic is ex­
pected to reach 146,000,000 tons. Prevailing controlling depth in 
the harbor areas of Los Angeles Harbor complex is 35 feet and 
many vessels must await favorable tides to enter or depart. The 
outer harbor areas of the Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor complex 
have potential for depths in the range of 80-100 feet. At present, 
there are only three ports in the United States (Los Angeles, Long 
Beach, and Seattle) where vessels in the 100,000 dead weight tons 
load range can be fully loaded at berth. Deepening the inner har­
bors and providing additional channels and turning basins in the 
outer harbors, offshore anchorage and loading facilities for tankers, 
and additional shallow-draft vessel facilities are needed. 

As recommended in an interim report made under this study au­
thorization, deepening Los Angeles Harbor to a controlling depth of 
45 feet was authorized in 1976. A fmal report, which will include 
recommendations for optimum development of Los Angeles and 
Long Beach Harbors, is scheduled for completion in 1984. 

Section 101 authorizes the deepening of the entry channel to the 
harbor of Los Angeles, California, to a depth of 65 feet, and the 
deepening of the entry channel to the harbor of Long Beach, Cali­
fornia, to a depth of 76 feet. 

Phase I of the project in the Los Angeles Harbor will result in 
the deepening of a 600-foot wide channel and the creation of ap­
proximately 270 acres of land from the dredge material. 

Phases I and II of the year 2020 plan is based on cargo land use 
need projections contained in the ongoing Army Corps of Engineers 
Study (authorized by House Public Works Committee Resolution 
adopted July 10, 1968) of the Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbors, 
which forecasts a "shortfall of new land required" of 2,600 acres for 
the two ports. The Corps of Engineers has detemined that the San 
Pedro Bay Ports will need to begin expansion in order to be able to 
handle projected cargo volumes of 223 million short tons in the 
year 2020, which is a threefold increase from present cargo
throughputs. 

Phase II of the 2020 plan will result in the deepening of the main 
entry channel in the Port of Los Angeles from the 600-foot width 
(Phase I) to 1200 feet, and the development of cargo handling facili­
ties on land in the outer harbor created in Phase I of the project. 

The new cargo handling facilities will include new coal handling 
facilities due to projected increased coal usage by the Pacific Rim 
countries and the development of other bulk storage and handling 
facilities, including relocating petroleum handling terminals, from 
inner harbor high density areas to the new low density outer 
harbor land fill sites created in Phase I. The transfer of such haz­
ardous materials will be primarily for safely and environmental 
reasons, and will make possible the development of needed addi­
tional container handling facilities in inner harbor areas. 

The need for dredging the Main Channel in the Port of Long 
Beach to 76 feet is immediate. Existing channel depths of 60 feet 
limit tanker vessels to 160,000-Dead-Weight-Tons (DWT). The size 
of vessels calling at a new marine oil terminal, where berthside 
depth is 76 feet and the wharf is designed to accommodate vessels 
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up to 265,000 DWT, is limited to 160,000 DWT by the 60-foot chan­
nel depth. 
Purs~ant to the provisions of Section 103, the Secretary must 

transmIt a copy of any required environmental impact statement, 
and any recommendations with respect to the project, to the House 
Committee on Public Works and Transportation and the Senate 
Committee on Environment and Public Works. Except for funds 
from the Environmental Protection and Mitigation Fund, no funds 
may be appropriated for acquisition of lands for, or actual construc­
tion of, the project until approved by resolutions of the two Com­
mittees. 

The estimated Federal cost of the project is $230,000,000 and the 
estimated non-Federal cost is $230,000,000, to be paid in cash 
during construction. 

SECTION 102 

Section 102 authorizes the construction of 28 projects for the im­
provement of general cargo ports-ports with an authorized debt of 
45 feet or less Descriptions of these projects follow. 

PORTSMOUTH HARBOR AND PISCATAQUA RIVER, NH 

Location.-Portsmouth Harbor is formed by the mouth of the 
Piscataqua River and is located 45 miles northeast of Boston, Mas­
sachusetts, and 37 milies southwest of Portland, Maine. The river 
is about 13 miles long and locally forms the New Hampshire-Maine 
state boundary. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee Resolu­
tion of April 23, 1970. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan to 
meet the navigation needs of Portsmouth Harbor provides for wid­
ening the existing Federal deep-draft project at three areas. The 
recommended plan requires removal and disposal of 228,000 cubic 
years of sand and gravel and 305,000 cubic yards of rock. 

An upland disposal site in Newington, New Hampshire, proved 
to be the least environmentally sensitive and is recommended in 
the feasibility report. Subsequent correspondence, meetings, and 
studies have shown that· this site is socially and politically unac­
ceptable. Accordingly, further coordination is currently underway 
with the States of New Hampshire and Maine to determine the 
best available alternative site. 

Physical data on Project Features.­

Structural 
(1) Main Ship Channel. -Widen the existing turning basin, 

which is located between the vertical lift bridges near the western 
end of Badgers Island from 600 feet to 1,000 feet; widen by 100 feet 
the northern limit of the channel at the southern end of the above­
mentioned turning basin adjacent to Badgers Island; and widen 
from 400 feet to 550 feet the southern portion of the channel at the 
bend in the vicinity of Goat Island. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-rhe Governor of 
New Hampshire requested that the proposed Improvements b~ 
made as soon as possible. Widespread support comes from the PrI­
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vate and public sectors of the Greater Portsmouth region including 
Kittery, Maine. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Defense Logistics 
Agency and the United States Coast Guard support the project. 
The United States Navy has indicated its support. The timing of 
the blasting and dredging operations as proposed for the project 
has been the subject of coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wild­
life Service and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-An Environmental 
Assessment dated July 1982 has been prepared in connection with 
the project. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $17,000,000. 
Non-Federal: $5,400,000. 
Cash during construction included above: $5,400,000. 
Estimated Annual O&M Costs.-The project requires channel 

widening at three areas. Based on experienced maintenance activi­
ty in the concerned areas, the incremental increase in the mainte­
nance costs is negligible. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio: 2.l. 
Remarks.-Because of the unacceptability of the originally select­

ed upland disposal site, the Committee has included language di­
recting the Secretary, in consultation with appropriate Federal, 
State and local agencies, to study potential disposal sites necessary 
for construction, operation and maintenance of the project. Not 
later than one year after the date of enactment of the Act, the Sec­
retary is to transmit a report on the results of the study, together 
with recommendations for modifications to the project determined 
to be necessary and appropriate to assure that adequate disposal 
sites are available, to the House Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation and the Senate Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

No appropriation may be made for acquisition of real property 
for, or actual construction of, the project until approved by resolu­
tions of the committees. 

NEW HAVEN HARBOR, CT 

Location.-New Haven Harbor is an estuary extending northerly 
into south-central Connecticut and on the north-central shore of 
Long Island Sound. The shorefront cities of New Haven and West 
Haven about the harbor, forming its North, East and West bound­
aries. 

Authority for Report.-House and Senate Public Works Commit­
tee resolutions of December 14, 1950, and April 23, 1954, respective­
ly. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The plan selected to meet 
navigation needs of New Haven Harbor provides for deepening and 
widening the existing Federal navigation project. The plan requires 
removal and disposal of about 4.4 million cubic yards of soft 
dredged material and about 27,200 cubic years of rock. Disposal of 
suitable material would be in a man-made hole in Morris Cove on 
the Harobr's east side; and the remaining dredged material (about 
80 percent of the total) would be placed at the approved Long 
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Island Sound Central Disposal Site, located about 6 miles south of 
the harbor entrance. 
Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
(1) Main Ship Channel.-Deepen to 40 ft. for about 6 miles; 

widen to 500 ft. for about 4 miles; relign upper 9,700 ft; and widen 
bend at Southwest Ledge to a minimum of 780 ft. 

(2) Turning Basin at the Head ofNavigation.-Provide an octago­
nal common turning basin about 1,200 ft. wide and 40 ft. deep. 

(3) Dredging and Disposal of Materials.-Dredge site. Remove 4.4 
million cubic yds. of soft materials. Remove 27,700 cubic yards of 
rock. Disposal sites. Morris Cove hole-900,000 cubic yds. 

Views of States and Npn-Federal Interests.-The Governor of 
Connecticut endorsed the recommended plan. 

The local oyster industry has expressed concern about the possi­
ble adverse impact the project may have on existing oyster beds. 
These concerns involve potential changes in current and the wave 
climate over the beds. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-Comments on the pro­
posed report of the Chief of Engineers were received from the De­
partments of the Interior, Commerce, and Transportation (United 
States Coast Guard), and the U;S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. Primary concerns involved the economic impact of the 
project on the oyster industry, the adequacy of the mitigation plan 
and disposal methods. The Chief of Engineers, in his fmal report, 
recommended that, during preconstruction planning, the Division 
Engineer closely coordinate with the oyster industry and concerned 
government agencies to (a) explore all feasible means of replacing 
oyster habitat lost through project implementation, (b) develop a 
plan that minmizes or eliminates loss of productivity to the oyster 
industry, and (c) quantify any residual national economic develop­
ment losses to the industry.

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The Final EIS 
was fIled with EPA December 18, 1981. 

Projects Costs.­
Federal: $18,600,000. 
Non-Federal: $7,300,000. 
Cash during construction included above: $6,200,000 
Estimated Annual O&M Costs (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $390,000. 
Non-Federal $0. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-2.0. 
Remarks.-In view of the concerns expressed about the effects of 

the project on the oyster industry, the Committee has directed the 
Secretary, in consultation with appropriate Fed~ral, State B;D.d local 
agencies, to study the effects that construction, operation and 
maintenance of the project will have on oyster beds and the pro­
duction of oysters in New Haven Harbor.. The .report on the. study, 
along with any recommendations for modIficatIOn to the proJ~~t de­
termined necessary and appropriate by the Secretary to mItigate 
adverse effects on oyster beds and production, is to be transm~tted 
within one year from date of enactment to the House CommIttee 
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on Public Works and Transportation and the Senate Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

The project authorization includes any modifications recommend­
ed by the Secretary in the report. Except for funds from the Envi­
ronmental Protection and Mitigation Fund, no appropriations may 
be made for acquisition of lands for or actual construction of, the 
project until approved by resolutions of the two Committees. 

GOWANUS CREEK CHANNEL, NY 

Location.-The Gowanus Creek is a tidal estuary which connects 
the New York Harbor entrance channel with the interior of the 
County of Brooklyn, New York City. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee Resolu­
tion adopted October 10, 1974. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Existing Main Channels to 
be deepened to 40 feet, 35 feet and 32 feet. below mean low water at 
various sections; the existing Branch Channel would also be deep­
ened to 40 feet below mean low water. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation expressed some con­
cerns about the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). A 
mutually satisfactory solution has been worked out and these con­
cerns have been addressed in the final EIS. 

The New York State Department of Environmental Protection 
and local Staten Island residents are concerned over the recom­
mended disposal area at the City's Fresh Kills Sanitary Landfill in 
Staten Island. It has been agreed that additional pollution testing 
will be done in post-authorization work. . 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The U.S. Environmen­
tal Protection Agency and U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish 
and Wildlife Service, offered no objections to the recommended 
project. 

Status ofFinal Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final EIS 
was filed with EPA on May 5,1982. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $1,610,000. 
Non-Federal: $1,835,000 
Cash during construction included above: $535,000. 
The 40-foot depth in the entrance apron and the 40-foot depth in 

the Branch Channel would initially serve a single beneficiary on 
the Branch channel, although depths to 35 feet in the entrance 
apron serve multiple beneficiaries. Non-Federal interests would 
have to bear annual payments for one-half the cost of the incre­
ment assigned to the single beneficiary until such time as accepta­
ble multiple use of the Branch Channel occurs. This annual cost is 
currently estimated to be $38,000,000. 

Estimated Annual O&M Costs (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $8,800. 
Non-Federal: $4,200. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-13.8. 
Remarks.-Section 105g provides that the cost sharing provisions 

set forth in subsections 105 (a), (b), (c) and (d) shall not apply to the 
Gowanus Creek project. This preserves the traditional cost sharing 
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for single user benefits which is recommended in the report of the 
Chief of Engineers. 

KILL VAN KULL, NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY 

Location.-Kill Van Kull and Newark Bay are segments of New 
York Harbor. Kill Van Kull stems off the western side of Upper 
New York Bay forming a waterway boundary between Staten 
Island, New York and Bayonne, New Jersey. Newark Bay in turn 
stems of Kill Van Kull in a northerly direction. Both the Kill Van 
Kull and Newark Bay are located within 5 to 8 miles southwest of 
the New York City Battery. 

Authority for Report.-House resolution adopted June 14, 1972. 
Description of Recommended Plan.-Deepening the existing Fed­

eral channels in the Kill Van Kull and Newark Bay to 45 feet 
(MLW) and widening these channels at selected points. 

Physical Data on Project Features.-Construction dredging of 
about 5 miles of the Kill Van Kull Channel to 45 feet with. widen­
ings at Robbins Reef, St. George and Newark Bay; construction 
dredging of about 3 miles of the Newark Bay Main Channels to 45 
feet, with widenings at the site of the Central Railroad Bridge 
(being removed by U.S. Coast Guard) and the junction with Port 
Newark Channel, also a turning basin at Port Elizabeth; construc­
tion dredging of about 4.5 miles of pierhead channels at Port 
Newark, Port Elizabeth, also at 45 feet. Disposal of about 30 mil­
lion cubic yards of materials at sea. 

Views of State and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of New 
Jersey stated support of the recommended improvement and urged 
study support of the recommended improvement and urged study 
completion and Congressional authorization at the earliest possible 
date. The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey and marine 
industry representatives support the project. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The U.S. Environmen­
tal Protection Agency (EPA) has expressed reservations concerning 
the disposal of dredged material in the Atlantic Ocean. EPA recom­
mends that the final decision on dredged material disposal be de­
ferred until after detailed post-authorization studies. EPA also rec­
ommends post-authorization hydraulic modeling and further fish 
and wildlife investigation. EPA desires all results to be coordinated 
in a supplemental to the EIS. The Fish and Wildlife Service 
&&WS) has submitted a report surveying fish and wildlife re­
sources and impacts in the study area. The Service requested bioas­
says and bioaccumulation testing before authorization. In accord­
ance with the EPA and F&WS recommendations outlined above, 
testing will be done during post-authorization disposal studies. The 
F&WS also requested seasonal dredging restrictions and selection 
of a plan of lesser depth (40 feet). The data in this report do not 
support either of the above measures. Additi~)l~ally, the. F&WS !e­
quested creation of 250 acres of wetland to mItigate against the in­
clusion of 250 acres of bottom area in the project. The Corps finds 
no demonstrable net loss to the environment due to acreage inclu­
sion and, therefore, no basis to recommend mitigation. . 

Status ofFinal Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final EIS 
was filed wit~ EPA on July 31, 1981. 
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Project Cost.­
Federal: $260,000,000. 

Non-Federal: $116,100,000. . 

Cash during construction included above: $83,325,000. 

Estimated Annual O&M Costs (October 1982 price levels): 

Federal: $870,000. 

Non-Federal: $50,000. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio.-6.6. 
Except for funds from the Environmental Protection and Mitiga­

tion Fund, no appropriation for the acquisition of lands for, or the 
actual construction of, the project may be made unless approved by 
resolutions of the House Committee on Public Works and Transpor­
tation and the Senate Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

ARTHUR KILL, NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY 

The project is located along the Arthur Kill Channel from its 
confluence with the Kill Van Kull and Newark Bay Channels to 
New Jersey. The recommended project provides for deepening the 
channel from its present depth of 35 feet MLW to 41 feet MLW 
from its confluence with the Kill Van Kull and Newark Bay Chan­
nels to the Howland Hook Marine Terminal and to 40 feet MLW to 
Bayonne, New Jersey. 

The existing Howland Hook Marine Terminal is a modern con­
tainer port with plans to expand from 200 acres to 500 acres in the 
future. Expansion may be limited due to environmental concerns, 
but this would not affect present project justification which is 
based on a 200 acre facility. Two major oil facilities, Exxon Bayway 
.	and Gulfport, are located within a mile beyond Howland Hook. 
Chevron is located directly across the Arthur Kill from Howland 
Hook. The existing 35 foot below ML W channel imposes serious 
loading restrictions on the current and future generations of con­
tainerships. Deep draft tankers which need to lighter at anchor­
ages in the upper bay at substantial cost also use the 35 foot chan­
nel. Local interest desire a 45 foot below ML W channel and a turn­
ing basin at a commensurate depth. In 1981, Howland Hook Termi­
nal accommodated 277 containerships with a throughput of ap­
proximately 1.4 million tons, during 1982. Exxon and Gulf annually 
receive about 400 vessels at their docks transporting approximately 
18 million tons on crude and refined oil. In addition, Chevron an­
nually receives about 14 tankers bringing approximately 50,400 
tons of refined oil. 

Project cost.­
Federal: $31,927,000. 

Non-Federal: $17,470,000. 

Cash contribution during construction included above: 


$10,643,000. 

NEW YORK HARBORS AND ADJACENT CHANNELS, NEW YORK AND NEW 
JERSEY 

The New York Harbor and Adjacent Channels Project is located 
in the Upper and Lower Bays, New York Harbor. The Upper Bay 
extends southerly from the junction of the Hudson and East 
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Rivers, opposite the New York City Battery, a distance of about 5.5 
miles, to the Narrows. The Lower Bay extends from the Narrows to 
the sea, a distance of about 9 miles. The existing project provides 
for Ambrose Channel, 45 feet deep, 2,000 feet wide, and about 10.2 
miles long, extending from the sea to deep water in the Lower Bay; 
and for Anchorage Channel, a northward extension of Ambrose 
Channel, with the same depth and width, in the Upper Bay, oppo­
site the anchorage grounds, length about 5.7 miles; for a southerly 
entrance channel 35 feet deep and 800 feet wide from deep water 
in the Atlantic Ocean, through Bayside Channel, 35 feet deep and 
800 feet wide to the junction with Main Ship Channel, length about 
7.1 miles; for Main Ship Channel, 30 feet deep and 1,000 feet wide 
extending from Bayside Channel to deep water in the Lower Bay, 
about 5.3 miles long; for the removal of Craven Shoal to a depth of 
30 feet; for a channel 16 feet deep, 200 feet wide, and about 2.3 
miles long, extending from Bell Buoy 23 to Hoffman and Swin­
burne Island; for an anchorage area in Red Hook flats to depths of 
45, 40, and 35 feet over an area of 928 acres and an anchorage in 
Gravesend Bay to a depth of 47 feet over an area of 334 acres; an­
chorage in the vicinity of Liberty (Bedloe's) Island (about 160 acres 
in area) 20 feet deep; and for a channel along with New Jersey 
pierhead line connecting Kill Van Kull with deep water in Anchor­
age channel, south of the Liberty Island Anchorage, 20 feet deep 
for a width of 500 feet with widening at bends to 800 feet and a 
length of about 3 miles. 

Section 102 authorizes two improvements to the overall project. 
One consists of an access channel 45 feet deep and 450 feet wide to 
extend from deep water in the Anchorage Channel westward ap­
proximately 12,000 feet along the southern boundary of the Port 
Jersey Peninsula to the head of navigation in Jersey City, New 
Jersey, at an estimated cost of $29,700,000. The other consists of a 
channel 42 feet deep and 300 feet wide extending from deep water 
in the Anchorage Channel westward approximately 11,000 feet to 
the head of navigation in Claremont Terminal Channel, at an esti­
mated cost of $16,000,000. 

No disposal of dredged material from construction, operation, 
and maintenance of the project may take place in Bowery Bay, 
Flushing Bay, Powell's Cove, Little Bay, or Little Neck Bay, 
Queens, New York. No appropriation may be made for acquisition 
of lands for, or actual construction of, the project until approved by 
the House Committee on Public Works and. Transportation and the 
Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works. 

WILMINGTON HARBOR-NORTHEAST CAPE FEAR RIVER, NC 

Location.-The project area is in Southeastern North Carolina, 
at Wilmington, North Carolina. . . 

Authority for Report.-Two Senate PublI? Works Comml~tee reso­
lutions of March 31, 1967; and House PublIc Works CommIttee res­
olutions of October 19, 1967, and April 25, 1978. . 

Description of Recommended Plans.-The ~ecommen~ed naVlga­
tion improvements include wide~ing 1.5 mIles of. ShIp channel, 
deepening a:p.other 1.7 miles of s~p channel,.and Wldenmg ~ turn­
ing basin. T~e recommended enVlronmental Improvements mclude 
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acquiring, by easements or fee title, about 2,800 miles of wetlands, 
river bluffs, and ecotones. The proposed plan also provides for a 
minimum number of specially designed corridors across the wet­
lands for industrial access to the river. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
a. The Fourth East Jetty Channel (38 feet x 40 feet) would be 

widened to 500 feet for approximately 1.5 miles. 
b. The channel from Castel Street to the N.C. 133 Bridge (32 feet 

deep) would be deepened to 35 feet, approximately 1.7 miles. 
c. The turning basin just above the mouth of the Northeast Cape 

Fear River (800 feet by 1,000 feet by 30 feet deep) would be widened 
and deepened to 900 feet by 1,000 feet by 35 feet deep. 

Environmental Features 
Acquisition of 2,800 acres of wetlands, river bluffs, and ecotones. 
Overall environmental quality for the area is expected to be im­

proved, when compared to the without-projection condition. 
Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of North 

Carolina supports implementation of the project and has expressed 
its intent to provide the traditional items of local cooperation. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-All Federal agencies 
contacted have no objection to the navigation improvements with 
purchase of environmental lands. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The Final EIS 
was filed with EPA on February 5, 1980. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $7,160,000. 
Non-Federal: $2,558,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-A cash contri­

bution of $2,072,000, during construction, and subject to section 
105, furnish dredge material disposal areas, diking disposal areas, 
25 percent of environmental lands cost. 

Estimated Annual O&M Cost (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $37,000. 
Non-Federal: $47,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-2.5. 
Remarks.-The plan that maximizes net benefits to national eco­

nomic development (NED) provides for widening 1.5 miles of ship 
channel, deepening another 1.7 miles of ship channel, and widen­
ing a turning basin. The NED plan includes no environmental fea­
tures. The recommended plan was selected to protect and enhance 
the nationally recognized swamp forest and marshes of the North­
east Cape Fear River while permitting the same level of economic 
development as the NED plan. The plan adopted by the Committee 
makes these contributions to environmental quality at a reasonable 
cost and the monetary benefits are believed to at least equal these 
costs. The recommended plan also has the strong support of State 
and local interests. 

Beneficial effects of the plan adopted by the Committee include 
the preservation of ecosystem productivity and management of the 
nationally significant environmental resources values in a way 
that is compatible with maintaining navigation interests. Preserva­
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tion of cultural resources and national beauty of the project area is 
also a beneficial effect. 

CHARLESTON HARBOR 

Location..-Charleston Harbor is located midway along the South 
Carolina Coast at Charleston, South Carolina. 

Authority for Report.-Section 101 of the Water Resources Devel­
opment Act of 1976. 

Description of Recommended Plan. -Existing project would be 
deepened to 42 feet in outer bar, 40 feet in inner channel, 38 feet in 
Shipyard River. The recommended plan also includes some channel 
and basin widening. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
Existing channels will be deepened, with some additional widen­

ing. Annual maintenance will be required to keep channels at au­
thorized project depths. 

Environmental Features: 
Mitigation of 10 acres of lost wetland. 
Views of States and non-Federal Intrerests.-State of South Caro­

lina supports the project. The South Carolina State Ports Authority 
expressed its intent to provide the traditional items of local coop­
eration. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The U.S. Environmen­
tal Protection Agency favors the recommended plan, but the U.S. 
Department of Interior has concerns about ocean disposal of the 
dredged material. Both agencies desire mitigation for the loss of 10 
acres of wetlands under the recommended plan. The Chief of Engi­
neers replied that the Corps believes the impacts from ocean dis­
posal will not be significant and that a mitigation plan is now in­
cluded in the project.

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The Phase I 
General Design Memorandum contains a Supplemental Informa­
tion Report on the Final EIS filed in April of 1976. The Supplemen­
tal Information Report was filed on March 24, 1981. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $65,700,000. 
Non-Federal: $21,900,000. 
Description ofNon-Federal Implementation Costs.-A cash con~ri­

bution of $19,900,000, during construction, and subject to section 
105, dredging of berths and right-of-ways.

Estimated Annual O&M Cost (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $3,719,000. 
Non-Federal: $113,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio. -1.8. . 
Remarks.-The authorization for the Charleston Harbor project 

includes construction of a 2-mile extension of the harbor navigation 
channel in the Wando River to the State port authority's Wando 
River Terminal. 
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SAVANNAH HARBOR 

Location.-Savannah Harbor, Georgia, is located in Chatham 
County, Georgia, on the South Atlantic Coast 75 miles south of 
Charleston Harbor, South Carolina, and 120 miles north of Jack­
sonville Harbor, Florida. . 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted July 10, 1968. ' 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan pro­
vides for modification of the harbor by widening the navigation 
channel between the present upstream limit of the 500-foot chan­
nel (Fig Island Turning Basin) and the King's Island Turning Basin 
from 400 to 500 feet. 

Physical Data on Project Features.-Channel widening from 400 
to 500 feet for a distance of 5.6 miles. Dredging and disposal of 3 
million cubic yards of material requiring 309 acres of land. Widen­
ing will require an additional 27 acres of shoreline. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Agencies.-The State of Georgia 
supports the project. Chatham County has expressed its intent to 
provide the traditional items of local cooperation. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The U.S. Departments 
of Commerce and Interior and the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency have no objections to the project. 

Status ofEnvironmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The Final EIS 
was filed with EPA March 20, 1981. 

Project Costs-
Federal: $15,125,000. 
Non-Federal: $4,051,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-A cash contri­

bution of $3,093,000, during construction, and subject to section 
105, lands will be provided for disposal areas, including necessary 
retaining dikes, wasteweirs, and bulkheads. 

Estimated Annual O&M Cost (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $0. 
Non-Federal: $0. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-l.6. 
Remarks.-The authorization provides that non-Federal interests 

will be reimbursed for moving or modifying locks, bulkheads, ware­
houses, towers, and railroad facilities necessary for project con­
struction. The reimbursement is to be based on replacement costs, 
exclusive of betterment, minus the fair market value of the exist­
ing structures. 

MANATEE HARBOR, FL 

Location.-Manatee Harbor is on the southern shoreline of 
Tampa Bay, near the entrance to the Gulf of Mexico. The harbor is 
in Manatee County which is about midway along the west coast of 
Florida. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee Resolu­
tion adopted April 11, 1974. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan 
would modify the authorized Tampa Harbor Project to include a 
400-ft. wide by 40-ft. deep channel at Manatee Harbor. The plan in­
cludes construction of an enlarged widener and turning basin for 
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safer navigation. All material from initial construction and future 
maintenance operations would be placed in diked upland disposal 
areas adjacent to the harbor. To mitigate the 6.6 acres of shallow 
bay bottom lost in enlarging the turning basin, 10 acres of the 
emergent near shore disposal island would be excavated two feet 
below mean low water. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
Maintain entrance channel, and construct enlarged widener and 

turning basin to reduce transportation costs and provide safe navi­
gation, respectively. Also, acquisition of lands, easements and 
rights-of-way for upland placement of dredged material. 

Environmental 
Mitigation on separable lands for enlarging the turning basin. 
Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Florida 

has no objection to the report being transmitted to Congress pro­
vided its concerns regarding mitigation and port development are 
included. The Manatee Port Authority expressed its intent to pro­
vide the traditional items of local cooperation. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The U.S. Departments 
of Interior, Energy, and Transportation have no objection to the 
project. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency expressed no 
significant environmental reservations to the proposal. The Depart­
ment of Commerce expressed concern that seagrass might not es­
tablish itself naturally in the excavated area. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-Notice 
of the final EIS appeared in the Federal Register on September 28, 
1979. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $10,800,000. 
Non-Federal: $5,311,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-A cash contri­

bution of $3,115,000, during construction, and subject to section 
105, dredging of berthing areas, and costs associated with diking, 
weirs, an drainage of the upland disposal areas. 

Estimated Annual O&M Cost (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $113.000. 
Non-Federal: $50,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-7.8. 
Remarks.-Current problems attending navigation relate to 

vessel safety and efficiency of operation. The Manatee Harbor 
channel was constructed by local interests to a depth of 40 feet. 
Continued shoaling in this channel has re~uced chann~l. depths 
and is resulting in inefficent vessel operations. In addItIo~, the 
harbor pilots have restricted larger vessel m<?vemen~s to. periods of 
slack tide due to navigational hazards assoCIated With madequate 
wideners and turning basins. . ... . 

The State of Florida and the National Marme FISherIes ServIce 
of the U.S. Department of Commerce exp~essed concern that sea­
grass might not establish itself naturally m the 10-acre area pro­
posed to be excavated to a shallow dep~h for mitigati~n of project­
caused lossed to the seagrass commumty. The CommIttee has ac­
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cordingly included the requirement that the Secretary, in consulta­
tion with appropriate Federal, State and local agencies, study the 
effects of construction, operation and maintenance of the project on 
the benthic environment. A report on the study, together with rec­
ommendations for modifications determined necessary and appro­
priate by the Secretary for mitigation of adverse effects on the 
benthic environment, is to be submitted within one year to the 
House Committee on Public Works and Transportation and the 
Senate Committee on Environmental Protection and Mitigation 
Fund, no appropriations may be made for acquisition of lands for, 
or actual construction of, the project until approved by resolutions 
of the two Committees. 

TAMPA HARBOR, EAST BAY CHANNEL, FL 

Location.-East Bay Channel is located in the northeast section 
of Tampa Harbor between Hillsborough and McKay Bays. 

Authority for Report.-House and Senate Public Works Commit­
tee Resolutions adopted June 23, 1971, and April 6, 1971, respec­
tively. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The proposed channel for 
proposed maintenance is 300 feet wide and approximately 5,000 
feet long, termination in an irregular shaped basin. The channel is 
aligned along the western side of the bay with the turning basin at 
the northern end. The proposed maintenance would provide 34 feet 
of depth in the waterway. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
Maintenance of navigation channels and turning basin resulting 

in reduced transportation costs. 
Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The Florida Depart­

ment of Environmental Regulation expressed concern over the re­
suspension, containment, and disposal of contaminated bottom sedi­
ments during maintenance operations. The Tampa Port Authority 
indicated its support for the East Bay Project and accepted the 
local cooperation requirements. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies. -Comments received 
concerned introducing toxic dredged materials into the water 
column during maintenance dredging operations. The Chief of En­
gineers replied that monitoring will be performed and if significant 
adverse effects occur, operations will be suspended or restricted 
until a responsible course of action is determined. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-An environmental 
assessment (May 1977) has been prepared. 

Project Costs.-(These are average annual costs for maintenance, 
which. is anticipated t? be required every six years. The initial con­
structlOn was accomplIshed by non-Federal interests.) 

Federal: $423,000. 
Non-Federal: $216,000. 
Description of Non-Federal 0 & M Costs.-Maintenance of berth­

ing areas and disposal area dikes. 
Benefit-to-Cost Ratio. -3.6. 



37 


Remarks.-The initial cost for the first maintenance dredging is 
$2,860,000. 

SAN JUAN HARBOR, PUERTO RICO 

Location.-San Juan Harbor is located on the north coast of 
Puerto Rico, about 75 miles from the island's west end. It is the 
only harbor on the north coast which affords protection in all 
weather. The harbor is about 3 miles long in a southeasterly direc­
tion and varies in width from 0.6 to 1.6 miles. 

Authority for Report.­
Original feasibility study.-September 3, 1964, House Committee 

on Public Works Resolution. 
Phase I General Design Memorandum.-The Water Resources 

Development Act of 1976, Public Law 94-587. 
Description of Recommended Plan.-The plan for navigation im­

provements at San Juan Harbor recommended in the General 
Design Memorandum is a modified version of the plan recommend­
ed in the 1976 Survey Report and would provide for the following: 

(a) Modifying Bar Channel to a maximum width of 800 feet, deep­
ening it to 48 feet, shifting the centerline 350 feet west, and provid­
ing a compound widener that will give 1,300 feet of width at the 
intersection with Anegado Channel. 

(b) Deepening Anegado Channel in steps to 40 feet, reducing its 
width to 800 feet, and easing the bend at the junction with Army 
Terminal Channel. 

(c) Deepening Army Terminal Channel to 40 feet, widening the 
channel to 450 feet, and easing the bend at the junction of Army 
Terminal and Puerto Nuevo Channels. 

(d) Deepening Puerto Nuevo Channel to 40 feet, widening it to 
450 feet, easing and westward shifting of the bend at the intersec­
tion of Puerto Nuevo and Graving Dock Channels, and providing 4 
feet of overdepth dredging over a 600,000-square-foot area within 
the bend and west of the mouth of Rio Puerto Nuevo as advanced 
maintenance in that shoaling area. 

(e) Deepening Graving Dock Channel to 36 feet and lVidening it 
to 450 feet. 

(f) Extending the limits of the Federal project in San Antonio 
Channel 1,500 feet further east and deepening both the San Anto­
nio Channel and the extension to 36 feet at various widths, with a 
minimum width of 500 feet. 

(g) Deepening the Cruise Ship Basin to 36 feet with an irregular 
width, between San Antonio Channel and the cruise ship piers on 
the south side of Old San Juan. 

(h) Deepening and maintaining Sabana Approach to a depth of 
32 feet and a width of 250 feet. 

(i) Providing a 38-foot depth in Anchorage Area E and mooring 
dolphins for vessels using the area. . 

G) Mitigating the loss of 22 acres of shallow-bottom habItat. Ap­
proximately 11,100,000 cubic yards C?f ~ater.ial would be excavat~d 
in providing the recommended naVlgatIo.n Improvem~nts. Of thIS, 
10.1 million cubic yards of soft materIals, predommantlr .clay, 
would be excavated from inner harbor channels. The remammg 1 
million cubic yards, predominantly sand and rock, would come 
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from Bar Channel improvements. Some blasting would be required 
to facilitate rock removal. All material would be placed on barges 
and deposited 2.8 miles offshore and northwest of the harbor en­
trance. The ocean disposal area is approximately 5,000 square feet 
and has bottom depths in excess of 600 feet. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
Deepened navigation channels and turning basins, resulting in 

reduced transportation costs. 

Environmental Features 
Creation of 22 acres of shallow-bottom habitat for algae forma­

tion (mitigation). 
Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The Puerto Rico 

Ports Authority agreed to provide the traditional items of local co­
operation. The Puerto Rico Department of Natural Resources 
raised questions concerning the credibility of the bioassays conduct­
ed and concerning the possibility of increased erosion of coastal 
areas west of the channel and in the harbor as a result of being 
exposed more directly to wave action when the entrance channel is 
shifted. The Chief of Engineers replied that it is doubtful that the 
realignment of the channel would affect the wave climate, that the 
bioassays were performed in accordance with established guide­
lines, and that additional bioassays to the satisfaction of EPA will 
be conducted prior to construction. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of In­
terior disagreed with the Chief of Engineers' recommendations on 
the plan's mitigation features and felt that further study was ap­
propriate to determine the best site and methodology for construct­
ing the mitigation area. The United States Coast Guard felt that 
deepening and shifting the centerline of the bar channel would 
definitely increase navigation safety. EPA and the Department of 
Agriculture had no objections. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Council on Environ­
mental Quality in August 1976. Review of San Juan harbor project 
modifications as recommended in the Phase I Report show some 
areas of difference, particularly with regard to excavation in the 
Bar Channel, which have been addressed in a Final Supplement to 
the Final EIS. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $63,000,000. 
Non-Federal: $23,350,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-A cash contri­

bution of $20,995,000, during construction, and subject to section 
105, dredging of berthing area. 

Estimated Annual O&M Cost (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $1,110,000. 
Non-Federal: $0. 
Benefit-to-Cost Ratio. -5.8. 
Remarks.-Depths, widths, and wideners for the entrance and in­

terior harbor channels are inadequate for the vessels presently en­
gaged in San Juan Harbor commerce. Trends in feet makeup 
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toward larger deeper draft vessels will not only complicate already 
hazardous navigation conditions, but also result in increased ineffi­
ciencies in the use of the harbor's facilities. The Puerto Rico Ports 
Authority originally requested and has continuously supported the 
Corps' efforts to develop a feasible plan for modifying the existing 
Federal navigation project. Navigation improvements would not 
only reduce the possibility of future vessel accidents, but enable 
San Juan to continue its vital economic role as the Common­
wealth's principal harbor. 

The recommended project provides for deepening the Bar Chan­
nel to 48 feet. The incremental depth beyond 45 feet is required for 
the safety of vessels and is not included for the purpose of accom­
modating vessels requiring a depth of more than 45 feet. The 
project is therefore included in Section 102 as a general cargo port, 
and the cost sharing for projects with depths greater than 45 feet, 
set forth in section 105, does not apply. Section 110(2) dermes a gen­
eral cargo port as any port authorized in section 102, as well as any 
other port authorized to be constructed to a depth of 45 feet or less. 

The District Engineer, in his report on this project, recommend­
ed the acquisition of 22 acres of land for mitigation of the loss of 
algal beds associated with the project. This recommendation is not 
included in the report of the Chief of Engineers. The committee be­
lieves that this mitigation feature should be included in the project 
and has added language in Section 102 specifically adopting the 
recommendation of the District Engineer. 

CROWN BAY CHANNEL-ST. THOMAS HARBOR, VIRGIN ISLANDS 

Location.-Crown Bay is a natural embayment west of the exist­
ing harbor of Charlotte Amalie on the south coast of the island of 
St. Thomas. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted October 2, 1962. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Construction and mainte­
nance of a 500-foot wide by 38-foot deep channel extending from 
opne water to Crown Bay and including a 1,200-foot by 1,600-foot 
by 36-foot deep turning basin. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
The Channel width 'is proposed to be 500 feet, and to flare at the 

northern end of Crown Bay into a turning basin 1,200 feet wide 
and 1,600 feet long. Dredged material would be deposited behind a 
bulkhead constructed by the Virgin Islands Port Authority to form 
a 33.5-acre site for port and commercial development. Ann~al 
maintenance volumes of 22,000 cubic yards of dredged materIal 
would be deposited on Port Authority property in diked areas with 
a capacity of 75,000 cubic yards. . 

Views of States and Non-Federal Agenc~es.-Comments were re­
quested from the U.S. Departments of Inter~or, Commerce, Ener~, 
and Transportation and the U.S. EnVIronmental Protection 
Agency. Comments ~ere not received fro~ Commerce, Energy, and 
Transportation. The Department of InterIor st~ted that comments 
were provided previously on the Draft EnVironmental Impact 
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Statement and suggested an environmental monitoring program. 
The EPA raised questions concerning the relationship, between the 
Virgin Islands Port Authority's (VIPA's) proposed plan and the 
Corps' recommended plan, alternatives to minimize loss of shallow 
water habitat, and other potential areas for disposal of dredged ma­
terial. The Chief replied that the VIPA and Corps plans are two 
independent actions, that permit evaluation for the VIPA project 
will consider alternatives that would eliminate filling shallow 
water habitat, and that deepwater disposal for the Corps dredged 
material will be considered. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final En­
vironmental Impact Statement was filed with the EPA and ap­
peared in the Federal Register on August 21, 1981. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $3,560,000. 
Non-Federal: $4,565,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-A cash contri­

bution of $952,000,000, during construction, and subject to section 
105, dredging of berthing areas, relocation of displaced businesses, 
lands, and a cash contribution due to land enhancement. 

Estimated Annual O&M Cost (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $72,000. 
Non-Federal: $18,000. 
Benefit-to-Cost Ratio.-1.4. 
Remarks.-In view of the expressed concerns regarding turbidity 

and loss of shallow water habitat, the Committee has included pro­
visions in the authorizing language addressing these potential prob­
lems. The Secretary is directed to monitor the turbidity associated 
with construction, operation and maintenance of the project and es­
tablish a program to maintain, to the extent feasible, the turbidity 
at a level which will not damage adjacent ecosystems. The Secre­
tary is also directed, in selecting a configuration for the disposal 
areas for dredged material, to consider configurations which will 
minimize, to the extent feasible, the loss of shallow water habitat. 

LAKE CHARLES, LA 

The Lake Charles, Louisiana project is located on the Calcasieu 
River in southwestern Louisiana which runs nearly parallel to the 
Mississippi River. Rich oil and gas fields lie within the 100-mile 
curve of the upper river. Rice lands surround the City of Lake 
Charles, which is 34 miles from the Gulf of Mexico, just south of 
the point where the West Fork enters the mainstream of the Calca­
sieu. Lake Charles has become the regional market for a broad arc 
of rich Gulf lands. The Calcasieu River and Pass project, author­
ized by the River and Harbor Act of July 14, 1960, provides a 
project depth of 40 feet over a bottom width of 400 feet from the 
Port of Lake Charles to the Gulf of Mexico. Some of the larger ves­
~els currently using the Calcasieu River have difficulty in negotiat­
mg as many as 10 restrictive bends in the river. The existing 
project also restricts vessels as to depth, causing some ships to 
move light-loaded. In addition, ,Coast Guard regulations of vessel 
movement during transits of liquefied natural gas ships are expect­
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ed to result in delays. Provisions of an enlarged channel to a depth 
of 45 feet is therefore necessary. 
Purs~ant to the provisions of Section 103, the Secretary must 

transmIt a copy of any required environmental impact statement, 
and any recommendations with respect to the project, to the House 
Committee on Public Works and Transportation and the Senate 
Committee on Environment and Public Works. Except for funds 
from the Environmental Protection and Mitigation Fund, no funds 
may be appropriated for acquisition of lands for, or actual construc­
tion of, the project until approved by resolutions of the two Com­
mittees. 

GULFPORT HARBOR, MI 

Location.-Gulfport Harbor is on Mississippi Sound, an arm of 
the Gulf of Mexico, about 44 miles west of Pascagoula Harbor, Mis­
sissippi, and 78 miles east of New Orleans, Louisiana. Gulfport 
Harbor and most of the channel is in the State of Mississippi; how­
ever, the seaward end of the channel extends into Louisiana. 

Authority for Report. -Senate Public Works Committee Resolu­
tion adopted September 23, 1965, and Section 304 of the River and 
Harbor Act approved October 27, 1965. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The Ship channel and basin 
would be deepened; the anchorage basin would be enlarged; and 
the channel through Ship Island Pass relocated and a deposition 
basin for littoral drift provided at the west end of Ship Island. The 
Chiefs report recommended authorization of Phase I studies rather 
than authorization for construction so that disposal alternatives 
could be evaluated. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
The existing ship channel will be enlarged to 38 feet by 400 feet 

in the gulf entrance and to 36 feet by 300 feet in Mississippi Sound. 
The channel through Ship Island Pass will be realigned about 1,000 
feet westward and a deposition basin 38 feet deep by 300 feet wide 
and 200 feet long will be provided on the east side of the channel at 
Ship Island. The anchorage basin will be enlarged and adjusted by 
extending the southern limits 1,180 feet along the west pier and 
2,300 feet along the west side of the channel and decreasing the 
width from 1,320 feet to 1,120 feet. The deposition basin will simpli­
fy future maintenance dredging, and the channel modifications in 
general will provide direct transportation savings to deep-draft 
commerce. 

Environmental 
The feasibility of establishing wetland areas with dredged mate­

rial will be evaluated during detailed design. . 
Views ofStates and Non-Federal Interests.-The Governo~ of MIS­

sissippi supported the project. He also stated that the :project ha~ 
received sufficient study and urged the Office of the Chief of EngI­
neers to eliminate additional study requirements that would result 
in further delays. The Chief of En~eers ~esponded that act~al 
feasibility cannot be determined until the Impact of alternative 
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methods of dredged material disposed are determined, and that 
until these studies are completed, he cannot recommend construc­
tion authorization for this proposed project. He recommended that 
the selected plan be authorized for the Phase I design memoran­
dum stage of advanced engineering and design to resolve the ques­
tion of disposal alternatives. Accordingly, environmental issues per­
tinent to the two alternatives have not been resolved and a fmal 
EIS has not been prepared. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-Comments were re­
ceived from the Department of Interior, Commerce, and Health, 
Education and Welfare, and the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. All these agencies generally opposed the disposal of 
dredged material in Mississippi Sound until further investigations 
are made to determine impacts. They generally agreed that trans­
porting the dredged material to the Gulf of Mexico for disposal ap­
pears to be the most environmentally sound alternative, and ex­
pressed support for the Chief of Engineers' recommendation for au­
thorization of Phase I Advanced Engineering and Design studies 
rather than authorization for construction. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Revised Draft 
Environmental Impact statement (RDEIS) was m.ed with the Coun­
cil on Environmental Quality on June 20, 1977. Since the recom­
mendation is for Phase I authorization, rather than for construc­
tion, the RDEIS has not been finalized. An addendum to the 
RDEIS, m.ed with the Environmental Protection Agency, summa­
rizes the comments and responses to letters received by the Chief 
of Engineers as a result of Departmental coordination. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $59,100,000. 
Non-Federal: $19,879,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-A cash contri­

bution of $19,696,000, during construction, and subject to section 
105, dredging of harbor berths and slips under traditional cost-shar­
ing. 

Estimated Annual O&M Cost (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $752,000. 
Non-Federal: $19,000. 
Benefit-to-Cost Ratio. -1.1. 
Remarks.-The Chief of Engineers recommended further study of 

this project in order to further evaluate the dredged materials dis­
posal alternatives. The two most feasible alternatives are spreading 
the material in a thin layer in Mississippi Sound and transporting 
the material to the Gulf of Mexico. The latter method of disposal is 
environmentally preferable, but would increase the cost of the 
project by $35,000,000. 

The Committee has determined that further study of the disposal 
alternatives would accomplish no useful purpose. Gulf disposal, 
while more expensive, is clearly preferable for reasons of environ­
mental quality. Section 102 therefore authorizes construction of the 
project and directs that dredged material be disposed .of in open 
waters of the Gulf of Mexico in accordance with all provisions of 
Federal law, including the Ocean Dumping Act. 

For purposes of economic evaluation of the project, the benefits 
associated with Gulf disposal are deemed to be at least equal to the 
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costs. The environmental benefits are not quantifiable in economic 
terms. Without this provision regarding economic evaluation, the 
costs of the environmentally preferable alternative are shown in 
the benefit-cost analysis, but the benefits are not. This tends to dis­
courage implementation of the environmental alternative. Deter­
mining the environmental benefits to be at least equal to the 
costs-in effect determining that these benefits justify the addition­
al cost-removes any bias against the environmental alternative. 

CLEVELAND HARBOR, OH 

The basic report on modifications to Cleveland Harbor was in re­
sponse to a House Public Works Committee resolution adopted De­
cember 2, 1970. The resolution requested a review of the reports on 
Cleveland Harbor, Ohio, with a view to determining the advisabil­
ity of further navigational improvements at the existing harbor. 

The harbor is located at the mouth of the Cuyahoga River in 
Cleveland, Ohio. It is one of several deep-draft commercial ports on 
the south shore of Lake Erie which are part of the 2,400-mile Great 
Lakes navigation system extending from the Atlantic Ocean to the 
westerly end of Lake Superior. Land adjacent to the harbor and 
Cuyahoga River is occupied by major commercial and industrial fa­
cilities. The plateaus above the Cuyahoga River valley are in resi­
dential and commercial use. 

Cleveland is the largest city in in Ohio and the 10th largest in 
the United States. The Cleveland Standard Metropolitan Statistical 
Area is one of the major manufacturing centers in the Nation, ac­
counting for 1.5 percent of the total United States manufacturing 
employment. The machinery, metal products, and primary metal 
industries are the dominant sectors. 

Cleveland Harbor accommodates the waterborne movement of 
bulk and general cargo to and from the city of Cleveland. It serves 
industries within Cleveland and throughout portions of the State of 
Ohio and adjacent States. During the period 1969-1974, an average 
of nearly 22,200,000 net tons of cargo entered the harbor and about 
900,000 net tons of cargo were shipped from the harbor, ranking it 
as one of the major harbors on the Great Lakes. Bulk iron ore, 
stone, and salt accounted for about 92 percent of the total com­
merce. 

The existing Federal project consists of a breakwater-protected 
lakefront harbor and improved navigation channels on the Cuya­
hoga and Old Rivers. The harbor encompasses an area of about 
1,300 acres and extends for a distance of about 25,000 feet parallel 
to the shore. There are two harbor entrances. The main entrance 
channel is located opposite the mouth of the Cuyahoga. River. ~e 
secondary entrance is located at the east end of the proJect. Project 
depth of the main entrance is 29 feet below low-water datum. 
Depths are 28 feet in the west basin and 27 feet in the westerly 
part of the east basin. The channel through the east basin and east 
entrance is 25 feet deep. . 

The entrance to the Cuyahoga Ri,:er is bO~lnded by piers. A n~Vl­
gation channel extends about 5.8 mIles uprIver, ~nd Its aut~orlZed 
depth is 27 feet from the lakeward end of the pIers to a pomt up­
stream of Old River. The remainder of the channel has an author­
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ized depth of 23 feet. Navigation is also accommodated by a I-mile 
long channel up Old River. That channel has an authorized depth 
of 27 feet, but has been deepened and maintained to only approxi­
mately 23 feet. 

The existing harbor dimensions restrict the movement of major 
bulk commodities to vessels which are smaller and less efficient 
than the new generation of bulk carriers. Certain features of the 
existing project also present hazards to navigation, particularly 
during storm conditions. Consequently, the potential economic ad­
vantages of the harbor are not being fully realize. There is a short­
age of berthing facilities for small recreation craft, and their 
owners are experiencing navigational hazards because of the in­
compatibility of their craft with large commercial vessels. 

The project is to include bulkheading and other necessary repairs 
at pier 34 and approach channels and necessary protective struc­
tures for mooring basins for transient vessels in the area south of 
pier 34 and including such modifications as may be recommended 
by the Secretary with respect to the project under section 103. The 
existing dredged material containment site known as site 14 may 
be used for the containment of excavated material from construc­
tion of the project. Appropriations not to exceed $36,000,000 are au­
thorized. 

LORAIN HARBOR, OH 

Location.-Lorain Harbor, Ohio, is located on the south shore of 
Lake Erie, at the mouth of the Black River, approximately 25 miles 
west of Cleveland, Ohio, and 90 miles east of Toledo, Ohio. The 
harbor includes a breakwater-protected Outer Harbor and im­
proved navigation channels on the Black River. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted September 23, 1976. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan pro­
vides for constructing two bank cuts to widen channel bends and 
straighten the channel alignment between the railroad bridge and 
the 21st Street bridge, and a bank cut to widen the upriver turning 
basin. The plan also provides for open-lake disposal of nonpolluted 
dredged material at sites located just north of Lorain Harbor and 
disposal of polluted dredged material at the existing Federal con­
fined disposal facility. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $4,020,000. 
Non-Federal: $1,480,000. 
Cash during construction included above: $1,200,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio: 1.5 

GRAND HAVEN HARBOR, MI 

Location.-Grand Haven Harbor, Michigan, is located on the east 
shore ~f Lake Michigan in southwestern Michigan, at Grand 
Haven In Ottawa County. The harbor is the natural outlet of the 
grant river. 

Authority of Report.-House Public Works Committee Resolution 
adopted March 1, 1950. 
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Description of Recommended Plan.-Dredge the harbor entrance 
channel and harbor river channel to greater depths and provide a 
new and larger turning basin. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
The recommended plan includes the following: Dredge the exist­

ing harbor channel to a depth of 27 feet, up to the Grand Trunk 
Western Railroad bridge, and dredge the entrance channel to a 
depth of 29 feet to deep water in Lake Michigan; provide a turning 
basin opposite the area known as "the Sag", 1,200 feet along the 
channel, 300 feet along the shore, 800 feet at right angles to the 
channel and 18 feet deep; abandon the existing turning basin locat­
ed just downstream of the Grand Trunk Western Railroad bridge. 
The proposed modifications would allow use of the Grand Haven 
Harbor by longer, self-unloading type vessels, loaded to greater 
drafts with related increased capacities per trip. This would result 
in transportation savings on bulk cargo commerce of approximate­
ly $4.60 per ton. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Michi­
gan's Department of Natural Resources concurred with the report 
and stated its willingness to provide items of local cooperation. 

The City of Grand Haven, Michigan, Harbor Board has expressed 
support for the proposed project. The City of Ferrysburg, Michigan, 
concurred with the study recommendation. The Lake Carriers' As­
sociation, Cleveland, Ohio, favors the improvement of the harbor. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior had no objections to the report. The U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency had no major objections to the proposed project 
modifications, but felt additional information would be required in 
the Environmental Impact Statement concerning the quality of 
bottom sediments in the harbor, methods of dredged material dis­
posal, and effects on nearby sensitive environmental areas. The De­
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare requested that dispos­
al sites be looked at in terms of their relationship to mosquito pro­
duction and that methods of pretreating dredged material be evalu­
ated. EPA and HEW comments have been addressed in the final 
EIS. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The 
final EIS was filed with EPA on July 17, 1981. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $13,000,000. 
Non-Federal: $4,210,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementa~ion Costs.-~ cash con~ri­

bution of $3,350,000, during the constru~tlOn, and. s~bJect to sectIon 
105, relocating an existing cable cross~ng, proVl~I!1g lands, ease­
ments, and rights-of-way and dikes for dIsposal faCIhty, revetments, 
and dredging and berthing areas. . 

Estimated Annual O&M Cost (October 1982 prIce levels): 
Federal: $219,500. 
Non-Federal: $6,500. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-1.1. 
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MONROE HARBOR, MI 

Location.-Monroe Harbor lies within the City of Monroe on the 
River Basin. It is approximately 17 miles north of Toledo, Ohio, 
and 36 miles south of Detroit, Michigan. The 1980 population in 
the city of Monroe, Michigan, was 23,500 persons. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee Resolu­
tion adopted May 28, 1963. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan con­
sists of: deepening the River Basin portion of the channel; deepen­
ing and widening the Lake Erie portion of the channel; construct­
ing a new turning basin; and constructing a confined disposal facil­
ity.

Physical Data or Project Features.-

Structual 
a. Channels: The recommended plan calls for: deepening the ex­

sisting channel in the River Basin from 21 feet to 27 feet, main­
taining the channel width in this reach at 200 feet, for a total dis­
tance of approximately 6,000 feet from the existing turning basin 
to the mouth; deepening the existing entrance channel from 21 feet 
to 28 feet, widening this channel from 200 feet to 500 feet, for a 
total distance of approximately 47,000 feet from the mouth of the 
river to the Maumee Bay Entrance Channel; dredging a new turn­
ing basin 24 feet deep, with a diameter of at least 1,600 feet, ap­
proximately 6,500 feet downstream from the existing turning basin; 
and constructing a 190-acre confined disposal area in Plum Creek 
Bay. 

b. Lands, easements, rights-of-way and relocations; Acquisiiton of 
land is not required for this project, because the land is controlled 
by the State of Michigan, the local sponsor. 

c. Performance and Outputs: Transportation savings will be real­
ized by the increased tonnages of western low sulfur coal received 
by Detroit Edison for its Monroe Power Plant and the increased 
tonnage of iron ore pellets received by North Star Steel Company. 
Also, increasing the width of the lake channel to 500 feet will allow 
for the safe and efficient operation of two-way traffic of 105-feet 
wide vessels. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Michi­
gan Department of Transportation supported the proposed modifi­
cations to Monroe Harbor. The Governor of the State of Michigan 
stated for the project. The Monroe County Planning Commission 
and .the City of Monroe, both supported the project. 

Vzews of Federal and Regional Agencies.-Letters were received 
from the United States Coast Guard, Department of Commerce and 
Department of Agriculture, all having no comments to offer. How­
ever, the letters from EPA and from the Department of the Interi­
or expressed concern for the loss of Lake Erie shallow water habi­
tat the effects of power plant thermal discharge and secondary de­
velopment and the potential for successful wetland creation. How­
ever, both agencies agree that these concerns can be addressed in 
greater detail during post-authorization studies. 
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Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS): The final 
EIS was filed with EPA and distributed for public review on March 
13,1981, by the Office of the Chief of Engineers. 

Projects Costs.­
Federal: $114,300,000. 
Non-Federal: $25,120,000. 
each during construction included above: $18,150,000 
Estimated Annual O&M Cost (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $1,323,000. 
Non-Federal: $0. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio: 3.2. 
Remarks.-The existing harbor can accommodate vessels up to 

700 feet long with a draft of 19.5 feet. The principal commodities 
entering or leaving the harbor are coal; iron ore, and cement. 
Modern ships carryign these commodities on the Great Lakes are 
1,000 feet long with a draft of 25.5 feet. The newer vessels can oper­
ate more efficiently than the older fleet, and they can carry more 
cargo. This means a substantial decrease in the cost per ton for 
those harbors that can accommodate the larger vessels. Significant 
savings in shipping costs can be realized at Monroe if the harbor 
and river channels are enlarged to permit access to these ships. 

The report of the District Engineer, Detroit District, recommend­
ed the formation of a 700-acre marsh in Plum Creek Bay as part of 
dredged material disposal. Although this is the environmentally 
preferred alternative, it was not included in the report of the Chief 
of Engineers. However, for reasons of improved environmental 
quality, the Committee has included the District Engineer's recom­
mendation with regard to creation of the marsh. 

BRAZOS ISLAND HARBOR, TX, BROWNSVILLE CHANNEL 

Location.-The Port of Brownsville serves the southernmost tip 
of Texas and lies about 5 miles from the Mexican border. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted May 5, 1966. 

Description of Recommended Plan. -Existing channels would be 
deepened to 42 feet and widened; a turning basin would be en­
larged; and a north jetty park, jetty walkways and comfort stations 
would be constructed. . 

Physical Data OT!- Project Features.­

Structural 
Entrance channel with a 44-foot depth and a 400-foot bottom 

width. 
Main Channel with a 42-foot depth and a 300-foot bottom width. 
Turning Basin Extension with a 42-foot depth at widths varying 

from 325 feet to 400 feet. 
Removal of wharves necessary to widen Turning Point to 1,200 

feet at a 36-foot depth. 
Leveed disposal areas. 
Relocation of three navigation lights and six ranges. 
53.5 acres of additional right-of-way for channel enlargement. 
240 acres of additional disposal area. 
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Recreation 
North Jetty Park would include a 100-foot lighted fishing pier, a 

fish cleaning station, four picnic tables, barbecue grills, jetty walk­
ways, comfort stations, and other facilities. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Texas 
concurred with the findings of the report. The Brownsville Naviga­
tion District and the Port of Brownsville both support the project 
and are willing to provide all the local cooperation requirements. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The EPA commented 
that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement adequately re­
sponded to its comments, but noted that required ocean dumping 
site studies had not been conducted. The Chief of Engineers re­
sponded that all testing and site designation studies will be con­
ducted after authorization and prior to construction. The Depart­
ment of the Interior indicated its desire for additional mitigation 
measures to be considered for losses to wetlands. The Chief of Engi­
neers responded by having additional detailed biological field stud­
ies conducted. The studies concluded that no appreciable losses to 
wetlands would occur with implementation of the project and no 
mitigation land would be required. However, the possible need for 
additional mitigation measures will be coordinated with Federal 
and State fish and wildlife during post-authorization planning. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The fmal EIS 
was filed with EPA in March 1981. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $22,600,000. 
Non-Federal: $8,798,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-A cash contri­

bution of $7,373,000, during construction, and subject to section 
105, dredging of berths; relocations of wharves in turning basin, 
levees and spillways; purchase of land and right-of-way; and 50 per­
cent of the cost of recreational and basic public facilities. 

Estimated Annual O&M (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $291,000. 
Non-Federal: $137,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio: 1.6. 
Remarks.-The authorization included in Section 102 directs the 

Secretary, in consultation with appropriate Federal, State and local 
agencies, to study the need for additional measures to mitigate 
losses of estuarine habitat and productivity associated with the 
project. The Secretary is authorized to undertake any measures 
which are determined to be necessary and appropriate to mitigate 
such losses. 

DULUTH-SUPERIOR HARBOR, MI AND WI 

Location.-Duluth-Superior Harbor is located at the southwest­
ern tip of Lake Superior and lies within the cities of Duluth, Min­
n.e~ota, and Superior, Wisconsin. The 1980 population for the two 
CItIes was 92,811 and 29,571 persons, respectively. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee Resolu­
tion adopted December 11, 1969. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan pro­
vides for: deepening the western protions of the North and South 



49 


Ch.annels fro~ mile 4.0, deepening the entire Upper Channel, deep­
enmg the Mmnesota Channel to 27 feet to mile 7.3; widening the 
bend at Arrowhead Bascule Bridge to 600 feet; and constructing an 
upland confmed disposal facility. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
(a) Channels: The recommended plan provides for: the deepening 

of the western portion of the North Channel from 21 feet to 27 feet; 
deepening the western portion of the South Channel from mile 4.0 
from 23 feet to 27 feet; deepening the Upper Channel mile 4.0 from 
23 feet to 27 feet; deepening the Upper Channel from 23 feet to 27 
feet; deeping the Minnesota Channel to mile 7.3 from 23 feet to 27 
feet; widening the Cross Channel turning basin from a minimum of 
1,200 feet to a minimum of 1,500; widening the turn at the Arrow­
head Bascule Bridge to 600 feet; and constructing a l30-acre upland 
confined disposal facility in the Superior Muncipal Forest. 

(b) Lands, easements, rights-of-way and relocations: Acquisition 
of land. is not required for this project, because the land is con­
trolled by the city of Superior, one of the local sponsors. 

Environmental Features 
Mitigation on project lands: Mitigation/compensation for un­

avoidable adverse wildlife impacts associated with the contruction 
and operation of the disposal facility is recommended to take place 
on the confined disposal facility and is a specific item of local coop­
eration. Actions to be taken include: seeding and vegetating the 
containment dikes; vegetating the cell containing material not suit­
able for reuse and vegetating other portions of the facility as re­
quired. 

Views ofStates and Non-Federal Interest.-The State of Minneso­
ta, Office of the Governor, supported the proposed modifications to 
Duluth-Superior Harbor. The State of Minnesota, Department of 
Transportation and Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) sup­
ported the proposed modifications but expressed concerns about 
future loss of shallow water habitat. The State of Wisconsin, De­
partment of Natural Resources, expressed conceptual acceptance of 
the proposed modifications. The Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency expressed concern over the potential adverse environmen­
tal effects and expressed support for the Downstream Development 
Plan. These concerns have been addressed in the final feasibility 
report.

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-Letters on the Draft 
Feasibility Report were received from the Federal Energy Regula­
tory Commission and the Federal Highway Administration with no 
specific comments. The Department of the Interior expressed con­
cerns that mitigation/compensation was not discussed (it is ad­
dressed in Final Report) and that future developments along the 
27-foot channel could cause the loss of additional shallow water 
habitat. The Department of Commerce-NOAA expressed support 
for the Downstream Development Plan. The United States Coast 
Guard recommends relocation of navigation buoys in conjunction 
with proposed improvements. The Environmental Protection 
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Agency recommended that a mitigation plan be developed. These 
concerns also have been addressed in the Final Feasibility Report. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final En­
vironmental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental 
Protection Agency on July 15, 1983. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $9,410,000. 
Non-Federal: $2,793,000. 
Cash curing construction included above: $2,183,000. 
Estimated Annual O&M Cost (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $10,000. 
Non-Federal: $0. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-1.6 
Remarks.-The channels of the Duluth-Superior Harbor have 

been deepened to 27 feet with the exception of the westerly por­
tions of the North and South Channel, the Upper Channel and the 
Minnesota Channel, all of which vary from 21 to 23-foot depths. 
The present minimum width of the Cross Channel Turning Basin is 
1,200 feet. Due to the existing conditions, the present fleet service­
ing the harbor operates inefficiently. Vessels utilizing these upper 
navigation channels must either light load and top-off on the 27­
foot channel or sail at less than capacity, while the larger vessels 
using the Cross Channel are confined by the narrow turning basin. 
DeepeJling the channels in the upper harbor and widening the 
Cross Channel Turning Basin will reduce time delays and allow 
vessels to operate at full Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Seaway project 
depth, which will produce significant savings in shipping costs at 
the Duluth-Superior Harbor. 

The Secretary is directed to study, in consultation with appropri­
ate Federal, State and local agencies, the need for measures to 
mitigate losses of fish and wildlife habitat and productivity. A 
report on the results of this study, including recommendations for 
modifications to project which the Secretary determines to be nec­
essary and appropriate to mitigate such losses, is to be transmitted 
within one year after date of enactment to the House Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation and the Senate Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. The authorization includes modifi­
cations recommended in this report. Except for funds from the En­
vironmental Protection and Mitigation Fund, no appropriations 
may be made for acquisition of land for, or actual construction of, 
the project until approved by resolutions of the two Committees. 

OAKLAND OUTER HARBOR AND OAKLAND INNER HARBOR, CALIFORNIA 

Oakland Outer Harbor 

Location.-Oakland Outer Harbor is a segment of Oakland 
Harbor located on the eastern shore of central San Franscisco Bay 
immediately south of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted June 14, 1972. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Existing channels would be 
deepened and widened; the existing turning basin would be relo­
cated and widened. 
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Physical data on Project Features.­

Structural 
Entrance Channel: 1,100 feet wide, 42 feet deep. 
Outer Harbor Dog Leg: 800 feet wide, 42 feet deep. 
Turning Basin: 1,800 feet in diameter, 42 feet deep. 
Overall length of the channels is 3.5 miles. 
Views of State and Non-Federal Interests.-State of California 

recommended that a new landside transportation study ofOakland 
Harbor, similar to the San Pedro Bay Ports study, be undertaken. 
The Chiefof Engineers responded that local interests were conduct­
ing such a study. The Port of Oakland has expressed continued 
support. 

Views ofFederal and Regional Agencies.-The U.S. Department of 
the Interior expressed opposition to the project based largely on 
what it views as the report's inadequate consideration of dredged 
material disposal. The Chief of Engineers responded that most dis­
posal issues had already been addressed while some concerns would 
be investigated further during future planning and design. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The Final EIS 
was filed with EPA on February 27, 1981. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $28,800,000. 
Non-Federal: $13,610,000. 
Cash during construction included above: $9,270,000. 
Estimated Annual O&M Cost (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $370,000. 
Non-Federal: $0. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-2.7. 
Remarks.-In view of the conerns expressed with regard to the 

disposal of dredged material in connection with the project, the 
Committee has added a provision directing the Secretary to study 
alternative dredged material disposal plans. The study is to include 
plans which involve formation of marsh areas. The project authori­
zation includes disposal and monitoring of the effects of disposal, 
together with marsh formation, as the Secretary determines are 
necessary and appropriate. Any measures r~quired ~or co~~t!ucti?n 
of the project to protect the Bay Area Rapld Translt facllItIes will 
be a Federal responsibility. 

Oakland Inner Harbor 

Location.-Oakland Inner Harbor is a part of Oakland Harbor 
on the eastern shore of central San Francisco Bay between the 
cities of Oakland and Alameda. 

Authority for Report.~House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted 10 May 1977. . . 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Exlstmg channels would be 
widened and deepened to an optimum deI?th of .-~2 feet,. mean 
lower low water. A 1200-foot diameter turnmg basm lS also mclud­
ed to allow for the t~rning of expected 960-foot containerships en­
tering the Inner Harbor. 

Physical Data on Project Features. - . 
a.Widened entrance channel: ranges from 1,175 to 460 feet wlde. 
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b. Widened reach (mile 3.0): ranges from 900 to 600 feet wide. 
c. Turning basin (mile 3.7): 1,200-foot diameter circle. 
d. Maneuvering area (upper end): ranges from 1,000 to 700 feet 

wide. 
e. Overall length and depth: about 4.4 miles and deepended to 

- 42 feet mean lower low water. 
f. Output: Project improvements do not increase harbor output, 

but do result in greater efficiency of operations and savings in 
transportation costs. 

Views of States, Non-Federal Interests and Other Countries.-The 
State of California (October 26, 1983) expressed concern about po­
tential groundwater degradation, potential increased traffic associ­
ated with growth of cargo volume, and seismic analysis. The report 
assumes worst-case groundwater conditions and f"mds that potential 
groundwater losses would not significantly impact project benefits. 
The report has utilized the cargo volume projections of the Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC)/Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission's (MTC) Seaport Plan (1982). Traffic 
and transportation concerns resulting from these cargo projections 
have been identified as issues local entities, such as the Port of 
Oakland and City of Oakland, are responsible for resolving. BCDC 
(February 14, 1984) also expressed concern about potential ground­
water impacts and mounding of dredged material at the Alcatraz 
disposal site. The proposed restriction of placing a homogenous 
slurry in a barge or hopper for disposal will reduce the potential 
for mounding. Local landowners and development interests that 
may be affected by the turning basin location have expressed their 
concerns for potential losses in revenues and business. However, 
the Port of Oakland has expressed its willingness to accomplish the 
necessary teal estate actions to obtain any lands, easements, rights­
of-way, etc. as appropriate for the proposed channel improvements. 
The project sponsor, Port of Oakland, indicated continued support 
in its letter dated 19 September 1984. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The U.S. Environmen­
tal Protection Agency (November 10, 1983) categorized the Draft 
EIS as LO-2 (Lack of objections-more information needed). Their 
concerns related to mounding at the Alcatraz disposal site, and air 
quality data. The U.S. Navy (18 November 1983) expressed its con­
cerns regarding its responsibility for costs of relocating its sewage 
line and requested consideration of adding the cost to the Army's 
Civil Works Congressional authorization request or requiring the 
beneficial user to assume the responsibility for the cost as an item 
of local cooperation. After review of the relocation responsibilities 
as contained in both the Navy's 1956 permit and the items of local 
cooperation, it was determined that this cost be included as a Corps 
cost in the report. The U.S. Department of the Interior (2 Decem­
ber 1983) expressed concerns related to channel stability and seis­
mic analysis, groundwater, and fish and wildlife coordination. More 
detailed discussions of channel stability and seismic analysis were 
included in the report. As discussed in paragraph 12, a worst-case 
analysis of the groundwater resource is included in the report. The 
Section 7 consultation on the endangered least tern has been com­
pleted. Although lacking in available information, the biological 
opinion indicated that the project is not likely to jeopardize the 
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continued existence of the species. A two-year foraging survey is 
scheduled to be completed prior to construction. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-Draft EIS 
fIled with EPA on April 26, 1985. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $19,700,000. 
Non-Federal: $7,818,000. 
Cash during construction included above: $5,563,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio: 2.3. 
Remarks.-The projectis authorized as described in the Board of 

Engineers for Rivers and Harbors Report of January 28, 1985. One 
part of the Board's report recommends the construction of a 1200 
feet diameter turning circle at mile 3.7 of the Oakland Inner 
Harbor. 

Because of concerns which have been expressed with regard to 
the turning basin, the need for and design of the basin, and its eco­
nomic and environmental impacts are currently being considered 
by the Corps. Additional issues include the site and configuration 
of the possible turning facilities (e.g. turning circle, turning fan). 
~ The bill directs that the Secretary, the Administrator of the En­
vironmental Protection Agency, the State of California, the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Marine Fisheries 
Service, and the Port of Oakland develop and transmit to the 
House Public Works and Transportation Committee and Senate 
Environment and Public Works Committee, a plan proposing 
whether, where, and in what configurations turning facilities 
should be constructed. Such a study will consider the need for and 
the environmental and economic impacts of various proposed turn­
ing basins, including possible turning fans and turning circles. 

RICHMOND HARBOR, CA 

Location.-The area is a segment of the eastern side of San Fran­
cisco Bay in Contra Costa County adjacent to the city of Richmond. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted October 19, 1967 (concerning San Francisco Bay; report is 
in partial response), and July 10, 1968 (concerning Richmond 
Harbor; report is in full response). 

Description of Recommendation Plan,-Widen the existing ch~n­
nels; enlarge existing turning basin; construct of a new turmng 
basin; deepen all channels and basins to 41 feet. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
Connecting (Southampton) Channel: 600 feet wide, 41 feet deep. 
Long Wharf Channel: 600 feet wide, 41 feet deep. 
Entrance Channel: 600 feet wide, 41 feet deep. 
Potrero Reach Channel: 600 feet wide, 41 feet deep. 
Inner Harbor Channel: 850 feet wide, 41 feet deep. 
Turning Area between the Connecting and Long Wharf Channel: 

2,000 feet wide, 2,200 feet long, 41 feet deep. 
Turning basin at the Old Ford Channel: 1,900 feet long, 300-1,700 

feet wide, 1,425 feet in diameter, 41 feet deep. 
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Dredged Material Disposal: Dredged material is unpolluted and 
will be placed in the existing 2,000-foot diameter open-water dispos­
al site located one-third of a mile south of Alcatraz Island. 

Improved channels will accommodate safe navigation by modern 
containships (with a 110-foot beam, and a 35-foot draft) and other 
vessels without tidal delays and with reduced tug assistance. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interest.-The City of Richmond 
expressed its intent to provide the traditional items of local coop­
eration. In response to the review of the proposed Chief of Engi­
neer's Report, the City of Richmond expressed appreciation for se­
lection of the recommended plan, and the State of California re­
quested continued coordination with the San Francisco Bay Region­
al Water Quality Control Board. This coordination will be contin­
ued during future planning and design. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-In response to the 
review of the proposed Chief of Engineers' Report, the U.S. Depart­
ment of the Interior, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
and the U.S. Department of Transportation, Coast Guard, offered 
significant comments. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The 
Final EIS was filed with EPA on May 21, 1982. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $26,500,000. 
Non-Federal: $17,325,000. 
Cash during construction included above: $8,825,000. 
Estimated Annual O&M Cost (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $336,000. 
Non-Federal: $29,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-1.9. 
Remarks.-Growth of foreign and coastwise shipments and the 

introduction of larger vessels in the world fleet have rendered the 
existing 35-foot-deep channels and turning basin at Richmond 
Harbor inadequate and inefficient for modern transportation 
needs. Maneuvering of vessels is restricted and the channels are 
too shallow for larger containships and other vessels which must 
await high tide to navigate. Because of long delays and the hazard 
of grounding, efficient cargo movement is impaired. Unless ade­
quate channels are provided, longer delays will be experienced and 
increased congestion will result from traffic limited to vessels small 
enough to operate in existing channels. 

SCARAMENTO DEEP WATER SHIP CHANNEL, CA 

Location.-The area is located in central California and extends 
from Avon in Suisun Bay to the Port of Sacramento in Yolo 
County. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolu­
tions adopted July 10, 1968, and December 11, 1969. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Existing channel would be 
deepened from the existing 30 feet to 35 feet below mean lower low 
water and widened as necessary to maintain navigation safety. 
High-quality, well-maintained salinity monitoring stations would 
be installed to measure salinity levels. The recommended plan in­
cludes authority to construct a submerged sill or alternative fea­
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tures if required to control salnity intrusion. It also includes the es­
tablishment of 45. acres of wetland habitat and 156 acres of upland 
habitat as mitigative measures and the development of 30 acres of 
recreation facilities. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
Channels-46.5 miles; Dept-35 feet below mean lower low 

water; Width-250 to 400 feet; Dredging quantity-30.3 million 
cubic yards; Disposal areas-3,500 acres. Projection of project in­
duced tonnage is 4,100,000 by 1987; project induced recreation is es­
timated at an ultimate of 180,000 user days annually. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Calif or­
nai Resources Agency expressed concern about additional salinity 
intrusion that may be associated with channel deepening. The 
Chief Engineers indicated that additional studies to address this 
concern will be conducted during future planning studies. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The U.S. Department 
of the Interior, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the 
Central Delta Water Agency and the State of California all ex­
pressed concern about the salinity intrusion aspects of channel 
deepening. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $92,500,000. 
Non-Federal: $32,815,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-Acash contri­

bution of $25,200,000, during construction, and subject to section 
105, lands, easements, right-of-way, relocations, dredged material 
retention dikes, a portion of the cost of recreation facilities, and a 
portion of the cost of fish and wildlife mitigation features. 

Estimated Annual O&M Cost (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $0. 
Non-Fedeal $96,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-2.3. 
Remarks . ....:....Problems associated with waterborne transportation 

result from a waterway which is inadequate to efficiently accom­
modate the vessels currently using the channel, thus causing trans­
portation inefficiencies and unsafe conditions. Major recreation 
problems result from inadequate public access and a lack of facili­
ties for public recreation. 

The recommendation plan includes the establishment of.45 acres 
of wetland habitat to replace 45 acres lost due to the proJect; and 
156 acres of upland habitat to mitigate for partial .losses on 3,60~ 
acres of upland habitat. It also includes further studIes of the pOS~I­
bility of salinity intrusion and the construction of an underway ~Ill 
or other appropriate measures if necessary to prevent any such In­

trusion. 

HILO HARBOR, HI 

Location.-The area includes the city of Hilo on the east coast of 
the Island of Hawaii. 

Authority for Report.-Water Resources Development Act of 
1976, Section 144. 
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Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan pro­
vides access for larger and deeper draft vessels. It includes a non­
structural solution to reduce surge-related damages and delays. 

The plan provides for deepening the turning basin and entrance 
channel to 38 and 39 feet, respectively. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
Deepen Hilo Harbor to 38 and 39 feet from the existing 35 feet to 

accommodate deeper draft vessels. 

Nons tructura I 
Construct a submersible mooring buoy in Hilo Harbor to reduce 

surge-related delays and damages. 
Project Costs.­
Federal: $3,160,000. 
Non-Federal: $1,232,000. 
Cash during construction included above: $1,012,000. 
Estimated Annual O&M Cost (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $0. 
Non-Federal: $3,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-2.0. 
Remarks.-The authorized project at Hilo Harbor, completed in 

1930, is 35 feet deep. Larger vessels using the harbor require a 40­
foot depth for maximum efficency and best national economic de­
velopment benefit. Delays and damages caused by surge have been 
persistent in Hilo Harbor since construction of the original project. 

BLAIR AND SITCUM WATERWAYS, TACOMA HARBOR, WA 

Location.-Tacoma Harbor, Pierce County, is located in southern 
Puget Sound in the northwest corner of Washington. 

Authority for Report.-Section 209 of the Flood Control Act of 
1962. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Recommended plan provides 
for (a) modifying the existing Federal project for Blair Waterway 
from 35 and 30 feet deep to 45 and 41 feet deep, including the re­
placement of the East 11th Street bridge, and (b) Federal mainte­
nance of the locally constructed Sitcum Waterway to depths of 40 
and 35 feet. 

Blair Waterway, which is 2.6 miles long, would be deepened and 
the Federal Government would maintain Sitcum Waterway which 
is 0.75 miles long. The East 11th Street bascule bridge across Blair 
Waterway would be replaced with a movable span bridge that 
would provide 300 feet of horizontal clearance. Total tonnage and 
composition projected to move over the Blair and Sitcum Water­
ways would be the same with or without channel improvements. 
However, channel improvements to Blair Waterway would permit 
transportation savings through economics of scale by allowing 
larger vessels from foreign and domestic ports to call, and through 
reduction in tidal delays. Federal maintenance of Sitcum Water­
way would allow continued use by existing and future vessels ex­
pected to call. Replacement of a highway bridge crossing Blair Wa­
terway to provide greater horizontal clearance would provide fur­
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~her transportation savings through economies of scale and reduc­
mg the number of tug assists. Transportation savings would accrue 
to shipments and receipts of general cargo, shipments of logs and 
woodchips, and receipts of crude petroleum. Additional transporta­
tion costs for general cargo and alumina dueto shoaling of Sitcum 
Waterway would be eliminated with periodic maintenance. 

Views ofState and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Washing­
ton and the City of Tacoma have endorsed the project. The Port of 
Tacoma has stated a willingness to provide items of local coopera­
tion. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-There have been no 
objections to the proposed navigation improvements. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The 
Final EIS was sent to the Environmental Protection Agency on No­
vember 1, 1978. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $25,900,000. 
Non-Federal: $9,961,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-A cash contri­

bution of $8,170,000, during construction, and subject to section 
105, non-Federal interests will be required to provide lands, ease­
ments and rights-of-way, and dike construction. Non-Federal imple­
mentation costs for the Federal project exclude the cost of bridge 
modifications ($732,000) allocated to the purposes of overland trans­
portation which will be borne by the State of Washington, as the 
bridge owner. 

Estimated Annual O&M Cost (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $9,600. 
Non-Federal: $0. 
BenefitICost-Ratio.-2.2. 
Remarks.-Current navigation problems relate to vessel safety 

and efficiency of operation (including tidal delays, maneuvering 
problems, and higher transportation costs) associated with too shal­
low a channel and too narrow a horizontal bridge clearance for 
Blair Waterway and less efficient operation if Sitcum Waterway is 
allowed to shoal. 

Non-Federal interests have expressed interest in constructing a 
bypass road instead of replacing the East 11th Street bridge. The 
authorization therefore provides for construction of the road in lieu 
of the bridge replacement if the Secretary determines that con­
struction of the road is economically and environmentally feasible 
and if the road is approved by the Governor of the State of Wash­
ington. The Federal share of the cost of constructing the road may 
not exceed the amount of the Federal share of constructing the 
bridge.

The Committee intends that a permanent bypass road for the 
Blair Waterway shall not be constructe~ in lieu of the East 11.th 
Street bridge replacement recommended 10 the Report of the ChIef 
of Engineers dated February 8, 1977, House Document Numbered 
96-26, unles~ (1) the bypass road is determ.ined by the Secrc::tary of 
Transportation to be economically and enVironmentally feasIble, (2) 
construction of the bypass road is approved by the Governor of the 
State of Washington, and (3) the bypass road is affirmed through 



58 


adoption of resolutions by both the Tacoma City Council and the 
Tacoma Port Commission. 

Location.-Grays Harbor is a large tidal estuary in southwestern 
Washington. The entrance is 45 miles north of the mouth of the 
Columbia River and 110 miles south of the strait of Juan de Fuca. 
The estuary lies entirely within Grays Harbor County, State of 
Washington. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tions adopted October 21, and December 30, 1957, and a resolution 
adopted July 16, 1958, by the House Public Works Committee. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan in­
cludes enlargement of the existing 24.3-mile deep-draft ship chan­
nel at Grays Harbor from the Pacific Ocean through the harbor to 
Aberdeen, Washington, and up the Chehalis River to Cosmopolis, 
Washington. Replacement of the UPRR bridge at Aberdeen also is 
included as part of the plan. 

Physical Data on Project Features.-The existing 30-foot channel 
would be deepened to a depth of 46 feet through the Outer Bar and 
widened in this reach from the existing 600 feet to a 1,000-foot-wide 
channel; thence, the entrance reach would be widened and deep­
ened from the existing designated 350-foot-wide by 30-foot-deep 
channel to a channel tapering landward from 1,000 to 600 feet wide 
and 46 to 38 feet deep thence, the existing channel to Cow Point 
would be widened and deepened from 350 feet wide and 30 feet 
deep to 400 feet wide by 38 feet deep for the South reach and Cross­
over reach, and to 350 feet wide by 38 deep for the Moon Island, 
Hoquiam, and Cow Point reaches; and thence, the Aberdeen and 
South Aberdeen reaches would be widened and deepened from the 
existing designated 200 feet wide by 30 feet deep channels to chan­
nels 250 feet wide by 36 feet deep. Turning basins located at Ho­
quiam and Aberdeen would be constructed and the existing rail­
road bridge would be replaced with a new bridge having horizontal 
clearance of 250 feet. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Wash­
ington, through its Department of Ecology, endorsed the proposal. 
The Port of Grays Harbor, local sponsor for the project, has agreed 
to provide the necessary items of non-Federal responsibility. Indica­
tions of project support have also been received from the cities of 
Aberdeen. Cosmopolis. Hoquiam, and Oakville. Grays Harbor 
County, Grays Harbor County Public Utility District No.1, and 
Grays Harbor Pilot's Association have also endorsed the project. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-No objections to the 
project have been expressed by any Federal agency, although a 
number have supported the need for the additional environmental 
studies proposed during Continued Planning and Engineering . 

.Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final En­
VIronmental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental 
Protection Agency on March 11, 1983. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $61,500,000. 
Non-Federal: $31,715,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-A cash contri­

bution of $20,491,000, during construction, and subject to section 
105, non-Federal interests will provide lands, easements, and 
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rights-of-way; alterations of structures and utilities; construction of 
dredge disposal containment dikes; and berth dredging required by 
construction of the enlarged navigation channel. 

Estimated Annual O&M Cost (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $2,499,000. 
Non-Federal: $217,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio. -1.3. 
Remarks.-Undeveloped portions of the flood plain would not be 

affected. Wetlands in the study area would not be affected. Ap­
proximately 4 acres of shallow subtidal habitats removed by dredg­
ing would be mitigated through creation of replacement habitat. 
Approximately 20 acres of shallow subtidal and intertidal area lo­
cated at Port of Grays Harbor slip No.1 would be filled through 
the disposal of contaminated sediments. Initial project dredging 
could reduce the number of adult Dungeness crabs harvested by 
the crab fishery at Westport (500,000-3,000,000 crabs/year) by an 
estimated 1.45 to 3.40 percent for each of the 2 years of construc­
tion dredging and for each of the 2 years following construction. 
However, this impact would be avoided or mitigated through 
dredge equipment modification measures as part of the plan. Pro­
posed maintenance dredging would increase the impact on the 
number of adult Dungeness crabs harvested by the crab fishery 
from the existing 0.73 percent to approximately 1.93 percent. How­
ever, this impact would be avoided or mitigated through dredge 
equipment modifications. Significant cultural resource sites would 
not be affected. State coastal zone management and local shoreline 
management programs would be complied with. Threatened or en­
dangered species or their habitat would not be adversely affected. 
Water quality in the study area would be temporarily impacted 
during the project construction. Maintenance of harbor channels 
would not be significantly different from existing conditions. There­
fore, new water quality impacts due to channel maintenance would 
be minimal. 

Although the project involves depths greater than 45 feet, these 
depths are provided for navigation safety and do not accommodate 
deep draft vessels. The project is therefore included in Section 102 
as a general cargo port. 

As part of the continued planning and engineering for this 
project the Corps of Engineers, in consultation with appropriate 
Federal, State and local agencies, will reevaluate all alterna~ives 
for a dredged material disposal site, in order to find an enVIron­
mentally acceptable site. 

EAST, WEST, AND DUWAMISH WATERWAYS, WA 

Location.-The East, West, and Duwamish Waterways are seg­
ments of an existing Federal navigation project in Seattle Harbor, 
Washington. Access to the project is gained from. Elliott Bay, p~rt 
of the 2,500-square-mile Puget Sound estuary whlch connects Wlth 
the Pacific Ocean via the Strait of Juan de Fuca. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tion adopted May 18, 1956. . 

Description of Recommende~ !'lan.-The rec~m~ended plan I?­
eludes improvement of the eXlstmg Federal naVIgatlOn channels m 
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the East, West, and Duwamish Waterways. The improvement 
would commence from the East and West Waterway entrances at 
Elliot Bay, then upstream on both waterways to where they join 
and become the Duwamish Waterway, and up the Duwamish Wa­
terway to the First A venue South Bridge; a distance of about 2.5 
miles. The plan also includes replacement of the restrictive Bur­
lington Northern Railroad (BNRR) bridge, improvement of the 
turning basin at Harbor Island, and deauthorization of an unneed­
ed turning basin adjacent to the First Avenue South Bridge. A 
public boat launching ramp would be provided as a part of the 
plan.

Physical Data on Project Features.-The existing 34-foot channels 
in the East and West Waterways would be deepened to a depth of 
39 feet and the designated channel widths narrowed from the exist­
ing 750 to 500 feet to provide additional safe clearance from vessel 
berthing areas. The Duwamish Waterways up to the First Avenue 
South Bridge would be deepened from 30 to 39 feet and widened 
from 200 feet to 250 feet (except the lower 1,000-foot-long reach of 
the Duwamish Waterway which would remain at the 200-foot 
width). The turning basin at the head of Harbor Island WQuid be 
deepened to 39 feet. The unneeded turning basin adjacent to the 
First Avenue South Bridge would be deauthorized. The existing 
BNRR bridge would be replaced with a new bridge having a hori­
zontal clearance of 250 feet and vertical clearance of 140 feet at 
mean higher high water. A one-lane boat launch ramp and associ­
ated access road and parking area would be constructed for public 
access to the upper Duwamish Waterway. 

Approximately 7 acres of upland would be provided by local in­
terests for channel enlargement and slope stablization and about 
29 acres for dredged material disposal at a shallow water, interti­
dal and deepwater site located between the Port of Seattle's piers 
90 and 91 in Elliot Bay. For mitigation purposes, approximately 4 
acres would be acquired at the head of navigation in the Duwamish 
Waterway for development of shallow water/intertidal fish habitat, 
and an estimated 12 acres of deepwater habitat in Elliot Bay would 
be improved for fish through construction of an artifical reef. An 
additional 2 acres, adjacent to the 4-acre mitigation site on the 
Duwamish Waterway, would be acquired and developed as new 
shallow water habitat for fishery enhancement. Local interests 
would provide % acre of land for construction of a public boat 
launch ramp and associated access road and parking space on the 
upper Duwamish Waterway. An estimated 1.9 acres would be ac­
quired by BNRR for construction of the new railroad bridge. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.- The Governor of 
Washington endorsed the proposed navigation improvement in a 
letter dated August 4, 1982. The State Department of Ecology con­
firmed that the recommended project is consistent with the State 
Coastal Zone Management Program. The Port of Seattle, local 
sponsor for the project, agreed to provide the necessary items of 
non-Federal participation. The Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, local 
sponsor for the 2-acre fishery' enhancement proposal, agreed to cost 
share in the purchase of land and to operate and maintain the en­
hancement project. Other letters of project support have been re­
ceived from the City of Seattle; the Port Angeles Pilots; the North­
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west Towboat Association; and the International Longshoremen's 
and Warehousemen's Union, Local 19. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies. -No objections to the 
project have been expressed by any Federal agency. However, a 
number have suggested that the proposed mitigation site be accom­
plished through the development of several sites scattered along 
the Duwamish Waterway in lieu of the recommended site in Elliot 
Bay, and the specific alternative disposal sites be reevaluated 
during the Continuation of Planning and Engineering phase of 
project development. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The 
final EIS was filed with EPA in October of 1983. 

Project Costs: 
Federal: $36,700,000. 
Non-Federal: $20,614,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-A cash contri­

bution of $9,475,000, during construction, and subject to section 
105, non-Federalinterests will provide lands, easements, and rights­
of-way for channel enlargement and public access; alterations of 
structures and utilities; construction of dredge disposal contain­
ment dikes; berth dredging required by construction of the en­
larged navigation channel; BNRR's portion of bridge replacement 
costs; the extra cost incurred as a result of modifying channel en­
largement to protect valuable upland industrial property; and the 
local share of cost apportionment for mitigation and enhancement. 

Estimated Annual O&M Cost (October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $21,000. 
Non-Federal: $7,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-2.2. 

SECTION 103 

Subsection (a) of Section 103 provides that, for any project au­
thorized in Title I, where a final report of the Chief of Engineers 
has not been completed on the date of enactment of the Act, the 
Secretary shall, within one year of the date of enactment, submit a 
copy of any required final environmental impact statement to the 
House Committee on Public Works and Transportation and the 
Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works. Any recom­
mendations of the Secretary with respect to the project are also to 
be submitted. No appropriation may be made for the acquisition of 
land for, or the actual construction of, the project unless such ac­
quisition and construction are approved by resolutions of the two 
committees. This prohibition does not apply to funds appropriated 
to the Environmental Protection and Mitigation Fund pursuant to 
section 1104. Monies in this fund may be expended to mitigate 
losses to fish and wildlife production and habitat prior to adoption 
of the Committee resolutions. 

Subsection (b) of Section 103 makes inapplicable any provision in 
anyone of the reports designated in Title I which rec<?mmends that 
a State contribute in cash 5 percent of the construction costs allo­
cated to non-vendible project purposes and 10 percen~ of the costs 
allocated to vendible project purposes. Recommenda~lOns for such 
contributions where included in some Corps of EngIneers reports 
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on water resources projects prepared during the preceding Admin­
istration. The Committee has adopted a cost sharing policy for 
ports, which is set forth in Section 105. Section 103(b) is designed to 
remove any doubt as to whether the recommendations for 5 and 10 
percent cash contributions contained in some Corps reports are still 
applicable. 

SECTION 104 

This section provides a mechanism to permit non~Federal inter­
ests to plan, design, and construct port projects and to be later re­
imbursed for those costs which ordinarily would be a Federal re­
sponsibility. The purpose of the provision is to allow a project to be 
expedited by non-Federal interests. 

Subsection (a) of Section 104 authorizes non-Federal interests to 
plan and design projects for ports which are not authorized projects 
and to submit the plan and design to the Secretary for review. The 
plan and design are to be comparable to the work undertaken by 
the Corps of Engineers on a proposed project prior to authorization 
of construction. The Secretary must review each plan and design 
submitted under the section in order to determine whether or not 
the plan and design and the process under which they are devel­
oped comply with Federal laws and regulations applicable to the 
planning and designing by the Secretary of port projects. Within 
180 days the Secretary must transmit to the Congress the results of 
the review, together with any recommendations the Secretary may 
have concerning the project. The plan and design, with the Secre­
tary's recommendations, can then form the basis of an authoriza­
tion for construction, just as a Corps of Engineers feasiblity report 
would. For this reason, it is necessary that the non-Federal inter­
ests follow the same procedures as those used by the Corps. 

If a project for which a plan and design have been submitted is 
authorized by any provision of Federal law enacted after the date 
of such submission, the Secretary is to credit toward the non-Feder­
al share of the cost of construction of the project an amount equal 
to the portion of the cost of developing the plan and design that 
would be the responsibility of the United States if the plan and 
design were developed by the Secretary. If the amount of such por­
tion exceeds such non-Federal share, the Secretary is to reimburse 
the non-Federal interest for the amount of the excess subject to ap­
propriation of funds. The Secretary is expected to implement neces­
sary measures to insure that the costs for which reimbursement is 
made or credit is given are reasonable. 

Subsection (b) of Section 104 authorizes non-Federal interests to 
construct navigation projects for ports and to be reimbursed at a 
later date. The project must be an authorized project, and it must 
be one for which appropriations may be made for acquisition of 
land and actual construction. If Committee resolutions are required 
prior to such appropriations, the resolutions must be adopted 
before non-Federal interests commence construction. The Secretary 
must approve the plans for construction, and regularly monitor 
and audit the project being constructed in order to ensure that the 
construction is in compliance with the plans approved by the Secre­
tary. The non-Ferderal interests are to be reimbursed for the Fed­
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eral share of the construction costs. Reimbursement is subject to 
funds being appropriated for that purpose. 

Subsection (c) provides that the Secretary, on request from an ap­
propriate non-Federal interest in the form of a written notice of 
intent to construct a navigation project for a port, shall initiate 
procedures to establish a schedule for consolidating Federal, State, 
and local agency environmental assessments, project reviews, and 
issuance of all permits for the construction of the project, including 
associated access channels and berthing areas, and onshore im­
provements, before the initiation of construction. Within 15 days of 
the receipt of the notice, the Secretary is to publish that notice in 
the Federal Register. The Secretary also must provide written noti­
fication of the receipt of a notice to all State and local agencies 
that may be required to issue permits for the construction of the 
project or related activities. The Secretary shall solicit the coopera­
tion of those agencies and request their entry into a memorandum 
of agreement. Within 30 days after publication of the notice in the 
Federal Register, State and local agencies that intend to enter into 
the memorandum of agreement must notify the Secretary of their 
intent in writing. 

Within 90 days of receipt of notice, the Secretary of the Interior, 
the Secretary of Commerce, the Administrator of the Environmen­
tal Protection Agency, and any State or local agencies that have 
notified the Secretary of their intent to enter into a memorandum 
of agreement are to enter into an agreement with the Secretary es­
tablishing a schedule of decisionmaking for approval of the project 
and permits associated with it and with related activities. The 
schedule of compliance may not exceed two and one-half years 
from the date of the agreement. The agreement, to the maximum 
extent practicable, must consolidate hearing and comment periods, 
procedures for data collection and report preparation, and the envi­
ronmental review and permitting processes associated with the 
project and related activities. The agreement shall detail, to the 
extent possible, the non-Federal interest's responsibilities for data 
development and information that may be necessary to process 
each permit, including a schedule when the information and data 
will be provided to the appropriate Federal, State, or local agency. 

The agreement shall include a date by which the Secretary, 
taking into consideration the views of all affected Federal agencies, 
shall provide to the non-Federal interest in writing a preliminary 
determination whether the project and Federal permits associated 
with it are reasonably likely to receive approval. The Secretary 
may revise the agreement once to extend the schedule to allow the 
non-Federal interest the minimum amount of additional time nec­
essary to revise its original application to meet the objections of a 
Federal, State, or local agency which is a party to the agreemen~. 

Six months before the final date of the schedule, the Secretary IS 
to provide to Congress a written progress report for each naviga­
tion project for a port subject to this section. The Secretary shall 
transmit the report to the Committee ~n Public Works an4 Trans­
portation of the House of RepresentatIves and the CommIttee on 
Environment and Public Works of the Senate. The report shall 
summarize all work completed under the agreement and shall in­
clude a detailed work program that will assure completion of all 

50-67 
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remaining work under the agreement. Not later than tbe final day 
of the schedule, the Secretary must notify the non-Federal interest 
of the final decision on the approval of the project and related per­
mits. 

Further, the Secretary is to prepare and transmit to Congress a 
report estimating the time required for the issuance of all Federal, 
State, and local permits for the construction of navigation projects 
for ports and associated activities. The Secretary shall include in 
that report recommendations for further reducing the amount of 
time required for the issuance of those permits, including any pro­
posed changes in existing law. This report must be flIed not later 
than one year after the date of enactment. 

Subection (d) provides that Section 104 is not applicable to that 
portion of the Saint Lawrence administered by the Saint Lawrence 
Seaway Development Corporation. Because of the unique nature of 
the Seaway and the Seaway Development Corporation, and the re­
lationship with Canada with regard to the Seaway, the Committee 
felt it best to leave planning and construction of improvements to 
the Seaway Development Corporation. 

SECTION 105 

This section establishes the non-Federal share for port projects 
including but not limited to navigation channels and turning 
basins. This share equals the amount required to be paid in cash, 
during the period of construction, plus lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way required to be contributed. The amount required to 
be paid in cash is determined by the depth of the port. 

In the case of a shallow port (14-20 feet), the non-Federal cash 
contribution equals 10 percent of the cost of contribution. 

In the case of a general cargo port (greater than 20 feet but not 
more than $5 feet), the non-Federal cash contribution equals 10 
percent of the cost of construction of that portion of the project 
which has a depth not in excess of 20 feet plus 25 percent of the 
cost of construction in excess of 20 feet. 

In the case of a deep-draft port (greater than 45 feet), the non­
Federal cash contribution equals 10 percent of the cost of construc­
tion of that portion of the project which has a depth not in excess 
of 20 feet plus 25 percent of the cost of construction in excess of 20 
feet but not more than 45 feet plus 50 percent of the cost of con­
struction for that portion in excess of 45 feet. 

The value of the lands, easements, and rights-of-way required to 
be contributed is limited to 5 percent of the project cost. If the Sec­
retary estimates, before the beginning of construction, that the 
value of all lands, easements, and rights-of-way (inCluding dredged 
spoil disposal areas) required for a project exceed 5 percent of the 
project cost, the Secretary shall, upon request, acquire the lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way, limited to the amount by which the 
estimated value exceeds 5 percent of the project cost. After comple­
tion of the project, the Secretary is to transfer any acquired lands, 
easements, rights-of-way to the non-Federal interests, without con­
sideration. . 

In the event the non-Federal cash contribution plus the value of 
lands, easements, and rights-of-way (including dredge spoil dispoal 
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areas) provided by the non-Federal interest exceed the non-Federal 
interest established by this section, the Secretary is to reimburse 
the non-Federal interest, subject to appropriations acts. 

An amount equal to amounts paid with respect to a project 
under this paragraph is authorized to be appropriated to the Secre­
tary to carry out such project. Amonts appropriated pursuant to 
this provision are in addition to, and not in lieu of, amounts au­
thorized by any other provision of this Act for construction of a 
project to which this section applies. This provision is necessary be­
cause section 2 of the bill provides that the estimated cost set forth 
for a project is the maximum amount authorized for that project. It 
may be necessary, however, for the Secretary to expend funds in 
excess of the Federal share, prior to payment by the local interests 
of the non-Federal share. Furthermore, the payments of the non­
Federal interest are credited to the General Fund of the Treasury 
as Miscellaneous Receipts and, therefore, are not available to the 
Secretary of his use. For these reasons, appropriations in excess of 
the Federal share are required and therefore authorized. 

Subsection (c) establishes the Federal share of the cost of oper­
ation and maintenance of each navigation project for a port. The 
Federal share for shallow and general cargo ports is 100 percent. In 
the case of a deep-draft port, the Federal share equals 100 percent 
of the cost which the Secretary determines would be incurred for 
operation and maintenance of the project if the project had a depth 
of 45 feet plus 50 percent of the excess of the cost of operation and 
maintenance of the project over the cost which the Secretary deter­
mines would be incurred for operation and maintenance of the 
project it it had a depth of 45 feet. 

Subsection (d) provides for cost sharing, among the Federal gov­
ernment, the non-Federal interest, and the owner of the facility 
being relocated, of the costs of relocation of any oil, natural gas, or 
other pipeline, and electric transmission cable or line, any commu­
nications cable or line, and facilities related to such pipeline, cable 
or line the relocation of which is necessary for construction, oper­
ation, and maintenance of each navigation project for a port. 

The Committee, in subsection (d) has recognized both the legal 
responsibility of the owners and the impact of a Federal navigation 
project. Fifty percent of the relocation costs are made a Federal re­
sponsibility, in the case of shallow and general cargo ports, and 50 
percent of the costs are to be paid by the owners of the facilities 
being relocated. 

In the case of a deep draft port, the non-Federal sponsor pays 
one-half of the other 50-percent just as it pays one-half of the other 
costs which would be Federal costs if the project had a depth of 45 
feet or less. Hence, for the incremental relocation costs associated 
with depths greater than 45 feet, the Fed~ral share is 25 perc~nt 
and the non-Federal share is 75 percent, With the 75 percent bemg 
shared one-third by the project sponsor and two-thirds by the 
owner of the facility being relocated. . . . 

The expense of relocation includes the relocatmg of any pipeime 
or cable to the depth required to provide necessary coverage and 
clearance and as required to permit a reasonably stress-free cross­
ing, in accordance with good engineering practices. 
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Subsection (e) of Section 105 provides that the Federal share of 
any cost of a navigation project for a port, for which a Federal 
share is not specifically mentioned in subsections (a), (b), (c), or (d), 
shall be the share of such cost otherwise provided by law. This 
means the share specified in the document or report in accordance 
with which a particular project is authorized. Where no report is 
referenced in the authorizing language, the Secretary is expected 
to follow traditional policies for cost sharing of matters not covered 
in the four subsections. The cost of mitigation of damages to fIsh 
and wildlife, for example, is shared in the same proportion as the 
basic project purpose of navigation. 

Subsection (£) makes the cost sharing provisions of subsections 
(a), (b), and (d), relating to planning, construction and utility reloca­
tions, inapplicable to projects for which Federal funds have been 
obligated for actual construction before January 1, 1985. The Fed­
eral and non-Federal responsibilities for these aspects of such 
projects will continue to be as specified in the project authoriza­
tions. 

Subsection (g) preserves the cost sharing recommended in the 
report of the Chief of Engineers on Gowanus Creek Channel, New 
York, in view of the involvement of a single user. 

SECTION 106 

This section provides that the non-Federal share of any port 
project shall be paid to the Secretary for deposit in the general 
fund of the Treasury. In the case of the non-Federal share of the 
cost of construction, payment is required to be made on an annual 
basis during the period of construction, beginning not later than 
one year after construction is initiated. 

SECTION 107 

Subsection (a) authorizes the Secretary to guarantee and enter 
into commitments to guarantee, the payment of the interest on, 
and the unpaid balance of the principal of, any obligation issued by 
a non-Federal interest to finance a navigation project authorized 
for a port by Title I or another law of the United States enacted 
after the date of enactment of this Act, that is subject to a require­
ment for non-Federal contribution to the cost of project construc­
tion, operation, and maintenance under section 105 of this Act and 
with respect to which the non-Federal interest elects to construct 
the project with the appoval of the Secretary under section 104 of 
this Act. The Secretary may guarantee the payment of any obliga­
tion in the amount of 90 percent of the principal of that obligation. 

Subsection (c) provides that the full faith and credit of the 
United States Government is pledged to the payment of a guaran­
tee made under this section, including interest as provided for in 
the guarantee accruing between the date of default on a guaran­
teed obligation and the payment in full of the amount guaranteed. 

Subsection (d) provides that the Secretary, to the extent provided 
for in appropiration laws, may reimburse a non-Federal interest for 
not to exceed one-half of the interest cost incurred by the non-Fed­
eral interest on any obligation which is guaranteed under subsec­
tion (a) of this section and the interest on which is subject to Feder­
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al income taxes, during the period of project construction and until 
the level of project-derived revenues equals those amounts neces­
sary to make payments of principal and interest on such obliga­
tions for the project. 

Subsection (e) provies that a guarnatee, or commitment to guar­
antee, made by the Secretary under this section is conclusive evi­
dence of the eligibility of the obligation for that guarantee, and the 
validity of any guarantee, or commitment to guarantee, so made is 
incontestable. 

Subsection (f) limits the unpaid principle of the obligations which 
are guaranteed, or for which commitments to guarantee have been 
entered into, under this section and which are outstanding at any­
time to $1,000,000,000. 

Subsection (g) provides for the Secretary to assess a guarantee 
fee of not less than one-quarter of 1 percent per year of the average 
principal amount of a guaranteed obligation outstanding under this 
section. All amounts received by the Secretary are to be deposited 
in the Federal Port Navigation Project Financing Fund established 
by subsection (h) of this section. 

Subsection (h) establishes in the Treasury of the United States a 
fund to be known as the "Federal Port Navigation Project Financ­
ing Fund" consisting of such amounts as may be deposited in the 
Fund under SUbsection (g). Amounts in the Fund will be available 
to the Secretary, as provided by appropriation acts, for making 
payments under subsection (i) of this section. Amounts in the Fund 
which are not needed for current withdrawals are to be invested in 
bonds or other obligations of, or guaranteed as to principal and in­
terest by, the Federal Government. 

Subsection (i) makes provision in the event of default. For a de­
fault that has continued for thirty days in a payment by the obli­
gor of principal or interest due under an obligation guaranteed 
under this title, the Secretary may assume the obligor's rights and 
duties under the guarantee or agreement related to the guarantee 
before a demand is made under this paragraph; or, the obligee or 
the obligee's agent, not later than the period specified in the guar­
antee or related agreement (but not later than ninety days from 
the date of the default), may demand payment by the Secretary of 
the unpaid principal amount of that obligation and the unpaid in­
terest on the obligation to the date of payment. Demand may not 
be made when the Secretary; (i) has assumed the obligor's rights 
and the Secretary has made the. pa~ents in default; (iQ f"J?ds 
there was not a default by the obhgor In the payment of princIpal 
or interest; or (iii) finds that the default has been remedied before 
the demand. 

Any amount required to be paid by the Secretary under th.is sec­
tion shall be paid in cash from the Fund. If the amounts IJ?- the 
Fund are not sufficient to pay any amount the Secr.etary 18 re­
quired to pay under this section, the Secretary may Issue to the 
Secretary of the Treasury notes or other obligations in any form 
and denomination, bearing any maturities and subject to. any terms 
and conditions that are prescribed by the Secretary, With the ap­
proval of the Secretary of the Treasury. T~ose notes or other obli­
gations will bear interest at a rate determined by the Secretary of 
the Treasury, taking into consideration the current average market 
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yield on outstanding marketable obligations of the Federal Govern­
ment of comparable maturities during the month preceding the is­
suance of those notes or other obligations. The Secretary of the 
Treasury must purchase any notes and other obligations to be 
issued under this paragraph. For that purpose the Secretary may 
use as a public debt transaction the proceeds from any securities 
issued under chapter 31 of title 31, United States Code. The pur­
poses for which securities may be issued under that chapter in­
clude purchase of those notes and obligations. The Secretary of the 
Treasury may sell the notes or other obligations acquired by the 
Secretary under this section. All redemptions, purchases, and sales 
by the Secretary of the Treasury of those notes or other obligations 
shall be treated as public debt transactions of the Federal Govern­
ment. Amounts borrowed under this section are to be deposited in 
the Fund, and redemptions of those notes and obligations will be 
made by the Secretary from the Fund. 

For a default under a guaranteded obligation or a related agree­
ment, the Secretary is directed to take any acton against the obli­
gor or any other liable parties that the Secretary believes is re­
quired to protect the interests of the Federal Government. A suit 
may be brought in the name of the Federal Government or in the 
name of the obligee, and the obligee must make available to the 
Federal povenrment all records and evidence necessary to pros­
ecute that suit. The Secretary may accept a conveynance of title to 
and possession of property from the obligor or other parties liable 
to the Secretary, and may purchase the property for an amount 
not to exceed the unpaid principal amount of the obligation and in­
terest thereon. If the Secretary receives, through the sale of proper­
ty, money in excess of any payment made to an obligee under this 
section arid the expenses of collection of those amounts, the Secre­
tary must pay that excess to the obligor. 

SECTION 108 

This section provides that any port project may be constructed in 
useable increments. This will permit the "phasing in" of a project 
to meet developing needs. A channel might be dredged in incre­
ments to its authorized depth and width to accommodate larger 
vessels as they are brought on line, thus avoiding the expenditure 
of funds before the full project dimensions are needed. Likewise,. a 
channel might be constructed to less than its authorized length 
pending development of projected traffic, or an inbound or out­
bound channel may be constructed separately to handle import or 
export trade if the need for one or the other takes precedence. 

SECTION 109 

Subsection (a) provides for the consent of Congress under clauses 
2 and 3 of section 10 of article 1 of the Constitution, to the levy by 
a non-Federal interest of duties of tonnage on vessels entering a 
deep-draft port, subject to certain conditions. Duties of tonnage 
may only be levied for the following purposes. 

(A) to reimburse the United States Government for the non­
Federal share of construction and operation and maintemmce 
costs of a deep-draft port navigation project under the require­
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~ents of section 105 of this Act; or finance the cost of construc­
t~on and operation and mainenance of a deep-draft port naviga­
tion project under subsection (a)(l) of section 104 of this Act, 
less any reimbursement by the Secretary from the Port Infra­
structure Development and Improvement Trust Fund under 
section 111 of this Act; and 

(B) provide emergency response services in the port, includ­
ing the provision of necessary personnel training and the pro­
curement of equipment and facilities, less any reimbursement 
by the Secretary from the Port Infrastructure Development 
and Improvement Trust Fund under section 113 of this Act; 
except, duties of tonnage may not be levied for this purpose 
after the duties cease to be levied for the purposes described in 
paragraph (A) of this subsection. 

Duties of tonnage may only be levied on vessels entering the 
port and their cargo, subject to the following limitations: (A) 
duties of tonnage may only be levided and collected on vessels 
which require a channel with a depth of more than 45 feet; (B) 
any vessel engaged in transport movement must be exempted 
from the levy of those duties; and (C) any vessel not engaged in 
commercial service which is owned and operated l>Y the United 
States, or any other nation or political subdivision thereof, or 
by a State or political subdivision shall be exempted from the 
levy of those duties. 

The non-Federal interest must provide to the Comptroller Gener­
al of the United States, upon his request, such books, documents, 
papers, or other information as the Comptroller General considers 
to be necessary and appropriate to enable him to carry out the 
audit required under subsection (b). 

The non-Federal interest must designate an officer or authorized 
representative, including the Secretary of the Treasury acting by 
contract through the appropriate customs officer, to receive ton­
nage certificates and cargo manifests from vessels which may be 
subeject to the levy of duties of tonnage, export declarations from 
shippers, consignors, and terminal operators, and such other docu­
ments as may be necessary for the imposition, compution, and col­
lection of duties of tonnage.

Subsection (b) provides for the Comptroller General of the United 
States to carry out periodic audits of the operations of non-Federal 
interests that elect to levy duties of tonnage under this section in 
order to ascertain if the conditions of subsection (a) of this section 
are being complied with. The Comptroller General shall submit to 
each House of the Congress a written report containing the find­
ings resulting from each audit and shall make such recommenda­
tions as he deems appropriate regarding the compliance of those 
non-Federal interests with the requirements of this section. 

Subsection (c) confers upon the United States District Court for 
the district in which is located a non-Federal interest that levies 
d.uties of tonnage under t~is section, original an~ exclusiye jur~?ic­
hon over any matter arismg out of, or concermng, the ImposltI<?n, 
computation, or collection of duties of tonnage by a non-Federal m­
terest under this section and, upon petition of the Attorney Gener­
al or any other party, may grant appropriate injunctive relief to 
restrain any act by that non-Federal interest that violates the con­
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ditions of consent in subsection (a) of this section, or grant other 
relief or remedy as appropriate. 

Subsection (d) requires that upon the arrival of a vessel in a 
deep-draft port in which the vessel may be subject to the levy of 
duties of tonnage under this section, the master of that vessel 
shall, within forty-eight hours after arrival and before any cargo is 
unloaded from that vessel, deliver to the appropriate authorized 
representative appointed under this section a tonnage certificate 
for the vessel and a manifest of the cargo aboard that vessel or, if 
the vessel is in ballast, a declaration to that effect. 

The shipper, consignor, or terminal operator having custody of 
any cargo to be loaded on board a vessel while the vessel is in a 
deep-draft port in which the vessel may be subject to the levy of 
duties of tonnage under this section must, within forty-eight hours 
before departure of that vessel, deliver to the appropriate author­
ized representative appointed under subsection (a)(5) of this section 
an export declaration specifying the cargo to be loaded on board 
that vessel. The Secretary of the Treasury, acting through the ap­
propriate customs officer, must withhold, at the request of an ap­
propriate authorized representative or acting in his own capacity 
as agent of the non-Federal interest under contract, the clearance 
required by section 4197 of the Revised Statutes of the United 
States (46 App. U.S.C. 91) for any vessel, if the master of that 
vessel is required to deliver a tonnage certificate, cargo manifest, 
or declaration and fails to do so; or if the shipper, consignor, or ter­
minal operator having custody of any cargo to be loaded on board 
that vessel is required to deliver an export declaration and fails to 
do so. 

As an alternative to the filing procedures required under this 
subsection, clearance may be granted upon the filing of a bond or 
other security satisfactory to the Secretary of the Treasury. 

The duties of tonnage levied under this section against a vessel 
constitute a maritime lien against that vessel that may be recov­
ered in an action in rem in the United States District Court for the 
district within which the vessel may be found. 

Section 109 does not authorize the collection of fees from vessels. 
Rather, it states that if non-Federal interests wish to collect fees 
under any authority which might otherwise exist, they can only do 
so with respect to vessels which require the greater depths. A'rela­
tively few vessels will need depths greater than 45 feet, and they 
will carry a limited number of commodities. The Committee consid­
ers it equitable to limit the collection of fees to pay the non-Federal 
share of the project to those vessels which require the greater
depth. 

Section 109 does not require the collection of vessel fees. Non­
Federal interests, if they wish, may fund their share from general 
revenues, bonds, dedicated tax revenues, or other sources. 

SECTION 110 

This section provides that non-Federal interest must provide the 
Unite~ States the information necessary for military readiness 
plannmg and port and national security, including information 
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necessary to obtain national security clearances for individuals em­
ployed in critical port positions. 

SECTION 111 

This section authorizes the appropriation of funds from the port 
Infrastructure Development and Improvement Trust Fund to carry 
out the provisions of Title I. 

SECTION 112 

This section provides for alternatives to Mud Dump, an area lo­
cated approximately 5% miles east of Sandy Hook, New Jersey, for 
the disposal of dredged material. 

Subsection (a) provides that not later than four years after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Administrator of the Environ­
mental Protection Agency must designate one or more sites in ac­
cordance with the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries 
Act of 1972 for the disposal of dredged material which, without 
such designation, would be disposed of at the Mud Dump. The des­
ignated site or sites must be located not less than 20 miles nor 
more than 40 miles from the shoreline. The Administrator, in de­
termining sites for possible designation under this subsection is to 
consult with the Secretary and appropriate Federal, State, inter­
state, and local agencies. 

Subsection (b) requires that, beginning on the 30th day following 
the date on which the Administrator of the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency makes the designation required by subsection (a), any 
ocean disposal of dredged material (other than acceptable dredged 
material) by any person or governmental entity authorized pursu­
ant to the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 
1972 to dispose of dredged material at the Mud Dump on or before 
the date of such designation shall take place at the newly designat­
ed ocean disposal site or sites under subsection (a) in lieu of the 
Mud Dump. 

Subsection (c) provides for the interim availability of lawful sites 
until the 30th day following the date on which the Administrator 
of the Environmental Protection Agency makes the designation re­
quired by this section. 

Subsection (d) requires status reports be filed not later than one 
year after the date of enactment of this Act and annually thereaf­
ter until the designation of one or more sites under subsection (a), 
by the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency to 
the Committee on Public Works and Transportation of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works of the Senate. 

Subsection (e) provides that notwithstanding any other provision 
of law or regulation, the Secretary shall ensure that, not later than 
the 30th day following the date on which the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency makes the designation required 
by subsection (a), all existing and future Department of the Army 
permits and authorizations for disposal of dredged material at the 
Mud Dump shall be modified, revoked, and issued (as appropriate) 
to ensure that only acceptable dredged materi~l will be ~isposed of 
at such site and that all other dredged materIal determmed to be 
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suitable for ocean disposal will be disposed of at the site or sites 
designated pursuant to subsection (a) of this section. 

Subsection (f) defines "acceptable dredged material as rock, 
beach quality sand, material excluded from testing under the ocean 
dumping regulations promulgated by the Administrator of the En­
vironmental Protection Agency pursuant to the Marine Protection, 
Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, and any other dredged ma­
terial (including that from new work) determined by the Secretary, 
in consultation with the Administrator, to be sUbstantially free of 
pollutants. 

Subsection (g) provides the definition and description of the term 
"Mud Dump." 

SECTION 113 

This section authorizes the Secretary to make grants to any non­
Federal interest operating a project for a port for provision of 
emergency response services in such port (including the provision 
of necessary personnel training and the procurement of equipment 
and facilities either by the non-Federal interest, by a local agency 
or municipality, or by a combination of local agencies or munici­
palities on a cost-reimbursable basis, either by a cooperative agree­
ment, mutual aid plan, or mutual assistance plan entered into be­
tween one or more non-Federal interests, public agencies, or local 
municipalities). 

There is authorized to be appropriated from the Port Infrastruc­
ture Development and Improvement Trust Fund for fiscal years be­
gining after September 30, 1985, such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out this section. 

SECTION 114 

This section authorizes the Secretary to make a grant to the non­
Federal interest operating Morro Bay Harbor, California, for con­
struction of a new post office at the harbor, for reasons of naviga­
tion safety. Such sums as are necessary are authorized to be appro­
priated from the Port Infrastructure Development and Improve­
ment Trust Fund for fiscal years after September 30,1985. 

SECTION 115 

Section 115 defines a number of terms used in Title I. 
The term "deep-draft port" means a port which is authorized to 

be constructed to a depth of more than -45 feet (other than a port 
for which a project is authorized by section 102 of this title); the 
term "general cargo port" means a port for which a project is au­
thorized by section 102 of this title and any other port which is au­
thorized to be constructed to a depth of more than 20 feet but not 
more than 45 feet; the term "non-Federal interest" has the mean­
ing such term has under section 221 of the Flood Control Act of 
1970; the term "port" means (A) any port or channel in the United 
States, with a depth authorized by law of more than 14 feet, includ­
ing any channel administered by the Saint Lawrence Seaway De­
velopment Corporation and any channel connecting the Great 
Lakes, and (B) any lock or other improvement on any such chan­
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nel; except that such term does not include an entrance channel 
providing access solely to a harbor with an authorized depth of 
fourteen feet or less and does not include the Bonneville Lock and 
Dam project on the Columbia River; the term "shallow port" 
means any port which is authorized to be constructed to a depth of 
not more than 20 feet; and the term "United States" means the 
several States, the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands, and the Northern Mariana Islands. 

SECTION 116 

This section provides that Title I may be cited as the "Port De­
velopment and Navigation Improvement Act of 1985". 



TITLE II 

INLAND WATERWAY TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 

SECTION 201 

This section authorizes the construction of seven critically 
needed lock and dam projects on the inland waterway system. 
These projects consist of replacements of obsolete structures and 
improvements to structures needed to prevent unacceptable con­
straints on navigation. The Committee has determined that the re­
habilition and repair of these projects is of the highest priority. 

Oliver Lock is obsolete, and its capacity will be reached by 1990. 
Gallipolis will be seriously congested and obsolete by 1985. Winfield 
is obsolete. Locks and Dams 7 and 8 are over 50 years old. The new 
Lock and Dam 26 will be at capactiy by 1990. Also, by 1990 Bonne­
ville Lock will be 50 years old, and its capacity will have been 
reached. All of these projects are essential to the efficient and safe 
operation of the inland waterway system. Because of the early 
dates by which these existing projects must be replaced or im­
proved, Section 201 instructs the Secretary to complete each of 
these improvement projects within seven years after first appro­
priation of funds for that project. Descriptions of the projects
follow. 

OUVER LOCK AND DAM, AL 

The Federal project popularly known as the Black Warrior-Tom­
bigbee Waterway was authorized by a series of Congressional acts 
from 1884 to 1960 to provide a navigation channel 9 feet deep and 
200 feet wide, where practicable, from Mobile to points on the Mul­
berry, Sipsey and Locust Forks a few miles above Port Birming­
ham, a total distance of 453 miles. The authorized project actually 
begins at the mouth of the Tombigbee River, where it joins the nat­
urally deep Mobile River, about 45 miles above Mobile. The origi­
nal system of 17 dams and .18 locks was constructed between 1895 
and 1915, with locks generally 52 feet wide and 285 feet long and 
with lifts ranging from 9 to 36 feet. The John Hollis Bankhead 
Dam (originally known as Dam 17), the uppermost structure, is the 
highest dam in the system. The recently completed single-lift lock 
has a maximum lift of 69 feet. 

The first modernization structure, the William Bacon Oliver 
Lock and Dam at Tuscaloosa, was completed in 1940 to replace 
three of the oldest of the original structures. Since that time four 
additional new structures have been completed to replace thirteen 
more of the original structures; these are, in chronological order of 
construction, the Demopolis Lock and Dam at Demopolis, the War­
rier Lock and Dam near Eutaw, the Coffeeville Lock and Dam near 
Coffeeville, and the Holt Lock and Dam above Tuscaloosa. The only 

(74) 
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original structure remaining on the waterway is the Bankhead 
Lock and Dam, the modernization of which is essentially complete. 

Use of the waterway has increased steadily, today it is one of the 
most important water routes in the Southeast. The principal com­
modities moved are coal, iron ore and concentrates, petroleum 
products, both refined and crude, limestone, sand and gravel, basic 
chemicals, logs, sulphur, iron and steel manufactures, and manga­
nese ores. 

The main features of the existing project are a lock against the 
left bank with inside dimensions of 95 by 460 feet and a maximum 
lift of 28 feet, and a fixed-crest spillway 700 feet long. The lock 
chamber is considerably smaller than the newer replacement locks 
on the Waterway. The lake, which remains largely within the origi­
nal river banks, extends upstream 9 miles to the Holt Lock and 
Dam. Replacement of the lock with a larger structure is necessary 
to eliminate congestion and remove constraints on projected in­
creases in traffic. 

Location.-The existing and proposed lock are located on the 
Black Warrior River within the City of Tuscaloosa, Alabama. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted April 21, 1950. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-A 110 by 600-foot lock to be 
located at the existing project site. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
Existing site: Portions of the existing dam would be removed to 

accommodate the new lock. The pool elevation would not change 
from the current elevation of 122.9 feet. The dam would be a con­
crete fixed crest structure on the Northport side of the new lock 
and a gated structure on the Tuscaloosa side. The proposed lock 
would be centrally located in the river channel and have a cham­
ber size of 110 by 600 feet with a lift of 28 feet. 

Views ofState and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Alabama 
has endorsed the proposed project with all costs assigned to the 
Federal Government. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-Agency comments 
have been generally favorable. Water quality and fish and wildlife 
concerns have been addressed. 

Status to Final Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final En­
vironmental Impact Statement was filed with the EPA June 15, 
1984. 

Federal: $158,000,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $11,000,000. 1 

1 These costs include $11,000,000 to be reimbursed from the sale of hydroelectric power. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio: 2.6. 
Remarks.-The existing Oliver lock, 9~ fe.et by 460 feet .poses a 

constraint to current and projected naVlgatI~n. The magnItu~e to 
which traffic is constrained was evaluated usmg a computer SImu­
lation model. The model simulated traffic movement on a "system" 
which included the Black Warrior-Tombigbee, the Tennessee-Tom­
bigbee, and portions of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Tennessee 
and Mississippi River Systems. 



76 


Alternative Plans Considered.-All of the plans considered in the 
final array contained a larger navigation lock and powerhouse and 
differed only in site location. There were four alternatives carried 
to detailed analysis stage of planning, during which two alterna­
tives were eliminated for economic reasons. One alternative in­
volved extensive channel work, relocation of a railroad bridge and 
spur track, and the destruction of a country club, while the other 
required significant expenditures for a modification of the spillway. 
The best two alternatives consist of: (1) a lock located at the exist­
ing facility about mid-river with a spillway containing both flxed 
crest and gated sections, and a powerhouse; or (2) a lock located 
2,700 feet downstream of the existing facility with an 815-foot 
fixed-crest spillway separating a 110 by 600-foot lock and a power­
house. 

GALLIPOLIS LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO AND WEST VIRGINIA 

Location.-Gallipolis Locks and Dam is situated in the Middle 
Ohio Valley at Ohio River mile 279.2, about 14 miles downstream 
from the mouth of the Kanawha River and about 30 miles up­
stream from the City of Huntington, West Virginia. 

Authority for Report.-Section 115, of the Water Resources De­
velopment Act of 1976 (public Law 94-587). 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan in­
cludes construction of two new locks, measuring 1,200 by 110 feet 
and 600 by 110 feet, in a canal that would bypass the existing 
project, and major rehabilitation of the existing dam. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural Features 
(1) Major rehabilitation of the existing navigation dam, undertak­

en in conjunction with the construction of the new locks, will in­
clude replacing the dam roller gates, strengthening the foundation 
and adding an emergency bulkhead closure system. Adequate au­
thority exists to accomplish this rehabilitation. 

(2) The recommended plan would include the construction of two 
new navigation locks in a canal which would bypass the existing 
project on the West Virginia bank. The main lock would be 1,200 
feet long and 110 feet wide, and the auxiliary lock would be 600 
feet long and 100 feet wide. The navigation canal would be about 
1.7 miles long, with a minimum bottom width of 500 feet. Vertical 
clearance would be 18 feet over both the upper and lower lock gate 
sills. 

(3) The recommended plan would require 275 acres of land for 
construction of the locks and canal, of which 82 acres presently are 
Federal project lands. The disposal site for excavated materials re­
quires an additional 360 acres, making a total requirement of 
project lands of 635 acres, including Federal lands. No relocations 
would be required as no residential structures are in the affected 
area. However, project construction would require acquisition of 
portions of seven operating farms. 
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Environmental Features 
(1) The recommended plan includes acquisition of 840 acres of 

separable lands at the Lesage-Greenbottom swamp area for mitiga­
tion of the loss of wetlands and fish and wildlife resources. The 
area includes 126 acres of high quality wooded swamp, surrounded 
by 714 acres of farmland. 

~2) On project lands, a portion of the disposal area would be reve­
getated and managed for fish and wildlife mitigation. A portion of 
the fill surface would be contoured so that an artifical "perched" 
westland could be developed. 

Views of State and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of West 
Virginia has reaffirmed its support for the plan. The State of Ohio 
concurred in the proposed improvements and urged early authori­
zation by Congress. The Waterway Towing Industry strongly sup­
ports the plan recommended by the Chief of Engineers. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-U.S. Department of 
the Interior indicated no objections to the proposed report for what 
is considered an overall environmentally acceptable project. The 
Secretary of Agriculture expressed concern over the conversion of 
prime farmland to wetlands for fish and wildlife mitigation pur­
poses. The Chief of Engineers responded that every attempt will be 
made in advanced engineering and design studies to minimize Fed­
eral acquisition of farmland and agriculture production losses. The 
Department of Transportation and the Environmental Protection 
Agency have no objections to the project. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The 
Final EIS was filed with the Environmental Protection Agency on 
January 8, 1982. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $260,000,000. 
Non-Federal: $0. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio. -11.3. 
Remarks.~The navigation problems at Gallipolis Lock and Dam 

stem from two conditions: (1) the location of the project in a river­
bend which makes locking conditions difficult and dangerous 
during moderate- to high-river stages and (2) the small size of the 
lock chambers in comparison to the newer Ohio River navigation 
projects, which results in excessive lock delays and increased barge 
transportation costs. 

WINFIELD LOCKS AND DAM, wv 

The Kanawha River watershed, from its headstreams in the 
mountains of northwestern North Carolina, extends northward 
across southwest Virginia and northwesterly across West Vir~ia 
to the Ohio River. The basin has a total length of about 190 mIles 
and a total area of about 12,300 square miles, of which 8,450 square 
miles is in West Virginia, 3,080 in Virginia, and 770 in North Caro­
lina. 

The Kanawha River is formed by the junction of the Gauley 
River and the New River in central West Virginia and flows 
ninety-seven miles northwestward to the Ohio River at P~int Pl~~­
ant 266 miles downstream from Pittsburgh. The New RIver OrlgI­
nat~s in North Carolina and the Gauley River in West Virginia. 
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Principal Kanawha affluents in West Virginia in addition to the 
Gauley and New Rivers are, in descending order, the Bluestone 
and Greenbrier Rivers, tributary to the New River, and the Elk, 
Coal, and Pocatalico Rivers, trbutary to the Kanawha River proper. 
Of the tributaries named, all lie entirely within West Virginia 
except the Bluestone, which rises in Virginia. 

The Kanawha basin economy is varied, with economic activities 
ranging from subsistence farming to highly sophisticated industrial 
production. The chemical industry is the major employment catego­
ry, though coal mining, textile manufacturing, and related services 
make significant contributions to the economy. 

During the period from 1950 to 1970 the region experienced a de­
clining population, reflecting the increased mechanization of coal 
mining, as well as sagging coal production. The declining trend has 
since seen a sharp reversal, many countries showing gains of 20 to 
40 percent in the period from 1970 to 1980. The Greenbrier County 
population gain was 29.6 percent, while Kanawha County, contain­
ing Charleston and associated industrial communities, gained 15.6 
percent during that time. 

The existing Kanawha River navigation system was constructed 
between 1931 and 1937, consisting of four units; the London, 
Marmet, and Winfield Locks and Dams on the Kanawha River and 
the Gallipolis Locks and Dam on the Ohio River below the mouth 
of the Kanawha. The first two of these structures were built under 
authority of the River and Harbor Act of 1930, the other two under 
authority of the Act of 1935. 

The indicated structures, in conjunction with channel dredging, 
provide a slackwater channel with a minimum depth of nine feet to 
a point ninety-one miles above the mouth of the Kanawha. The 
Gallipolis Locks and Dam serves also as a unit of the canalization 
system for the Ohio river. Twin lock-chambers are provided at each 
of the Kanawha River dams, the clear dimensions of these being 56 
feet by 360 feet. At Gallipolis Dam the main lock-chamber clear di­
mensions are 110 feet by 600 feet and those of the auxiliary lock 
are 110 feet by 360 feet. 

Winfield Locks and Dam is the downstream unit of the three 
Kanawha River navigation projects. Winfield Dam is 31 miles 
above the mouth· of the Kanawha River and 28 miles downstream 
from Charleston, West Virginia. It provides a channel with a mini­
mum navigable depth of 9 feet, extending 37 miles to Marmet Dam. 
The project was completed in 1933 and was constructed, along with 
Gallipolis Locks and Dam on the Ohio River, to replace the prior 
system of low-lift dams provided in the lower Kanawha River in 
the late 1800's. 

The Winfield Locks are on the right bank and consist of twin, 
parallel chambers, each with clear interior dimensions of 56 feet by 
360 feet length. A lift of 28 feet is provided between the normal 
pools. The dam is a nonnavigable roller gate structure with a top 
length of 677 feet. Like the other Kanawha River dams, Winfield 
Dam has a privately-owned hydroelectric plant at the left abut­
ment. The powerhouse contains three turbine generator units, each 
of 4,920 kilowatts capacity. The cost of the dam and locks was 
about $6,300,000. 
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Downbound traffic through Winfield Locks consists almost en­
tirely of coal, the larger portion being steam coal destined for elec­
tric generating plants on the Ohio River, while a smaller but sub­
stantial portion is metallurgical coal destined for steel mills in the 
Pittsburgh, Wheeling, and Cincinnati districts. Upbound traffic 
through Winfield is principally chemicals for the large industrial 
complex at Charleston. 

Winfield Locks and Dam is now over 50 years old and in need of 
improvement. Also, an additional larger, lock is needed to more ef­
ficiently serve present and anticipated traffic. Section 201 author­
izes the construction of improvements to, and an additional lock in 
the vicinity of, Winfield Locks and Dam, and the acquisition of 
lands for fish and wildlife mitigation, in accordance with such 
plans as the Secretary determines are advisable. The Secretary 
must submit a copy of any required environmental impact state­
ment, and any recommendations of the Secretary with respect to 
the project, to the House Committee on Public Works and Trans­
portation and the Senate Committee on Environment and Public 
Works within 1 year. Except for funds from the Environmental 
Protection and Mitigation Fund, no appropriations may be made 
for acquisition of land for, or actual construction of, the project 
until approved by resolutions of the two Committees. 

The Committee is aware of concerns that the construction of the 
Winfield project could require relocation of a cemetery and of exist­
ing industries which would potentially involve the loss of a number 
of jobs in the area. The Secretary is directed to design the project 
with a view toward minimizing such relocations. The Committee 
will examine this matter further when the report required by the 
authorizing language is submitted to it. 

LOCK AND DAM 7 REPLACEMENT, PENNSYLVANIA 

Location.-Lock and Dam 7 is located on the Monongahela River 
in southwestern Pennsylvania, about 85 river miles above the Mon­
ongahela-Ohio River junction. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted September 23, 1976. 

Problems and Opportunities Identified in Study.-The small di­
mensions of Lock 7, 56 feet by 360 feet, are not compatible with 
more modern locks on the Ohio River System and will create an 
increasing traffic "bottleneck" for barge navigation. The existing 
lock and dam were constructed in 1923. 

Alternative Plans Considered.-Alternative structural plans in­
cluded various sizes and new lock chambers and included various 
locations for lock and dam construction. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan calls 
for the construction of a new lock and dam at the upstream Grays 
Landing site. The existing lock and dam would be removed. . 

Physical Data on Project Features.-The plan would. cons~st of 
construction of a new lock and dam at the Grays Landmg SIte at 
river mile 82.2 with new lock dimensions of 84· feet by 720 feet, to­
gether with th~ removal of the existing facilities. 

Project Costs.-$95,000,000. (All Federal) Benefit/Cost Ratio.-3.8. 
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Remarks.-Locks 7 and 8 are important units in the Mononga­
hela River section of the national inland waterway network. At one 
and five miles, respectively, north of the West Virginia-Pennsylva-. 
nia line, they permit water transport of coal and limestone from 
West Virginia mines to the Pittsburgh industrial area, and the de­
livery of petroleum, and other products from Mississippi River and 
Gulf ports to Morgantown and Fairmont. The replacement of Lock 
and Dam 7 and the Lock at Dam 8 are justified based on present 
and future navigation tonnage moving within the Monongahela 
River subsystem. The replacement structures will be compatible 
with the barges used and proposed for use on the Ohio River to 
assure effective operation of equipment for the entire system. Sec­
tion 201 authorizes the project for replacement of Lock and Dam 7 
in accordance with the 1984 report of the Chief of Engineers. 

LOCK AND DAM 8 REPLACEMENT, PENNSYLVANIA 

Location.-Lock and Dam 8 is located on the Monongahela River 
in southwestern Pennsylvania, about 90 river miles above the Mon­
ongahela-Ohio River junction. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted September 23,1976. 

Problems and Opportunities Identified in Study.-The small di­
mensions of Lock 8, 56 feet by 360 feet, are not compatible with 
more modern locks on the Ohio River System and will create an 
increasing traffic "bottleneck" for barge navigation. The existing 
lock and dam were constructed in 1925. 

Alternative Plans Considered.-Alternative structural plans in­
cluded various sizes of lock chambers and various locations for a 
new lock and dam. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan calls 
for the construction of a new lock landward of the existing lock. 
There would be no new dam construction but the dam and right 
abutment would be rehabilitated under existing authorities. 

Physical Data on Project Features.-The plan would consist of 
construction of a new lock at river mile 90.2, with new lock dimen­
sions of 84 feet by 720 feet, together with the retention of the exist­
ing facilities. 

Project Cost.-$68,000,000 (all Federal). 

Benefit/Cost Ratio.-3.8 

Remarks.-Locks 7 and 8 are important units in the Mononga­


hela River section of the national inland waterway network. At one 
and five miles, respectively, north of West Virginia-Pennsylvania 
line, they permit water transport of coal and limestone from West 
Virginia mines to the Pittsburgh industrial area, and the delivery 
of petroleum and other products from Mississippi River and Gulf 
ports to Morgantown and Fairmont. The replacement of Lock and 
Dam 7 and the Lock at Dam 8 are justified based on present and 
future navigation tonnage moving within the Monongahela River 
system. The replacement structure will be compatible with the 
barges used and proposed for use on the Ohio River to assure effec­
tive operation of equipment for the entire system and achieve 
maximization of additional benefits. The 1968 volume of 8 million 
tons passing Lock 7 was of vital importance to the industrial and 
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economic strength of the upper Ohio region. The reduced cost of 
transportation resulting from the Monongahela River navigation 
project has contributed to both regional and national development 
and continuation of navigation is in the national interest. 

The existing locks at Dams 7 and 8 were opened in 1925 for the 
commerce expected at that time. Commerce has increased over 12 
times since then and is projected to increase 4 more times in the 
next 50 years. There now are traffic delays· at the existing locks, 
and increasing traffic will result in serious interference with navi­
gation. Maintenance costs and problems are also increasing, and 
longer repair times will add to traffic difficulties. 

Modernization of the Monongahela River waterway has been un­
derway since the initial locks were constructed in 1840. The er~tire 
subsystem was reconstructed between 1902 and 1932. Five of the 
present nine Monongahela River locks and dams were built or re­
constructed since 1950. Locks 7 and 8 require replacement now. 
The existing pairs of locks at Dams 3 and 4 will require moderniza­
tion in the future as traffic increases. However, for the next few 
years passage through inadequate Locks 7 and 8 will control traffic 
on this part of the inland waterway network. Without their re­
placement they will prevent full realization of benefits from the ad­
jacent modernized waterway. 

Section 201 authorizes the project for Lock and Dam 8 replace­
ment in accordance with the 1984 report of the Chief of Engineers. 

LOCK AND DAM 26, ILLINOIS 

The replacement of Locks and Dam 26 at Alton, Illinois, with a 
new dam and a single nO-foot by 1,200-foot lock, was authorized by 
Section 102 of Public Law 95-502. That Act also directed that the 
lock and dam be designed and constructed to provide for possible 
future expansion. The Upper Mississippi River Basin Commission 
was directed to prepare a comprehensive Master Plan for the man­
agement of the Upper Mississippi River system in cooperation with 
appropriate Federal, State and local officials. The Master Plan was 
submitted to Congress January 1, 1982. The plan recommends, 
among other things, that Congress immediately authorize the engi­
neering, design, and construction of a second chamber, 600 feet in 
length, at Lock and Dam 26. 

Location.-Mississippi River 200.78 miles upstream from the con­
fluence of the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers, near Alton, Illinois. 

Authority for Report.-Public Law 95-502, Section 101, October 
21,1978. 

Date of Report.-A report was submitted to Congress by the 
Upper Mississippi River Basin Commission on January 1, 1982. The 
Corps of Engineers was a member of that Commission. 

Problems and Opportunities Identified in the Study.-As part. of 
its general charge, the Commission was to conduct studies whIch 
addressed key issues of concern iI~duding: . . . . . 

The navigation carrying capaCIty of the Upper MISSISSIPPI RIver 
System.

The relationship of capacity expansion to national transportation 
policy. 
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The effect of expansion of navigation capacity on the Nation's 
railroads. 
--The transportation costs and benefits to the Nation of expanded 
navigation capacity. 

The economic need for a second lock at Alton, Illinois. 
The systemic ecological impacts of present and expanded naviga­

tion capacity on fish and wildlife, water quality, wilderness, and 
recreational opportunities. 

The means and measures to prevent or minimize such impacts. 
The immediate environmental effects of a second lock at Alton, Illi­
nois. 

Physical Data on Project Features (Second Lock Only}.-One 600­
foot by 110-foot lock at Lock and Dam No. 26. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-Federal Reg­
ister Publication of Final Environmental Impact Statement on the 
Master Plan, January 15, 1982. Public review ended February 16, 
1982. 

Project Cost.-$245,000,000 (all Federal). 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-7.1. 
Remarks.-The recommendations contained in the Master Plan 

incorporate environmental quality in their overall purpose. 
The formulation of these recommendations is based on three as­

sumptions which were significant in determining the fmal level of 
environmental quality achieved in the overall Plan. These assump­
tions were: (1) The Upper Mississippi River System is a multi-pur­
pose system with two Congressional mandates (commercial naviga­
tion and national wildlife refuges); (2) Immediate actions are neces­
sary to further define and provide for the near-term needs of the 
multipurpose objectives; and (3) Currently available economic and 
environmental data are not conclusive enough to make sound man­
agement decisions for the period beyond 1990-95. 

Early authorization of the second lock is necessary both to meet 
the needs of anticipated traffic and to realize substantial savings in 
construction costs. If engineering and design work can be com­
menced in the near future it will be possible to construct the 
second lock during construction of the new dam, rather than after­
wards, resulting in savings of approximately $85,000,000. 

BONNEVILLE LOCK AND DAM, OREGON AND WASHINGTON 

Location.-Bonneville Navigation Lock is located about 40 miles 
east of Portland, Oregon, and Vancouver, Washington, on the C0­
lumbia River. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tions adopted July 27, 1962, and April 11, 1967. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan in­
cludes construction of a new lock (86 feet wide by 675 long) and ap­
proach channels adjacent to and south of the existing lock on the 
Oregon shore. Relocations would include a portion of the Union Pa­
cific Railroad's main line, the project access road, four water 
supply wells for the Oregon State hatchery, and a portion of the 
North Pacific Division Hydraulic Laboratory. 

Physical Data on Project Features.-The recommended plan 
would include construction of a new larger lock (86 feet wide by 
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675 feet long) and approach channels. The lock's size would be com­
patible with upstream locks and with commerce needs. With the 
new lock in place, the annual shipping capacity would be increased 
from the current 13 million tons per year to 30 million tons. Delays 
prior to and during lockage would be greatly reduced-from 12.7 
hours to 1.9 hours by the year 1988. The new lock alignment would 
increase visibility and safety for towboat operators. Approximately 
one-fourth mile of Union Pacific mainline and side trackage, a por­
tion of the project access road, four water supply wells for the 
Oregon State hatchery at Tanner Creek, and one building of the 
decommissioned North Pacific Division Hydraulic Laboratory 
would need to be relocated to provide room for the new lock. 
Lands, easements, and right-of-way would need to be obtained for 
relocation of the Union Pacific Railroad trackage, for the lock and 
upstream approach channel, and for disposal areas. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The Oregon Depart­
ment of Fish and Wildlife is concerned about impacts of the project 
on fish passage. The State of Washington Department of Game is 
concerned about possible impacts on fish passage and wildlife losses 
associated with use of Pierce and Ives Islands as disposal sites. It 
wants a bioengineering committee established to review the pro­
posed plans. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The U.S. Environmen­
tal Protection Agency (EPA) notes that covering three-fo~rths of 
Pierce and Ives Islands, which are nesting areas for the Blue 
Heron and wintering areas for the Bald Eagle, with 9 feet of 
dredged material appears to be in conflict with Washington's shore­
line management guidelines. EPA suggests using spoil for reclama­
tion of Ross Island, which has been used as a source of sand and 
gravel. 
. The U.S. Department of the Interior objects to placement of all 
of the spoil material on Pierce and Ives Islands, as it could destroy 
the Blue Heron rookery. It suggests disposal at Ross Island, with 
some spoil placed on Pierce and Ives Islands to raise low areas. It 
also recommends no construction activities on these islands during 
Heron nesting period-from March 1 to June 25. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final En­
vironmental Impact Statement was filed with the U.S. Environ­
mental Protection Agency on·March 20, 1981. 

Project Cost.-$191,000,000 (all Federal). 

Benefit/Cost Ratio. -1.2. . 

Remarks.-The existing lock at Bonneville Dam, completed In 

January of 1938, was the first of eight locks co~st~ucted on. the C<?­
lumbia-Snake Inland Waterway System. The eXIsting lock, Immed.I­
ately adjacent to the original powerho~se ~n the Oregon sh.ore, lS 
76 feet wide and 500 feet long, making It the smallest In the 
system. Hazardous conditions exist at both appr?aches to the lock, 
Commercial tows with three or more standard-sIZe barges must be 
broken up to pass through the lock, and this doubles or triples the 
time-in-system, compared to the other existing locks up~tream. 

Because it is the first lock in the system, BonneVIlle handles 
more commercial shipping than any other lock upstre~. Based ~n 
current commodity projections, the existing lock .capacity of 13 m~­
lion tons with present delays, will be reached In 1988. Once this 
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level is reached, the entire waterways system capacity will be con­
strained. With a new, standard-sized lock similar to the upstream 
facilities, the new Bonneville lock capacity would be adequate 
through the year 2040. The plan recommended in the feasibility 
report would provide for a new high head, single-lift lock on the 
Oregon shore, south of the existing lock. The new lock would be 86 
feet wide, 675 feet long, and 15 feet deep and would correspond to 
the existing locks upstream. The downstream approach would be 
excavated through existing project grounds, and protective 
guidewalls would be constructed. Guidewalls would also be con­
structed along both sides of the upstream new lock entrance to 
assist traffic entering and leaving the lock. Construction of the new 
lock would permit an increase in the commercial shipping capacity 
at Bonneville from 13 million tons to 30 million tons annually. 
With the new lock, the average time-in-system in 1988 would de­
crease from 12.7 hours with the current lock and use of switch­
boats, to 1.9 hours. 

In light of the comments made by various Federal and State 
agencies on the project, the Committee has added a number of pro­
visions to the authorizing language. Dredged material from the 
project is to be disposed of at such sites considered by the Secretary 
to be appropriate to the extent necessary to prevent damage to the 
Blue Heron rookery on Pierce and Ives Islands. No construction 
may take place on Pierce and Ives Islands during the heron nesting 
period. The Secretary is directed to establish a bioengineering com­
mittee to review plans for the project, recommend measures to 
minimize adverse affects of the project, and develop a mitigation 
plan for the project. This bioengineering committee would include 
representatives of the Corps of Engineers, the contractor for con­
struction of the project, and appropriate State and Federal agen­
cies. 

Subsection (b) of Section 201 makes inapplicable any provision in 
any of the reports designated in Title II which recommend that a 
State contribute in cash 5 percent of the construction costs allocat­
ed to non-vendible project purposes and 10 percent of the costs allo­
cated to vendible project purposes. Such contributions were includ­
ed in some Corps of Engineers reports on water resources projects 
prepared during the preceding Administration. The Committee has 
adopted a cost sharing and financing policy for locks and dams 
which is set forth in Section 202. Section 201(b) is designated to 
remove any doubt as to whether the recommendations for 5 and 10 
percent cash contributions contained in some Corps reports are still 
applicable. 

SECTION 202 

This section provides that one-third of the cost of the general 
navigation features of the projects authorized in Title II shall be 
paid only from amounts appropriated from the Inland Waterways 
Trust Fund. Two-thirds of the costs shall be paid only from 
amounts appropriated from the general fund of the Treasury. The 
general navigation features of inland waterway projects include 
channels, locks, dams, and turning basins, as well as other features 
related to the functioning of the projects for the purpose of serving 
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general navigation needs. They do not include wharves, piers, 
docks, dredging of slips, and the like. In short, they include those 
features which have traditionally been a Federal responsibility, in­
cluding lands for dredged material disposal. 

Construction includes planning, design, engineering, surveying, 
the acquisition of all lands, easements and rights-of-way necessary 
for the project, including lands for the disposal of dredged material, 
and relocations, except for relocations of those facilities which may 
only be built under a permit issued pursuant to section 10 of the 
Act of March 3, 1899, as described in subsection (b) of Section 202. 

Under subsection (b), the costs of relocating utilities subject to 
the permitting requirements of the Act ,of March 3, 1899, are 
shared in much the same fashion as in the case of ports under Title 
I. Of the two-thirds of the project cost funded from the general 
fund of the Treasury, in the case of these relocations one-half of 
this amount is paid by the utility owner. Of the one-third of the 
project cost funded out of the Trust Fund, one-half of this amount 
is paid by the -utility owner. The result is that the utility owner 
pays one-half and the other half is paid one-third from the Trust 
Fund and two-thirds from the general fund of the Treasury. 

SECTION 203 

This section authorizes to be appropriated, for fiscal year 1986 
and succeeding fiscal years, such sums as may be necessary from 
the general fund of the Treasury and the Inland Waterways Trust 
Fund to pay the costs of carrying out Title II. 



TITLE III 

FLOOD CONTROL 

SECTION 301 

Section 301(a) authorizes the construction of 76 projects for the 
control of destructive floodwaters. A description of these projects 
follows: 

QUINCY COASTAL STREAMS, TOWN BROOK, MA 

Location.-Town Brook is located on the south side of Massachu­
setts Bay along the eastern shore of Massachusetts in the city of 
Quincy, about 7 miles south of Boston. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted December 2,1970. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan con­
sists of a 12-foot diameter relief tunnel, 4,060 feet in length, along 
the middle reach of Town Brook in the central section of Quincy; 
modification of Old Quincy Reservoir Dam in northwestern Brain­
tree; and construction of a levee along the north shore of the reser­
voir. 

Structural features of the plan will include a new spillway and 
outlet structure at existing Old Quincy Reservoir: a 12-foot diame­
ter, 4,060-foot-Iong, concrete lined tunnel, at least 130 feet below 
ground surface; larger culverts downstream of relief tunnel outlet 
under Southern Artery; and an earth levee 1,750 feet long along 
the north shore of Old Quincy Reservoir. 

Nonstructural features of the plan will include flooding ease­
ments to be obtained in the wetland to insure that encroachment 
will not take place, improved control of the existing Old Quincy 
Reservoir to provide more flood control storage, and implementa­
tion of a flood warning and evacuation plan to protect against 
events which exceed the capacity of the structural measures. 

Environmental features of the plan will include acquisition of 
easements on approximately 5 acres of coastal wetlands. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts opposed the shorter relief tunnel recommended 
by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, because the 
shorter tunnel would cause the loss of about 5 acres of coastal wet­
lands. In response to such objections, the Chief of Engineers modi­
fied the Board of Engineers' recommendations to include the longer 
tunnel recommended by the Division Engineer. The town of Brain­
tree and the city of Quincy strongly supported the recommended 
plan. The Metropolitan District Commission supported the plan 
and indicated its willingness to provide the necessary items of non­
Federal participation. 

(86) 
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Vi~ws of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
InterIor and the Environmental Protection Agency identified sig­
nificant impacts associated with plan recommended by the Board 
of Engineers and stated that the loss of 5 acres of wetlands associ­
ated with the shorter tunnel alignment would require mitigation. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Division Engi­
neer, New England Division, determined that the recommended 
project would not have any significant impacts on the quality of 
the human environment which would require the preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $20,630,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $6,630,000. 1 

1 These costs include $750,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. Non-Federal costs to insure the integrity of Old Quincy Dam are not 
included in these costs. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio.-(8o/s percent interest rate and 50-year eco­
nomic life): 1.17. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interest will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($1,330,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in sec­
tion 302, provide all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and reloca­
tions required for the project. Non-Federal interests will also be re­
sponsible for improvements to insure the structural integrity of the 
Old Quincy Dam prior to implementation of the Federal project. In 
addition, Non-Federal interests will be required to assure mainte­
nance and repair during the useful life of the works as required to 
serve the project's intended purpose. 

Remarks;-The Committee notes that for environmental reasons 
the Chief of Engineers has recommended that the longer 4,060-foot 
relief tunnel recommended by the Division Engineer should be con­
structed, rather than the less expensive but more environmentally 
damaging 3,520-foot tunnel recommended by the Board of Engi­
neers. The Committee concurs in the judgment of the Chief of En­
gineers in this regard. 

ROUGHANS POINT, REVERE, MA 

Locations.-Revere is a coastal community immediately north of 
Boston and Winthrop, Massachusetts. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tion adopted September 12, 1969. . 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The reco:r.nmended plan m­
v.olves a wave dissipating rugged rock berm, s~opmg seaward. 1. ver­
tIcal on 3 horizontal, along the Roughans Pomt shore. AddItIonal 
features will include interior drainage facilities and a new pump­
in.g station with an auxiliary power source. Tw<? road i~tersectio~s 
Will also be raised to prevent backwater floodmg. T~IS plan wIll 
proyide 500-year protection to over 300 structure~ m the flood 
plam. The plan will prevent 97 perc~n.t of the l?otenbal.damages at 
an estimated investment of $12.4 mIllIon. Specific phYSICal data on 
the project are as follows: 

Level of Protection.-500-year. 
Structures Protected. -309. 
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Losses Prevented.-97 percent. 
Length.-4,020 feet. 
Height.-17 feet. 
Area Displaced.-5 acres. 
Interior Drainage.-4,460 feet. 
Pumping Station.-50 cubic feet per second. 
Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The recommended 

plan has strong local endorsement. The non-Federal sponsors, the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the City of Revere, have indi­
cated their willingness to provide the necessary items of non-Feder­
al participation.

Views of Federal and Regional· Agencie.s-No Federal or Region­
al agency has objected to the recommended plan. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Division Engi­
neer, New Engineer, New England Division, determined that the 
recommended project would not have any significant impacts on 
the quality of the human environment which would require the 
preparation. of an Environmental Impact Statement. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $6,990,000. 
Non-Federal: $1,210,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year econom­

ic life): 1.7. 
Non-Federal Responsibilities: Non-Federal interests will be re­

quired to provide five percent ($410,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposed, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. . 

CAZENOVIA CREEK, NY 

Location.-Cazenovia Creek, a large tributary of the Buffalo 
River, drains 138 square miles of central Erie County, New York, 
and is 39 miles in lengh. The immediate project area is located ap­
proximately one mile upstream of Union Road in the town of West 
Seneca, New York. 

Authority for. Repor.-House Public Works Committee resolu­
tions adopted June 13, 1956, and June 14, 1972, and Senate Public 
Work Committee resolution adopted July 10, 1961. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Flooding is the paramount 
water-related problem in the Cazenovia Creek Basin. Damaging 
flooding along the Creek generally occurs during late winter and 
early spring, when major runoff from snowmelt and rainfall on 
frozen ground frequently combines with ice jamming. Major eco­
nomic losses and direct threats to the life, health and safety of the 
area residents occur as a result of the flooding. 

The recommended plan, an ice retention structure, consists of a 
low concrete dam to form an ll-acre stilling pool with a depth of 
aproximately 10 feet and an ice retaining boom to float on the pool. 
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The pool will serve to still water flowing into it and to promote the 
formation of ice in order to prevent ice flows from moving down­
stream. Flood damages in the lower reaches of the Creek due to ice 
jams will be reduced by approximately 70 percent. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­
Approximately 95 acres of land will be required for project con­

struction. 
Nonstructural features of the plan will include floodplain man­

agement along the main stem, east and west branches, and Tan­
nery Brook, in conjunctin with flood insurance, to prevent most 
damages to future development. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The New York State 
Deprtment of Environmental Conservation has indicated its will­
ingness to provide the necessary items of non-Federal participation. 
The City of Buffalo and Town of West Seneca support the project. 

Views ofFederal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior favors the recommended plan. It would like to see the 
project built to serve as link in a streamside trail system. The De­
partment of Agriculture, Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare, Department of Housing and Urban Development, and the 
Environmental Projection Agency all expressed support and had no 
objections to the project's construction. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mentla Impact Statement was filed with the Envoronmental Pro­
tection Agency on May 1, 1979. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $2,360,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $755,000. 1 

1 These costs include $90,000 to be reinIbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.40. 

Non-Federal responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($151,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee has included a provision that the 
project shall include features necessary to enable it t~ serve as part 
of a streamside trail system if the Secretary determmes such fea­
tUres are compatible with the project purposes. 

MAMARONECK SHELDRAKE AND BYRAM RIVERS, NY AND CT 

Location.-The recommended project will alleviate re~urre~t 
flooding problems alone the Mamaroneck and Sheldrake RIvers m 
the Village and Town of Mamaroneck, New York, B;nd along th~ 
Byram River at Port Chester, New York, and GreenWIch, Connect!­
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cut. These communities are all located immediately northeast of 
New York City. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tion adopted September 14, 1955, and November 14, 1955, and 
House Public Works Cimmittee resolution adopted June 13, 1956. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan con­
sists of constructing channel modifications, levees, floodwalls, 
bridge replacements, tunnel diversion and interior drainage of fa­
cilities along the Mamaroneck and Sheldrake Rivers to provide 
flood protection in the Village of Mamaroneck. Channel modifica­
tion, levees, floodwalls and interior drainage facilities on the 
Byram River will protect parts of Greenwich, Connecticut and Port 
Chester, New York. While the plan recommended by the District 
and Division Engineers included the construction of flood control 
improvements in the Town of Mamaroneck, the Chief of Engineers 
determined that those improvements be deleted from the recom­
mended plan as a result of changes in Federal flood control poli­
cies. 

PHYSICAL DATA ON PROJECT FEATURES-VILLAGE OF MAMARONECK, N.Y. 

In feet 

Mamaroneck Sheldrake 

River River 


Structural Features: 
(1) Channelization ......................................................................................................................... 10,000 2,700 
(2) levees ............................................................................................................................................................. 1.000 
(3) Floodwalis................................................................................................................................ 3,700 1,700 
(4) Bridge replacements ................................................................................................................ 4 ...................... 

(5) Tunnel diversion .............................................................................................................................................. 3,000 


Environmental Features 
(1) Pool and riffle low flow channel. 
(2) Small log and rock dams. 
(3) Beautification and tree planting program. 
(4) Erosion and sedimentation control measures. Port· Chester, 

N.Y. and Byram River. 

Structural Features 
(1) Channelization 2,700 feet. 
(2) Levees 3,400 feet. 
(3) Floodwalls 1,300 feet. 
(4) Pumping Stations 2 Stations. 

Non-Structural Features 
(1) Floodproofing 1 Structure. 
(2) Acquisitions 1 Structure. 

Environmental Features 
(1) Erosion and sedimentation control measures. 
(2) Excavation of only one bank, where possible.
(3) Pool and riffle low flow channel. 
(4) Beautification and tree planting program. 
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Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of New 
York strongly opposed deletion of that portion of the proposed plan 
which included improvements for flood control in the Town of Ma­
maroneck. The State of New York also urged the Congress to au­
thorize the plan originally recommended by the New York District 
Engineer in his feasibility report dated October 1977. The State of 
Connecticut did not oppose the report. The Village of Mamaroneck 
and the New York State Department of Environmental Conserva­
tion affirmed their interest in the project, their willingness and 
ability to cooperate with the Federal government in the implemen­
tation of the flood control project, and their intention to provide 
the necessary items of non-Federal participation. 

The State of Connecticut Department of Environmental Protec­
tion and Town of Greenwich affirmed their support for the Byram 
River portion of the project in the Town of Greenwich. 

The Village of Port Chester, New York and the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation, respectively, affirmed 
their support for the Byram River portion of the Project. 

Views ofFederal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior and the Environmental Protection Agency stated they did 
not object to the recommended plan. The Federal Highway Admin­
istration indicated that its primary concern involved possible scour­
ing of the modified channel bottoms, particularly at the modified 
and replaced bridges crossing the Mamaroneck and Sheldrake 
Rivers and at the West Putnam Avenue Bridges crossing the 
Byram River. The Federal Highway Administration suggested a 
sediment transport study of the Mamaroneck, Sheldrake and 
Byram Rivers to evaluate the environmental impacts of the pro­
posed channel improvements. Measures for sediment and erosion 
control were considered in the feasibility report and should be de­
veloped further during preconstruction planning. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on April 3, 1981. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $52,400,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $16,500,000. 1 

1 These costs include $2,960,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year econom­
ic life): 1.06. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities_-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($3,300,000) of total project flood con­
t~ol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in ~ec­
bon 302, provide lands, easements, rlghts-of-way, an~ relocatlO~s 
necessary for the project's const~uction. Non-Federal. mterc::sts Will 
also be required to assure mamtenance and repalr durmg the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages oth~r than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee has included the flood protection 
measures for the Town of Mamaroneck which were recommended 
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by the District and Division Engineers, but deleted from the recom­
mended plan in the reports of the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors and the Chief of Engineers. 

In its report, the Board noted that Engineering Regulation 1165­
2-21, "Flood Damage Reduction Measures in Urban Areas," pub­
lished as a final rule in the May 8, 1978, Federal Register, specifies 
criteria to distinguish between improvements to be accomplished 
by the Corps of Engineers under its flood control authorities and 
storm sewer system improvements to be accomplished by local in­
terests. One of the criteria for addressing water damage problems 
under the Corps' flood control authorities is that the 10-year flood 
event must equal or exceed a discharge of 800 cubic feet per 
second. Thus, although the Board found that the proposed improve­
ments for the Town of Mamaroneck would be an economically and 
technically feasible solution to the flood problem, it found that ex­
isting Corps policy dictated that those improvements should not be 
accomplished under the Corps' flood control authorities and should 
be deleted from the overall plan. 

In Section 1159 of the bill, the Committee has directed that in 
the preparation of feasibility reports for flood control projects in 
urban areas the Corps shall consider and evaluate measures to 
reduce or eliminate damages from flooding without regard to fre­
quency of flooding or the amount of runoff. Restoring the flood pro­
tection measures for the Town of Mamaroneck recommended by 
the District and Division Engineers will make the authorization for 
this project consistent with the new policy established by Section 
1159. 

RAHWAY RIVER AND VAN WINKLES BROOK, NJ 

Location.-In the Townships of Springfield and Union, Union 
County, in northeastern New Jersey, approximately 8 miles south­
west of the City of Newark, New Jersey. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tion adopted November 25, 1969, and the House Public Works Com­
mittee resolution dated December 11, 1969. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Recurrent flooding has oc­
curred along the Rahway River and Van Winkles Brook in Spring­
field and Union Townships. The flood of record, in August of 1973, 
caused approximately $2.5 million damages at March 1974 prices. 

The recommended plan consists of channel excavation, construc­
tion of levees, floodwalls, a ponding area, and alteration of bridges. 

Specific project features include: one Levee, 6,300 feet long; one 
Floodwall, 300 feet long; channelization of 19,200 feet of channel; 
alteration of 7 bridges; raising 1,200 feet of road; raising 1,600 feet 
of railway; ponding for interior drainage; 64.3 acres of permanent 
easements; and 58.7 acres of temporary easements. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of New 
Jersey has stated that it has no objection to the recommended plan 
and has expressed its belief that the Corps of Engineers has com­
mitted itself to making this project as compatible with environmen­
tal values as possible. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior expressed concern over the plan's impacts on potential ar­



93 


cheological resources and groundwater resources in the project 
area. The Environmental Protection Agency expressed concern 
over turbidity-producing construction and loss of a small natural 
park. The Corps agreed to address these concerns further during
preconstruction planning. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.~The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Council on Environ­
mental Quality on November 27, 1978. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $12,500,000. 
Non-Federal: $4,980,000. 
Benefit/Cost .Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year econom­

ic life): 1.50. . 
Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­

quired to provide five percent ($875,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easement, rights-of-way, (including lands 
needed for borrow and disposal areas), and relocations necessary 
for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will also be re­
quired to assure maintenance and repair during the useful life of 
the works as required to serve the project's intended purposes, and 
to hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its con­
tractors. 

ROBINSON'S BRANCH-RAHWAY RIVER, NJ 

Location.-The City of Rahway and the Townships of Clark and 
Scotch Plains, Union County, are in northeastern New Jersey, ap­
proximately 10 miles southwest of the City of Newark. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tion adopted November 25, 1969, and House Public Works Commit­
tee resolution adoopted December 11, 1969. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The project area has experi­
enced recurrent fluvial flooding along the Robinson's Branch and 
Pumpkin Patch Brook in the Townships of Clark and Scotch 
Plains, and a combination of fluvial and tidal flooding along lower 
Robinson's Branch and the Rahway River in the City of Rahway. 
The last major flood, caused by Hurricane Doria in August 1973, 
resulted in approximately $1.1 million damages at December 1973 
prices. 

The recommended plan for Upper Robinson's Branch (Clark and 
Scotch Plains) consists of channel improvements extending into 
Pumpkin Patch Brook, levees and floodwalls. 

The recommended plan for Lower Robinson's Branch (City of 
Rahway) consists of channel improvements, a concrete flume, 
levees, floodwalls and ponding areas. 

Specific project features will include: 
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UPPER ROBINSON'S BRANCH 

lower 
Robinson'sRobinson's Pumpkin

Branch Patch Brook Branch 

Levees (feet) ................................................................................................................... 700 ........................ 6,680 
Flume (feel) .................................................................................................................... 750 2,300 960 
Floodwall (feet) ............................................................................................................... 600 ........................ 400 
Channelization (feet) ....................................................................................................... 6,000 4,900 4,750 
Number of bridges to be altered .............................................................................................................. 1 ...................... 


Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of New 
Jersey had expressed its support for the recommended plan and 
has expressed its belief that the Corps has committed itself to 
making this project as compatible with environmental values as 
possible. 

Views ofFederal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior stated it has no objection to the Chief of Engineer's report, 
provided mitigation measures to reduce andlor compensate for loss 
of vegetation and fish and wildlife habitat are included in the fmal 
construction plans and contractual agreements. The Environmen­
tal Protection Agency expressed concern over possible turbidity 
caused by construction activities and recommended the use of a 
non-structual plan for the project. The Corps has agreed to further 
address these concerns of the Department of the Interior and the 
Environmental Protection Agency during preconstruction plan­
ning. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec" 
tion Agency on December 15, 1978. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $20,000,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $6,500,000. 1 

1 These costs include $532,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. . 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year econom­
ic life): 1.02. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-The State of New Jersey will be 
required to provide five percent ($1,300,000) of total project flood 
control costs during construction and subject to the limitations in 
Section 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way and relocations 
of structures and utilities necessary for the project's construction. 
The State will also be required to assure maintenance and repair 
during the useful life of the works as required to serve the project's 
intended purposes, and to hold and save the United States free 
from damages other than those due to the fault or negligence of 
the United States or its contractors. 

GREEN BROOK SUB-BASIN, RARITAN RIVER BASIN, NJ 

Location.-In Somerset, Middlesex, and Union Counties, in north 
central New Jersey, approximately 15 miles southwest of the City
of Newark. 
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Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tions ad?p~ed September 14, 1955, and Juy 10, 1972. 

Descnptwn of Recommended Plan.-Recurrent flooding has oc­
curred along the Rartian River, Green Brook and tributaries there­
to in the Counties of Somerset, Middlesex, and Union, New Jersey. 
The most recent major floods, in August 1971 and August 1973, 
caused damages estimated at $94,600,000 and $81,200,000 respec­
tively, at October 1982 prices. Six deaths were attributed to the 
flood of August 1973. Alleviation of the present flooding problem 
will promote the opportunity to revitalize the central business dis­
trict in several of the communities. The acquisition of lands for the 
flood control project will also provide preservation of open space 
with potential for passive recreation opportunities. 

The recommended plan consists of constructing levees, flood­
walls, and pumping stations, realigning small portions of some 
streams and replacing some bridges to provide flood protection for 
the lower Green Brook Sub-basin against a 500-year frequency 
flood. 

Views of State and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of New 
Jersey indicated that the recommended plan would be acceptable 
and that the State would be willing to provide the necessary items 
on non-Federal participation. However, the State also expressed a 
preference or plans which also provide protection to the upper 
Green Brook Sub-basin and along the Stony Brook tributary. 

Views ofFederal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior generally concurred in the recommended plan, provided 
that further studies of fish and wildlife resources are conducted. 
The Environmental Protection Agency also concurred in the recom­
mended plan. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Impact 
Environmental Statement was filed with the Environmental Pro­
tection Agency on June 12, 1981. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $137,000,000. 
Non-Federal: $58,700,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio of Recommended Plan. (8% percent interest 

rate and 100-year economic life): 1.60. 
Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­

quired to provide five percent ($9,780,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements and rights-of-way, including 
borrow, ponding and disposal areas, and to provide relocations and 
alternations of structures and utilities, as necessary for the 
project's construction. Non-Federal interests will also be required 
to assure maintenance and repair during the useful life of the 
words as required to serve the project's intended purposes, and to 
hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its con­
tractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes that the State of New Jersey, as 
the local cooperating agency, has expressed its preference for a 
plan which would also provide protection to the Upper Basin com­
munities. The Green Brook Flood Control Commission, composed of 
representatives from 11 towns and 3 counties also supports that po­
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sition. The report of the New York District Engineer, dated August 
1980, described six alternative detailed plans which were developed 
by the Corps of Engineers in its analysis of the recommended plan. 
One of these plans, Plan A, included protection for all the major 
flood problem areas in the Green Brook Basin, including the Upper 
Green Brook Basin and Stony Brook. The Committee feels that 
Plan A, acknowledged by the District Engineer to be the most com­
prehensive of the detailed plans for the Green Brook Sub-basin 
studied by the Corps, is the most appropriate plan. Therefore, the 
Committee has directed that Plan A be implemented. 

JAMES RIVER BASIN, VA 

Location.-On the James River floodplain within the city limits 
of Richmond, Virginia. 

Authority for Report Phase I General Design Memorandum: Sec­
tion 101 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1976. 

Description of Recommended Pla~.-The City of Richmond has 
experienced two major floods in recent history. In August of 1969, 
the remnants of Hurricane Camille passed over Virginia causing 
severe flooding in the city, and in June of 1972, Hurricane Agnes 
caused flooding about 8 feet higher than that experienced in 1969. 
These two floods alone resulted in over $82 million in damage in 
less than 3 years. Based on existing development in Richmond, the 
recurring flood damages in the study area are estimated to be 
$4,872,000 at October 1982 price levels. The damages result from in­
undation of the industrial-commercial development located on the 
floodplain as well as the city's wastewater treatment plant. The 
recommended project would prevent $3,838,000 in damages in the 
base year (1985) at October 1982 price levels. 

The recommended plan consists of a sysem of floodwalls and 
levees on both sides of the James River in the downtown areas, 
which will protect against the Standard Project Flood-a flood 6.4 
feet higher than that which occurred in June of 1972. On the north 
side of the river 1,840 feet of concrete cantilever and 2,280 feet of 
concrete gravity floodwalls will be required. construction on the 
south side will consist of 9,600 feet of earthen levees, 750 feet of 
concrete cantilever and 570 feet inverted concrete tee wall. In all, 
21 closures and 3 pumping stations will be required. 

Views ofStates and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Virginia 
endorsed the proposal and also recommended that flood protection 
be provided for the Municipal Wastewater Treatment Facility in 
Richmond. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency favored a plan which provides flood protection 
to the Municipal Waterwater Treatment Facility. The Department 
of the Interior has no objections to the recommended plan. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement for the Feasibility Report was filed with 
the Council on Environmental Quality on October 6, 1976. The Di­
vision Engineer's Phase I Report includes a Supplemental Informa­
tion Report, which was filed with the Environmental Protection 
Agency on July 24, 1981. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
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Federal: $93,300,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $28,600,000. 1 

1 These costs include $7,560,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United 
States pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.08. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($5,720,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations alter­
nations, and borrow and disposal areas necessary for the project's 
construction. 

The City will also be required to assure maintenance and repair 
during the useful life of the the works as required to serve the 
project's intended purposes, and to hold and save the United States 
free from damages other than those due to the fault or negligence 
of the United States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-The Norfolk District Engineer, in his report dated 
September 1980, analyzed three detailed plans for flood protection 
on the Jame River. One of these plans, Plan X, included protection 
for the Richmond Municipal Wastewater treatment plant, which 
would remain susceptable to flooding under the other two plans, 
Although the District Engineer determined that Plan X would be 
economically justified, it was not the most economically feasible of 
the plans considered and was not recommended. 

Flooding of the treatment plant will result in the discharge of 
raw sewage into the James River and will create a threat to 
human health and wildlife. The Corps has estimated that, if the 
plant were left unprotected, it could be put out of service for a 
period of 20 to 40 days by a flood approximating the 100-year event. 
The Committee feels that the added expense of implementing Plan 
X is more than justified by the environmental benefits it will pro­
vide; therefore, the Committee plan included the flood protection of 
the wastewater treatment plant as part of the project. 

OATES CREEK, GA 

Location.-In the northern portion of Richmond County, Georgia. 
Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­

tion adopted January 16, 1966, and House Public Works Committee 
resolution adopted May 5, 1966. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan, 
which will provide flood protection for the Oates Creek watershed 
in Augusta, Georgia, will reduce present and future flood damages 
in the area protected by 97.8 percent. The. recommended pla~ in­
cludes construction of 12,303 feet of grass-hned and concrete-hned 
channel modifications, construction of a 6-foot high, 1,000 foot-long 
level, 15 bridge and culvert modifications, and acquisition of lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way. . 

Views of State and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of GeorgIa 
found, as a result of its environmental review process, that the rec­
ommended plan would be consistent with t~ose so.cial, economi~, 
physical goals, policies, plans and programs WIth whic~ tJ;te State IS 
concerned. The Richmond County Board of CommIssIoners ex­
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pressed its intent to financially participate in the construction and 
implementation of the recommended project. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-No Federal or regional 
agency expressed an objection to the recommended plan. However, 
the Department of the Interior suggested that the proposed plan 
consider the potential for pollution of shallow groundwater bodies 
and surface water bodies that might result from construction of the 
project. The Department of Agriculture suggested the planting of 
suitable food and cover species along the channel to provide wild­
life habitat and to improve its general appearance. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on August 28, 1981. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $9,430,000. 
Non-Federal: $4,040,000. 
Benefit-Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year econom­

ic life): 2.00. 
Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­

quired to provide five percent ($670,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way and relocations, 
including those needed for suitable borrow and disposal areas, nec­
essary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will also 
be required to assure maintenance and repair during the useful life 
of the works as required to serve the project's intended purposes, 
and to hold and save the United States free from damages other 
than those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its 
contractors. 

Remarks.-In view of the concerns expressed by Federal agen­
cies, the Committee has included the requirements that the project 
include measures determined by the Secretary to be necessary and 
appropriate to minimize pollution of shallow ground and surface 
waters which may result from construction of the project, and the 
planting of vegetation along the channel for purposes of enhancing 
wildlife habitat. 

VILLAGE CREEK, AL 

Location.-Village Creek originates in eastern Jefferson County, 
Alabama and flows westerly through the City of Birmingham to 
join the Locust Fork of the Black Warrior River. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee Resolu­
tion adopted March 16, 1971. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-As the suburbs of Bri­
mingham, Alabama have developed, flooding has become a serious 
problem in the older residential sections of the city. Other prob­
lems of the area identified during the planning process include 
substndard flood plain housing; high density housing; lack of recre­
ation areas, and poor instream water quality. 

The plan of improvement recommended by the Chief of Engi­
neers includes the evacuation of 574 residental structures in the 
flood plain; the excavation of a 2.2 mile channel segment, to in­
clude modifications to four bridges and two waterlines, and the 
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demo~ition o~ one unused bridge; the placement of emergency flood­
warnmg .deVIces; the creation of open space for recreation; and 
flood plam regulation. The recommended plan will eliminate 68 
percent of the average annual damage due to flooding in the area. 
Specific features of the recommended plan include the following: 

Structural 
Construction of 2.2 miles of excavated channel (100,000 cu. yds.), 

with a resultant 15-year level of protection. 
Replacement of 4 bridges, demolition of one unused bridge, and 

relocation of two waterlines. 

Non-structural 
Acquisition and demolition of 574 structures and acquisition of 

177 acres of land supporting the structures. 
Seek to move from emergency to regular flood insurance pro­

gram. 
Flood plain areas to be zoned to prohibit future non-compatible 

development. 
Installation of 3 floodwarning devices. 

Recreation 
177 acres of evacuated land are to be used for open space recrea­

tion. 
Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Ala­

bama generally supports the project, but stated it would like as 
many nonstructural measures to be included in the plan as possi­
ble. The Chief of Engineers' report recommends that the nonstruc­
tural component of the plan be adjusted as necessary during pre­
construction planning to enhance the project's economic feasibility. 
The City of Birmingham was actively involved in developing the 
recommended plan and has consistently indicated its support for 
the plan. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The recommended 
plan received the general support of all Federal agencies from 
whom comments were received, including the Environmental Pro­
tection Agency, the Department of the Interior, the Department of 
Agriculture and the Federal Emergency Management Agency.

Status of Environmental Impact statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on June 10, 1982. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $21,000,000. 
Non-Federal: $7,110,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­

nomic life): 1.20. 
Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­

quired to provide five percent ($1,410,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and utility and 
bridge relocation necessary for the project's construction. Non-Fed­
eral interests will also be required to assure maintenance and 
repair during the useful life of the works as required t<>; serve the 
project's intended purposes, and to hold and save the Umted States 
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free from damages other than those due to the fault or negligence 
of the United States or its contractors. 

THREEMILE CREEK, AL 

Location.-Threemile Creek originates in the western part of 
Mobile, Alabama and flows easterly through the City for about 14 
miles to enter the Mobile River. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolu­
tions adopted October 12, 1972, and April 11, 1974. 

Description of Recommended Plan. -Within a 13-month period 
between April 1980 and May 1981 three major floods occurred on 
Threemile Creek, causing almost $40,000,000 in damages to homes, 
businesses, roads, bridges and utilities. Consequently, the Corps of 
Engineers initiated studies under its Continuing Authority Pro­
gram. However, during the study it was determined that the prob­
lem was beyond the scope of Section 205 of the Flood Control Act of 
1948, and the study was changed to an interim survey provided in 
response to the authorities shown above. 

The recommended plan includes enlarging Threemile Creek for a 
distance of 5.6 miles. The modified bottom width will vary from 148 
feet at the lower end to 70 feet in the upper segment and construc­
tion will require the removal of 42 houses and 2 businesses from 
the channel right-of-way. The plan will require the modificaiton of 
2 road bridges and 3 railroad bridges and the replacement of 3 road 
bridges. Other relocations will include sewer lines and other pipe­
lines, power lines, and fences. In addition, a number of recreational 
facilities will be provided. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-No states or non­
Federal interests have expressed opposition to the recommended. 
plan. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-No Federal or regional 
agencies have expressed opposition to the recommended plan. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Draft Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on June 11,1984. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1982 price levels): 
Federal: $13,300,000. 
Non-Federal: $5,720,000. 

. B.enefitlCost Ratio (7% percent interest rate and 50-year econom­
IC lIfe): 1.20. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($954,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide 256 acres of land for channel rights-of-way and 
disposal areas; provide for the relocation of 42 houses and 2 busi­
nesses within project rights-of-way; make modifications to pipe­
lines, powerlines, fences and other utilities within the project right­
of-way; modify 2 bridges; and replace 3 bridges. Non-Federal inter­
ests will also be required to assure maintenance and repair during 
the useful life of the works as required to serve the project's in­
tended purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from 
damages other than due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 
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Remarks.-The Committee understands that the City of Mobile is 
prepared to begin immediate action which will involve the removal 
of certain structure from the flood plain, bridge modifications, and 
other structural measures. However, the City is presently being ef­
fectively discouraged from proceeding with that work for fear that 
its action may distort the Corps' benefit-cost ratio and jeopardize 
the justifications for authorizing the project. It is the policy of the 
Committee to promote local self-help in solving flooding problems, 
without jeopardizing the viability of a larger Federal project and 
without penalizing local interests for proceeding with needed flood 
protection work prior to the authorization of a Federal project. 
Therefore, this authorization for the Threemile Creek project pro­
vides that the Secretary shall include as part of the non-Federal 
contribution of the project any local flood protection work carried 
out by non-Federal interests after January 1, 1982, and before the 
date of enactment of this Act. This authority applies only to those 
locally initiated improvements which the Chief of Engineers deter­
mines are reasonably compatible with the recommended plan. This 
authorization also provides that the costs and benefits resulting 
from such locally initiated work shall continue to be considered in 
determining the economic feasibility of the project. In addition, the 
Committee draws attention to the fact that the provisions of Sec­
tion 302(g)(2) regarding credit toward the local cost share of com­
patible, locally constructed works apply to the Threemile Creek 
Project. 

BUSHLEY BAYOU, LA 

Location.-The Bushley Bayou area is located in east-central 
Louisiana about 35 miles northeast of Alexandria, Louisiana. 

Authority for Report (Phase I General Design Memorandum): Sec­
tion l(a) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1974. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The Bushley Bayou area is 
subject to frequent flooding caused by backwater from the Missis­
sippi and Red Rivers and floods from the Quachita River. Damag­
ing backwater floods, which are generally of long duration, occur 
an average of twice a year. Significant flood damages occur to agri­
cultural crops, to rural residences and other structures, and to 
public roads and bridges. Flooding poses a potential threat of loss 
of life of residents. There is also a need to preserve and protect ex­
isting fish, wildlife, and other natural resources of the area. 

The recommended plan includes the acquisition of 2,113 acres of 
land to be used for the construction of 40 miles of levee, a 300­
cubic-foot-per-second pumping plant, one large gravity drainage 
structure, 10 small gravity drainage structures, and 13.5 miles of 
channel work. Environmental features include a 20-cubic-foot-per­
second pumping plant and gravity drain and a 2-way gravity drain. 
The right-of-way requirements for the project will be 5,623 acres, 
requiring the replacement or modification of 5 bridges and the relo­
cation of 19 roads, 23 powerlines, 21 communication lines, 13 pipe­
lines, and 2 waterlines. 

The project will provide flood protection to 34,900 acres.of pre­
dominantly agricultural land including 759 homes, busmesses, 
churches, and other structures. 
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The provision in the recommended plan for the purchase of 1,400 
acres of woodland as a public wildlife management area has been 
superseded by the statutory establishment of the Tensas River Na­
tional Wildlife Refuge. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The Tensas Basin 
Levee District supports the recommended plan. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-Original objections by 
the Department of the Interior and the Environmental Protection 
Agency, based on the lack of adequate fish and wildlife mitigation 
lands in the recommended plan, have been satisfied by the passage 
of Public Law 96-285, which provided for the establishment of the 
Tensas National Wildlife Refuge, to be administered by the Secre­
tary of the Interior and composed of lands acquired by the Corps of 
Engineers and the Department of Interior. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on May 7, 1982. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $42,500,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $11,200,000. 1 

1 These costs include $8,940,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United 
States pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year econom­
ic life): 1.00. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities_-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($2,240,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-Section 3(d) of Public Law 96-285, the law establish­
ing the Tensas River National Wildlife Refuge, provides that land 
acquisition required of the Secretary of the Army for that Refuge 
shall be in lieu of and in satisfaction of the mitigation land acquisi­
tion which otherwise would be required for a number of Corps of 
Engineers water resources projects, including the Bushley Bayou 
Project. Therefore, the Committee concurs in. the recommendation 
of the Chief of Engineers, included in his supplemental report 
dated August 12, 1982, that the mitigation land acquisition includ­
ed as a feature of the project recommendation in the original 
report of the Chief of Engineers not be included in the project au­
thorization. 

LOUISIANA STATE PENITENTIARY LEVEE 

Location.-On the left descending bank of the Mississippi River, 
between river miles 294 and 310, above the Head of Passes, in West 
Feliciana Parish about 50 miles northwest of Baton Rouge. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tion adopted September 5, 1973. 
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~es~ription of Recommended Plan.-The existing non-Federal 
mrunlme Angola levee will be raised from its present height of 63 
feet National Geodetic Verticle Datum (NGVD) to a maximum of 
71.5 feet NGVD, to provide protection for the State Penitentiary 
from the project design flood, with 4 feet of freeboard. The levee 
will have a 10-foot crown with side slopes of 1 vertical on 5.5 hori­
zontal on the landside and 1 vertical on 4 horizontal on the river­
side. The existing gravity drainage structures will be replaced by 
two 6-by-6-foot concrete culverts with vertical sluice gates. Fill ma­
terial will be taken from 345 acres of borrow pits, 10 feet by 285 
feet by 10 miles long, parallel to the riverside of the levee. Care 
will be taken to avoid bottomland hardwoods and wetlands contigu­
ous to· the Charity Lake and Sugar Lake areas when digging 
borrow pits. Levee rights-of-way will require 632 acres ofland. All 
rights-of-way are presently owned by the State of Louisiana. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The Louisiana De­
partment of Corrections expressed its support of the recommended 
plan and its willingness to participate financially as a local sponsor 
for the project. The Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 
concurred in the recommended plan. 

Views ofFederal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior objected to the requirements for local assurances to protect 
land as being inadequate to insure the preservation of environmen­
tal values. Other agencies support the project. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on August 13, 1982. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 

Federal: $20,400,000. 1 


Non-Federal: $5,660,000. 1 


1 These costs include $3,370,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United 
States pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (7% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.30. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($1,130,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs and, subject to the limitations in Section 302, provide 
lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations necessary for the 
project's construction. Non-Federal interests will also be required 
to assure maintenance and repair during the useful life of the 
works as required to serve the project's intended purposes, and to 
hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its con­
tractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes that the Department of the In­
terior disagreed with the Mississippi River Commission's recom­
mendation that no Federal funds should be expended for the pres­
ervation of environmental values unless the State provides assur­
ances that these lands will be protected for that purpose, and that 
the Department disagreed with the concept that habitat preserva­
tion assurances must be provided by local interests before the 
Corps of Engineers will take steps to minimize project-r,,:lated habi­
tat losses. Accordingly, in the interest of preserving enVIronmental 
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values, the Committee has directed that no acquisition of land for 
or actual construction of the Louisiana State Penitentiary Levee 
project may be commenced until the appropriate non-Federal inter­
ests shall agree to undertake measures to minimize the loss of fish 
and wildlife habitat lands in the project area. 

SOWASHEE CREEK, MERIDIAN, MS 

Location.-Lauderdale County, Mississippi, in the vincinity of 
the City of Meridian. 

Authority for Report (Phase I General Design Memorandum): Sec­
tion 171 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1976, as 
amended. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-A severe flood problem with 
damages to homes, business, public buildings, streets, and utilities 
exists along Sowashee Creek. The recommended plan is a joint 
project between the Corps of Engineers and the Soil Conservation 
Service (SCS). The SCS work will consist of flood water retention 
structures within the upstream reaches of the Sowashee Creek 
drainage area. Corps work will consist of about ten miles of chan­
nel modification along the downstream end of the creek. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-State and local agen­
cies have generally supported the project. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior has worked closely with the Corps to develop a plan that 
minimizes adverse effects on fish and wildlife resources and, where 
appropriate, mitigates significant losses. 

StatUs of Environmental Impact Statement.-A draft Environ­
mental Impact Statement was completed in July of 1983. This draft 
is being reviewed by concerned Federal and non-Federal interests. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $12,300,000. 
Non-Federal: $5,250,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­

nomic life): 1.30. 
Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­

quired to provide five percent ($875,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its constractors. 

Remarks.-Pursuant to Section 301(b), if a fmal report of the 
Chief of Engineers has not been completed before the date of enact­
ment of the bill, the Secretary, within one year of enactment must 
transmit a copy of the final environmental impact statement on 
the Sowashee Creek project, along with his recommendations, in­
cluding recommended modifications, if any, to the House Commit­
tee on Public Works and Transportation and the Senate Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. Except for any funds from the 
Environmental Protection and Mitigation Funds, no appropriation 
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shall be made for acquisition of land for, or actual construction of, 
the project. unless such activity is approved by resolution by the 
two Commlttees. The project authorization includes such modifica­
tions recommended by the Secretary and approved by the two Com­
mittees. 

NONCONNAH CREEK, TN AND MS 

Location.-The Nonconnah Creek Basin includes portions of 
Shelby and Fayette Counties in southwest Tennessee, and extends 
into DeSoto and Marshall Counties in northwest Mississippi. Ap­
proximately one-half of the City of Memphis, Tennessee is located 
within the drainage area. 

Authority for Report (Phase I General Design Memorandum).­
Section 101(a) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1976. 

Description of Recommended Plan. -Structural features of the 
recommended plan include channel enlargement from the mouth of 
Nonconnah Creek to the confluence of Johns Creek (Mile 0.0 to 
mile 11.94), and channel clearing from there to mile 18.2 (6.26 
miles of clearing). Implementation of these measures will provide 
flood protection from the 100-year frequency flood for the existing 
urban development along Nonconnah Creek in the Memphis area. 
About 670 acres of urban land outside the existing Nonconnah 
Creek channel will be required for project implementation. Four 
road facilities, two railroad facilities, and 59 utility facilities will 
require alterations or relocation. 

In the formulation of structural flood control measures, it was 
assumed that local governing bodies would continue their partici­
pation in the National Flood Insurance Program, which includes 
the adoption and enforcement of land use controls on future devel­
opment in flood-prone areas. 

The recommended plan includes recreational features consisting 
of 15 miles of hike trails and 15 miles of bike trails along and 
within project rights-of-way from near the mouth of Nonconnah 
Creek upstream to the confluence of Howard Road Outfall. Other 
recreational facilities will include picnic units, restrooms, drinking 
water facilities, and a connection footbridge to the proposed Nature 
area. 

The recommended plan includes, as an environmental feature a 
nature area of approximately 47 acres containing 14 acres of wet­
lands and stands of cypress and bottomland hardwoods. The area is 
unique in that it lies within the City, surrounded by development 
and continuing urbanization. About four miles of trail will be con­
structed through the area to facilitate nature study, wildlife pho­
tography, bird watching and other forms of nonconsumptive wild­
life-oriented recreation. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The Chickasaw 
Basin Authority has continually supported flood control ~ t~e 
Nonconnah Creek Basin. The Authonty has passed a resolutlOn m­
dorsing the recommended plan and stating its intention to provide 
the necessary items of non-Federal participation. The State of Ten­
nessee concurred with the findings of the Environmental Impact 
Statement and recommended transmittal of the plan to Congress. 
However, the State did indicate that the fish and wildlife mitiga­
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tion measures described in the recommended plan were the mini­
mum measures acceptable to the State to mitigate potential ad­
verse effects of the channel work involved. 

Views ofFederal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior recommended that a number of fish and wildlife measures 
be added to the recommended plan. These additional measures in­
cluded a habitat-based evaluation of project-induced fish and wild­
life losses, additional mitigation as appropriate, and the implemen­
tation of a set of specific guidelines for clearing and snagging. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was fIled with the Council on Environ­
mental Quality on November 29, 1976, as part of the Interim 
Report Survey Study. The Final Supplement to the Environmental 
Impact Statement was fIled with the Environmental Protection 
Agency on July 22,1982. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $18,500,000. 
Non-Federal: $8,000,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­

nomic life): 1.80. 
Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­

quired to provide five percent ($1,300,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes the concerns regarding the 
Nonconnah Creek Project raised by the Department of the Interior. 
Accordingly, in the interest of preserving environmental values, 
the Committee has directed that this project shall include an eval­
uation of fish and wildlife losses which may result from construc­
tion of the project and such additional measures as the Secretary 
deems necessary and appropriate to mitigate such losses. The Sec­
retary will also be required to "adopt and implement guidelines in 
connection with clearing and snagging, as the Secretary determines 
necessary and appropriate, to minimize adverse effects on fish and 
wildlife habitat. 

The bill provides further that the project shall be constructed in 
accordance with the Joint Report of the District Engineer and the 
State Conservationist for Tennessee, in order to assure that the 
portion of the project developed by the Soil Conservation Service 
for Johns Creek will also be constructed. The control of sediment 
and the added flood control increment which the Johns Creek por­
tion will provide are essential to the success of the works proposed 
by the Corps of Engineers for flood control and to the public utili­
zation of the main channel of Nonconnah Creek. 
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HORN LAKE CREEK AND TRmUTARIES, TN AND MI 

Location.-In the north-central part of DeSoto County, Mississip­
pi, and th.e southwestern part of Shelby County, Tennessee. 

Authorzty for Report (Phase I General Design Memorandum).­
Section 101(a) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1976. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The water and related land 
resource problems and needs of the Horn Lake Creek area primari­
ly concern the frequent flooding of urban areas and agricultural 
lands. In the formulation of the recommended plan consideration 
was also given to the problems and needs of the area relating to 
recreation and natural environment. 

Structural features of the recommended plan include selective 
drift removal on 3.5 miles of lower Horn Lake Creek, 2.6 miles of 
channel clearing of Horn Lake Creek through the town of Horn 
Lake, 2.1 miles of channel clearing on Rocky Creek, and channel 
clearing and enlargement on 2.47 miles of Cow Pen, Creek. Ap­
proximately 4 acres of developed urban land and about 73 acres of 
rural land will be required for construction rights-of-way. Five road 
facilities and 19 utility facilities will require alteration or reloca­
tion. 

DeSoto County and the towns of Horn Lake and Southaven all 
have flood plain management programs that will reduce or elimi­
nate future growth of damageable development in the flood plain. 
It was assumed that these flood plain management programs would 
continue in the future. 

The recommended plan also includes a recreational feature con­
sisting of 2.47 miles of hiking and biking trails along Cow Pen 
Creek. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-During coordination 
of the District Engineer's draft report, letters of intent to comply 
with requirements of local cooperation were received from the 
Cities of Horn Lake and Southaven, Mississippi. DeSoto County 
and the DeSoto County Board of Supervisors indicated strong sup­
port for the recommended plan of improvement, but could make no 
commitment concerning local funding at that time. The State of 
Mississippi supports the recommended plan. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior expressed concern about the cumulative environmental 
impact of the 10.7 miles of channel modifications and the clearing 
of 41.3 acres of bottomland hardwoods included in the recommend­
ed plan. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was fIled with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on July 22, 1982. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $2,400,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $1,040,000. 1 

1 These costs include $40,000 to be reimbursed by non·Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 2.00. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($166,000) of total project flood con­
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trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-In view of the concerns expressed by the Department 
of the Interior regarding the cumulative impacts of the channel 
modifications, dredged material disposal, and bottomland hardwood 
clearing included in the recommended plan, the Committee has di­
rected the Secretary to undertake a number of measures in the in­
terest of environmental quality. The Secretary is directed to reex­
amine the adequacy and feasibility of the recommended measures 
for fish and wildlife habitat, and to reexamine upland dredged dis­
posal alternatives. Not later than one year after the date of enact­
ment of the bill, the Secretary must transmit to the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation of the House and the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works of the Senate a report that of 
such reexamination, along with recommendations for additional 
measures determined to be necessary and appropriate to mitigate 
the adverse effects of the project on fish and wildlife habitat. 
Except for funds from the Environmental Protection and Mitiga­
tion Fund established in Title XI, no appropriation will be permit­
ted for the acquisition of any interest in real property for, or the 
actual construction of, the Horn Lake Creek Project if that acquisi­
tion and actual construction have not been approved by resolutions 
of the two Committees. The Secretary is also required to adopt and 
implement guidelines in connection with channel clearing and drift 
removal for the project which the Secretary, in consultation with 
the Fish and Wildlife Service, determines to be necessary and ap­
propriate to minimize adverse effects on fish and wildlife habitat. 

ISLAND CREEK BASIN, WV 

Location.-In Logan County, near the City of Logan. 
Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee Resolu­

tion adopted June 2, 1976. 
Description of Recommended Plan.-Flooding in the Island Creek 

Basin results in significant fmancial and personal losses. Average 
annual damages in the basin are estimated to be $11.8 million. The 
area has experienced significant flooding as recently as May 1984, 
when approximately $4 million in damages occurred. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The final Environ­
mental Impact Statement is scheduled to be flIed in the first quar­
ter of 1986. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $70,000,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $22,000,000. 1 

1 These costs include $142,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

. !3.enefitlCost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year econom­
IC hfe): 1.70. 
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Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide 5 percent of the total project flood control costs 
($85,700,000) during construction plus lands, easements, rights-of­
way and relocations necessary for the project's construction, sub­
ject to the limitations contained in Section 302. The cost of recrea­
tion development will be cost shared on a 50 percent basis between 
Federal and non-Federal interests. Non-Federal interests will also 
be required to assure maintenance and repair during the useful life 
of the works as required to serve the project's intended purposes, 
and hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its con­
tractors. 

MUSKINGUM RIVER, KILLBUCK, OH 

Location.-On Killbuck Creek at Killbuck, Ohio, in Holmes 
County. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tion adopted June 3, 1964. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Killbuck is vulnerable to 
flooding almost annually. Estimated average annual damages at 
Killbuck amount to $219,000, based on July 1976 price levels and 
conditions of development. The maximum flood of record occurred 
in July 1969 and was a 300-year-frequency event. 

The recommended plan improvement consists of a levee-wall 
about 7,000 feet in length along Killbuck Creek. Four gated open­
ings will be required, and an inteceptor sewer system and pumping 
facilities will be needed to handle interior drainage. About 27 acres 
of permanent right-of-way will be needed for the levee-wall align­
ment. Five structures are located within the tentative project 
limits and will need to be acquired. Temporary right-of-way re­
quirements will be minimal. Recreational features will include two 
small parks with day-use recreation facilities. The levee, when 
seeded and landscaped, will provide a public green area, and land­
scaping will restore natural scenic beauty and help blend the levee 
into the present setting. 

The Village of Killbuck will continue to participate in the Na­
tioal Flood Insurance Program. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Ohio 
concurred in the recommended plan and stated that the plan is 
compatible with the existing environment. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of 
Agriculture, the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
the Department of Housing and Urban Development, the Depart­
ment of Transportation, the Department of the Interior, and the 
Environmental Protection Agency had no objections to the pro­
posed plan. . . 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Fmal EnVIron­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on May 11, 1979. . 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $5,100,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $1,610,000. 1 

1 These costs include $308,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 
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Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($320,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations and a 
portion of recreation costs, as necessary for the project's construc­
tion. Non-Federal interests will also be required to assure mainte­
nance and repair during the useful life of the works as required to 
serve the project's intended purposes, and to hold and save the 
United States free from damages other than those due to the fault 
or negligence of the United States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-In reviewing the recommended plan for Killbuck, 
Ohio, the Environmental Protection Agency conditioned its lack of 
objections to the plan on: . 

(1) Provision of an acceptable grass or native vegetative buffer 
strip between borrow areas and Shrimplin Creek and between the 
proposed levee and Killbuck Creek. 

(2) Provision of special pollution abatement measures. 
(3) Acquisition of a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System permit for the discharge of interior drainage. 
The Committee directs the Corps to fully consider the first two 

conditions during preconstruction planning. The acquisition of a 
permit for the discharge of interior drainage is provided for by Sec­
tion 402 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. 

MUSKINGUM RIVER, MANSFIELD, OH 

Location.-On Rocky Fork and Touby Run at Mansfield, Rich­
land County, Ohio. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tion adopted June 3, 1964. 

Description of Recommended Plan. -Mansfield is vulnerable to 
flooding almost annually. Estimated average annual damages at 
Mansfield amount to $429,000 based on July 1975 price levels and 
conditions of development. 

The recommended plan of improvement consists of a channel 
modification along 9,340 feet of Rocky Fork and along 2,700 feet of 
Touby Run. Rocky Fork will be widened, with channel paving in 
two short reaches, and one reach will be undisturbed. Touby Run 
will be cleared of trees, snags, and debris. A railroad spur bridge 
will be replaced. About 16 acres of permanent right-of-way will be 
required for the project, and about 23 acres of temporary right-of­
way will be needed during project implementation. A mini-park 
will be developed to provide day-use recreational facilities. 

Generally, the channel widening for this project will be accom­
plished along one side, and the existing channel will be incorporat­
ed as a pilot channel for normal flows. All disturbed areas will be 
reseeded, and vegetative plantings will be utilized for beautifica­
tion. 

The City of Mansfield will continue to participate in the Nation­
al Flood Insurance Program. . 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Ohio 
concurred in the recommended plan. The City of Mansfield stated 
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that it expected to provide the necessary items of Non-Federal par­
ticipation for the project. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of 
Agriculture, the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
the Department of Housing and Urban Development, the Depart­
ment of Transportation, and the Department of the Interior had no 
objections to the recommended plan. The Environmental Protection 
Agency had environmental reservations regarding water quality 
and the Rocky Fork ecosystem. The Corps of Engineers has agreed 
that Environmental Protection Agency's concerns would be ad­
dressed during preconstruction planning and design. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on May 11, 1979. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $3,000,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $1,290,000. 1 

1 These costs include $34,000 to be reimbursed by non·Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit-Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year econom­
ic life): 2.50. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-The City of Mansfield will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($209,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, right-of-way, relocations and a 
portion of recreational feature costs, as necessary for the project's 
construction. The City will also be require to assure maintenance 
and repair during the useful life of the works as required to serve 
the project's intended purposes, and to hold and save the United 
States free from damages other than those due to the fault or neg­
ligence of the United States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes that the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency, in its evaluation of the recommended plan, expressed 
a number of objections regarding the plan's potential adverse ef­
fects upon water quality and the Rocky Fork ecoSystem. It objected 
to implementation of the plan unless mutual agreement between 
the Corps and itself could be achieved on the following five condi­
tions: 

(1) Provision of a smaller low flow (V-bottom) channel within any 
portion of the main channel being widened or disturbed. 

(2) Provision of a number of riffle and pool areas in channel 
design to mitigate adverse long-term effects of major channel work. 

(3) Elimination or minimization of proposed pavement areas, and 
utilization or natural materials such as boulders. 

(4) Maintenance of a maximum amount of native stream vegeta­
tion. 

(5) Utilization of disposal sites outside of the existing and modi­
fied 100-year flood plan. . ' 

The Committee directs the Corps to fully conSIder these condI­
tions during preconstruction planning. 
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HOCKING RIVER, LOGAN, OH 

Location.-Logan, the county seat of Hocking County is located 
on the Hocking River, approximately 66 miles above the mouth of 
the River. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolu­
tions adopted July 14, 1970 and December 2, 1970. 

Description ofRecommended Plan.-Logan is vulnerable to Hock­
ing River flooding almost annually. Estimated average annual 
damages at Logan amount to $369,000, based on July 1976 price 
levels and conditions of development. The most recent major flood 
event occurred in May of 1968. 

The recommended plan of improvement consists of channel modi­
fication along about 2.7 miles of the Hocking River and a levee, 
about 3,500 feet long, along Oldtown Creek. Two gated openings 
will be required in the levee, and interior drainage will be diverted 
downstream. About 63 acres of permanent right-of-way will be re­
quired for the project, and about 68 acres of temporary right-of-way 
will be required during project implementation. River access and 
day-use facilities will be provided on project lands. Additonal recre­
ationallands and facilities are proposed at non-Federal expense. 

Channel widening generally will be accomplished from one side, 
leaving the existing channel bottom undisturbed. A landscape plan 
will provide for wildlife food and cover, and for visual improve­
ment. Instream devices will provide fish shelter and increase habi­
tat diversity. The City of Logan will continue to participate in the 
National Flood Insurance Program. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Ohio 
strongly endorsed the proposed Logan project. The Hocking Conser­
vancy District submitted a letter of intent to provide the necessary 
items of non-Federal participation for the project. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior generally concurred in the recommended plan, but recom­
mended that the mitigation features of the plan be considered an 
integral part of the project and be constructed concurrently with 
the rest of the project. 

The Environmental Protection Agency stated it had no objection 
to the plan, but expressed concerns over the proposed dredged ma­
terial disposal sites, stating that placement of dredged material in 
the River's floodway or in water areas should be prohibited, and 
that dredged material placed on upland areas should be placed in 
such a manner that it would not kill or significantly disturb terres­
trial vegetation. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on June 19, 1981. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $6,460,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $1,990,000. 1 

1 These costs include 685,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United Ststes 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year econom­
ic life): 1.60. 
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Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($378,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations, alter­
ations and a portion of recreational feature costs, as necessary for 
the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will also be re­
quired to assure maintenance and repair during the useful life of 
the works as required to serve the project's intended purposes, and 
to hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its con­
tractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes the environmental concerns ex­
pressed by the Environmental Protection Agency and the Depart­
ment of the Interior in their evaluations of the recommended plan. 
Accordingly, in the interest of protecting environmental values, the 
Committee has directed that the Corps during preconstruction 
planning shall review potential sites for the disposal of dredged 
material from the Logan project and shall select disposal sites de­
termined to be necessary and appropriate to minimize adverse ef­
fects on fish and wildlife mitigation measures described in the rec­
ommended plan be implemented concurrently with other project 
features, where appropriate and feasible. 

HOCKING RIVER, NELSONVILLE, OH 

Location.-Nelsonville is located on the Hocking River in Athens 
County, Ohio, approximately 51 miles above the mouth of the 
Hocking River. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolu­
tions adopted July 14, 1970 and December 2, 1970. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Nelsonville is vulnerable to 
Hocking River flooding almost annually. Estimated average annual 
damages at Nelsonville amount to $240,000, based on July 1976 
price levels and conditions of development. 

The recommended plan of improvement consists of channel wid­
ening and construction of floodways along about 2.7 miles of the 
Hocking River. The modified channel condition will have the equiv­
alent flow capacity of a 200-foot bottom width channel. About 90 
acres of permanent right-of-way will be required for the project, 
and about 70 acres of temporary right-of-way will be required 
during project implementation. R~creati?n facilities will ~~l~de 
stream access, a biking and walking trrol, and day-use facilItIes. 
Additional lands and facilities are proposed to be provided at non­
Federal expense. 

In general, the channel will be widened from one side or sepa­
rate floodways for higher flows will be constructed. Ex~ept for one 
short reach, the existing channel bottom will be undIsturbed. A 
landscape plan will provide for wildlife food and cover, and for 
yisual improvement. Instream deyices will pro~de fi~h shel~er and 
Increase habitat diversity. The CIty of NelsonvIlle Will contmue to 
participate in the National Flood Insurance Program. . 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of OhIO 
strongly endorses the proposed Nelsonville project. The Hocking 
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Conservancy District has stated its intent to provide the necessary 
.items of non-Federal participation for the project. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior generally concurred in the recommended plan, but recom­
mended that the mitigation features of the plan be considered an 
integral part of the project and be constructed concurrently with 
the rest of the project. 

The Environmental Protection Agency stated it had no objection 
to the plan, but expressed concerns over the proposed dredged ma­
terial disposal sites, stating that placement of dredged material in 
the river's floodway or in water areas should be prohibited, and 
that dredged material placed on upland areas should be placed in 
such a manner that it would not kill or significantly disturb terres­
trial vegetation. 

The Status ofEnvironmental Impact Statement.-The Final Envi­
ronmental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental 
Protection Agency on June 19, 1981. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $7,040,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $2,080,000. 1 

1 These costs include $1,100,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United 
States pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year econom­
ic life): 3.40. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($387,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations, alter­
ations and a portion of recreational feature costs, as necessary for 
the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will also be re­
quired to assure maintenance and repair during the useful life of 
the works as required to serve the project's intended purposes, and 
to hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its con­
tractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes the environmental concerns ex­
pressed by the Environmental Protection Agency and the Depart­
ment of the Interior in their evaluations of the recommended plan. 
Accordingly, in the interest of protecting environmental values, the 
Committee has directed that the Corps during preconstruction 
planning shall review potential sites for the disposal of dredged 
material from the Nelsonville project and shall select disposal sites 
determined to be necessary and appropriate to minimize adverse ef­
fects on fish and wildlife habitat areas. The Committee directs that 
the fish and wildlife mitigation measures described in the recom­
mended plan be implemented concurrently with other project fea­
tures, where feasible and appropriate. 

SCIOTO RIVER, OH 

Location.-In the northern portion of the City of Chillicothe and 
portions of adjacent Ross County, on the left bank of the Scioto 
River, about 49 miles south of Columbus, Ohio. 
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Authority lor Report.-House Public Works Committee resolu­
tions adopted JUly 4, 1970, for the Central Ohio Region, and De­
cember 9, 1975 for Chillicothe, Ohio. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-:-The combination of a flat 
river slope, low banks, and a wide floodplain results in extensive 
flood damage during and following storms. The primary local need 
is relief from flooding. There is also a local need for outdoor recre­
ational facilities, and enhancement and preservation of the existing 
natural environment. 

The recommended plan of improvement consists of 13,400 feet of 
earth levee with an average height of 15 feet and a top width of 10 
feet, appropriate closure structures, stone slope protection along 
3,170 feet of the left bank of the Scioto River, and a pumping sta­
tion to handle interior drainage. The project will require approxi­
mately 35 acres of permanent right-of-way for the levee itself and 
31 acres of pondage easement. Temporary right-of-way require­
ments will be minimal. A barn and another building now utilized 
as a clubhouse for the Running Fox golf course will need to be relo­
cated. A 7,200 foot hardsurfaced hiking and biking trail with con­
venient rest areas will be provided along the top of the levee. Small 
boating access will be included at the downstream and upstream 
termini ·of the environmental corridor. Recreational facilities will 
include access roads, launching ramps, parking spaces for 12 vehi­
cles at each location and fishing access for the handicapped. Also, a 
riverside nature walking trail will be included. 

The District and Division Engineer also recommended develop­
ment of an environmental corridor component which would include 
approximately 45 acres along the left descending bank of the Scioto 
River. The width of the corridor will vary along the river bank to 
incorporate the zone of woody riparian vegetation. North Chilli­
cothe will continue to participate in the National Flood Insurance 
Program. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Ohio 
concurred in the recommended plan. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department ofthe 
Interior and the Environmental Protection Agency had no objec­
tions to the recommended plan. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on May 8, 1981. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $8,990,000.1 
Non-Federal: $2,710,000.1 

1 These costs include $966,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year econom­
ic life): 1.6. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($531,0~0) of total prC?jec~ flo~d con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the hmltatl~ms m Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements? rights-of-way:, relocatIOns, alter­
ations, disposal areas, and a portIOn of .recreatIOnal feature costs, 
as necessary for the project's constructIOn. Non-Federal mterests 
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will also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes that the report of the Chief of 
Engineers deletes the recommendation for construction of an envi­
ronmental corridor. However, because the Committee considers the 
construction of the corridor to be justified for environmental rea­
sons, we have included language in the bill authorizing construc­
tion of the corridor in accordance with the report of the Division 
Engineer. 

LITILE MIAMI RIVER, OH 

Location.-In Montgomery County in southwest Ohio, about 
seven miles south of Dayton, Ohio. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tion adopted May 31, 1967 and House Public Works Committee res­
olution adopted October 19, 1967. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-A flood threat along Holes 
Creek in low lying areas of West Carrollton, Moraine, and Miami 
Township has resulted in numerous request from local officials for 
Federal assistance in alleviating the problem. A need for urban 
recreational opportunities also exists in the area. 

The recommeded plan, inlcudes about 1.43 miles of channel en­
largement and replacement of the Conrail Railroad Bridge, will 
provide a 500-year degree of protection (based on future runoff con­
ditions) to affected downstream properties. Design concepts have 
incorporated the construction of pools and riffles, restriction of 
channel widening to one bank only, where practical, and the pres­
ervation of a streamside woodlot for fish and wildlife mitigation. 
The plan also includes recreational development along the im­
provement. Recreational facilities will be for day-use and will con­
sist mainly of walking and biking trails, with some playground and 
picnicking facilities. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Ohio 
concurred in the recommended plan and stated that the plan is 
compatible with the existing environment. The Miami Conservancy 
District, the City of Fairfield, Miami Township, and Montgomery 
County generally concurred in the recommended plan. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-TheDepartments of 
Agriculture, Housing and Urban Development, and the Interior ex­
pressed no objection to the proposed project. The Environmental 
Protection Agency expressed reservations on the adverse environ­
mental effects of the proposed structural measures, favoring a non­
structural alternative. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on May 28, 1981. 

Project Costs (estimated on October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $6,630,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $2,840,000. 1 

1 These costs include $424,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to section 302. 
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. B.enefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year econom­
IC lIfe): 1.70. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations, utili­
ties alterations, and portions of mitigation and recreational feature 
costs, as necessary for the project's .construction. Non-Federal inter­
ests will also be required to assure maintenance and repair during 
the useful life of the works as required to serve the project's in­
tended purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from 
damages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the 
United States or its contractors. 

MIAMI RIVER, FAIRFIELD, OH 

Location.-Pleasant Run, a tributary of the Miami River at Fair­
field, Ohio, is located in the south-central part of Butler County, 
Ohio, approximately five miles southeast of Hamilton, Ohio, and 15 
miles northwest of Cincinnati, Ohio. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tion adopted May 31, 1967, and House Public Works Committee 
resolution adopted October 19, 1967. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan to 
alleviate flooding problems on Pleasant Run consists of three dry 
bed reservoirs ahd 0.83 miles of channel enlargement designed to 
provide a 35-year degree of protection (under future runoff condi­
tions) to affected downstream properties. Design concepts have in­
corporated the construction of pools and riffles; restriction of chan­
nel widening to one bank only, where possible; and preservation of 
wooded areas and open space throughout the project area including 
approximately five acres of fish and wildlife mitigation lands adja­
cent to the stream. 

. Lands required for the project amount to 167 acres, including ap­
proximately five acres of mitigation lands adjoining project lands. 
Required utility relocations will include sanitary sewers and pipe­
lines. The only structure that may require relocation is a 12-unit 
apartment building. 

Urban oriented, outdoor day-use recreational facility develop­
ment is included in the recommended plan for the three dry bed 
reservoirs. Recreational facilities will include approximately 7,000 
square yards of roads and parking area, 21,800 lineal feet of jogging 
and walking trails, 17,300 lineal feet of hiking trails, a tot lot, 40 
picnic units, shelters, restrooms, utility buildings, utilities, land­
scaping, and multipurpose fields. Development themes vary among 
the three reservoir sites from intensive day-use development to pas­
sive nature study areas. Five acres of wooded hillside, adj?i~~ng 
lands required for channel enlargment, are proposed for acqUisItIon 
and preservation. No additional separate mitigation items were 
identified. However, as a part of the environmental/engineering 
design of the flood control plan, environmental features including 
limiting channel construction to one side of the channel only, 
where possible, and providing pools, riffles, tree plantings and land­
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scaping, have been incorporated in the recommended plan to 
reduce project and construction impacts. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Ohio 
concurred in the plan recommended by the District Engineer, 
rather than in the plan recommended by the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors. The District Engineer's plan would provide 
a higher degree of flood protection to Fairfield, but it would be 
more costly and provide less net benefits than the Board of Engi­
neers' plan. 

The Miami Conservancy District and the City of Fairfield com­
mented favorably on the plan recommended by the District Engi­
neer and have indicated their willingness to provide the necessary 
items of non-Federal participation for the project. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency expressed no objection to the recommended 
plan. The Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department of the Inte­
rior, in its Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act report on the recom­
mended plan, proposed a number of measures which would miti­
gate losses to fish and wildlife habitat. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with Environmental Protection 
Agency on December 17, 1982. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $10,500,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $4,590,000. 1 

1 These costs include $707,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year econom­
ic life): 1.50. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($647,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations, and a 
portion of the costs of mitigation and recreational features, as nec­
essary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will also 
be required to assure maintenance and repair during the useful life 
of the works as required to serve the project's intended purposes, 
and to hold and save the United States free from damages other 
than those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its 
contractors. A portion of the lands required for construction of the 
dry bed reservoirs has already been acquired by local interests in 
order to preserve these sites; additionally, the majority of necessary 
easements for stream maintenance as well as protection from en­
croachments are already under local government ownership. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes that the Fish and Wildlife Serv­
ice, in its Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report on the pro­
posed plan of improvement, recommended a number of measures to 
mitigate fish and wildlife habitat losses that might arise as a result 
of this project. In accordance with the recommendations of the Fish 
and Wildlife Service, and in the interest of protecting environmen­
tal values, the Committee has directed that the Fairfield project 
shall include, to the extent necessary and appropriate, additional 
measures for mitigation of losses of fish and wildlife habitat, in­
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clud~ng ~eeding and. planting in disturbed areas; limiting removal 
of riparian vegetation to the minimum amount necessary for 
project objectives; performing work along the north streambank 
where construction is planned on only one side of the channel; lim­
iting construction activities to the right streambank in the reach of 
Pleasant Run extending from mile 2.75 to mile 3.10; using gabions 
and riprap for bank protection in lieu of concrete; and constructing 
pool-riffle complexes at bridges. 

The bill also includes a requirement to include, as part of the 
non-Federal contribution of the project, any flood protection work 
carried out by non-Federal interests after July 1, 1979, but before 
the date of enactment of H.R. 6 which the Secretary determines to 
be reasonably compatible with the project. Any costs and benefits 
of such work would be counted for purposes of determining the 
overall feasibility of the project . 

.HARRISBURG, PA 

Location.-In south-central Pennsylvania, approximately 115 
miles north of Washington, D.C. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolu­
tions dated June 25, 1975, and October 12, 1972, and Senate Public 
Works Committee resolutions dated October 5, 1961 and July 7, 
1972. 

Description of Recommended Plan. -Flood protection against re­
current flooding from both Paxton Creek and Susquehanna River 
is needed in South Harrisburg. The flood of record, in June of 1972, 
caused over $85 million in damages at 1972 prices. The recommend­
ed plan of improvement consists of constructing a floodwall, chan­
nel improvements, a pumping plant, a small dam and minor recre­
ation facilities to provide flood protection for South Harrisburg and 
provide recreation opportunities for the area. 

Asylum Run Dam will be a dry dam providing 410 acre-feet of 
storage on 40 acres of land during flood conditions to reduce peak 
flows on Paxton Creek. 

Channel improvements will include 3 miles of improved channel, 
ranging from a 30-foot-wide concrete channel to a 50-foot-wide 
earthen channel, to protect against a 100-year flow on Paxton 
Creek. 

A floodwall 3,800 feet long and averaging 12 feet high will be 
constructed to protect against Susquehanna River flows up to 
1,020,000 cubic feet per second. 

Recreational features will include 2,100 feet of trails and 14,000 
feet of bikeway and walkway.

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The Commonweal~h 
of Pennsylvania supports the project, although the Pennsylva~lla 
Fish Commission has expressed concern over the proposed Wide 
channel on Paxton Creek. Paxton Creek is presently polluted, but 
the Fish Commission feels this problem will probably be corrected 
in the future. In anticipation of future improved water quality, the 
Commission has suggested that a low flow channel or fishway be 
included in both the improved earth channel and. the concrete 
channel. The City of Harrisburg has agreed to prOVide the neces­
sary items of non-Federal participation for the project. 
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Views of Federal and Regional Agenices.-The Department of the 
Interior recommended exploring the feasibility of providing a flood­
way along Paxton Creek between Wildwood Lake and Maclay 
Street and adopting a floodway plan if it is found to be superior to 
the recommended plan during preconstruction planning. The De­
partment of the Interior also recommended that the plan be modi­
fied to provide such mitigation or compensation as may be agreed 
upon by the Corps and the Fish and Wildlife Service during precon­
struction planning to eliminate, reduce or offset fish and wildlife 
losses in the upper reaches of the project area. 

The Environmental Protection Agency stated that it had no ob­
jections to the project, but suggested additional modifications to 
bridges to prevent possible damming of Paxton Creek. The Envi­
ronmental Protection Agency also stated it believes a floodway 
should be considered as an alternative to the recommended plan, in 
order to reduce possible adverse impacts on the biota. 

The Department of Commerce expressed concerns that geodetic 
control survey monuments may be located in the proposed project 
area. They recommended that funding for the project include the 
cost of any necessary relocations of those monuments. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with Environmental Protection 
Agency on March 20, 1981. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $103,000,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $33,200,000. 1 

'These costs include $3,580,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United Ststes 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year econom­
ic life): l.5. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($6,650,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations, 
including those needed for borrow and disposal areas, as necessary 
for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will also be re­
quired to assure maintenance and repair during the useful life of 
the works as required to serve the project's intended purposes, and 
to hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its con­
tractors. 

Remarks.-In view of concerns regarding the Harrisburg project 
raised by the Environmental Protection Agency, the Department of 
the Interior and the Pennsylvania Fish Commission, the Commit­
tee has directed that a number of measures be undertaken by the 
Corps to protect environmental values. To the extent determined 
necessary and appropriate, the Harrisburg project shall include a 
low-flow channel or fishway in both the improved earth channel 
and the concrete channel portion of the project, the utilization of 
sloping side sections in the concrete channel, and modifications to 
bridges crossing Paxton Creek to prevent damming of the creek. 
The Corps shall also study the feasibility of providing a floodway 
along Paxton Creek between Wildwood Lake and Maclay Street as 



121 


an alternative to the recommended plan and shall reexamine fish 
and wildlife habitat mitigation measures recommended in the 
report of the Chief of Engineers. Not later than one year after the 
date of enactment of the bill, the Corps shall transmit to the House 
Committee on Public Works and Transportation and the Senate 
Committee on Environment and Public Works a report of that 
study along with recommendations for any modifications the Secre­
tary determines to be feasible and appropriate to construct such 
floodway and for any additional measures which the Corps deter­
mines to be necessary and appropriate to reduce fish and wildlife 
habitat losses in the project area. Except for funds from the Envi­
ronmental Protection and Mitigation Fund established in Title XI, 
no appropriation shall be made for the acquisition of any interest 
in real property for, or the actual construction of, the Harrisburg 
project if that acquisition and actual construction have not been 
approved by the resolutions of the two Committees. In accordance 
with the wishes of the Department of Commerce, the Committee 
has also directed that the project shall include the cost of any relo­
cation required for geodetic control su!'Vey monuments. 

LOCK HAVEN, PA 

Location.-The City of Lock Haven lies in Clinton County, in the 
north-central portion of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, ap­
proximately 130 miles northeast of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, and 
200 miles west of the New York City. 

Authority for Report (phase I General Design Memorandum).­
Section 101(a) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1976. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Nearly the entire City of 
Lock Haven is subject to flooding, both from the West Branch Sus­
quehanna River and from Bald Eagle Creek. The City has been 
flooded nineteen times in the last 130 years. The most damaging 
flood, occurred in June of 1972, when tropical Storm Agnes inun­
dated the entire business district and many of the residential areas 
od the City and adjoining townships. 

The recommended plan of improvement provides standard 
project flood protection for the City of Lock Haven, and for por­
tions of Castanea and Woodward Townships, against flood flows on 
the West Branch Susquehanna River and Bald Eagle Creek. the 
plan consists of 24,500 feet of levee within average height of 21 
feet, 6,500 feet· of floodwall with an average height of 18 feet, 10 
closure structures, and 4 pumping stations. The plan will require 
the removal of 28 structures and the acquisition of 77 acres of land 
along the project alignment and in the ponding areas. One hundred 
thirty-nine structures in Lockport, Dunnstown, and Woodward 
Township, located directly across the West Branch Susquehanna 
River from Lock Haven will be acquired and removed. In addition, 
4 residences will be floodproofed. The recommended plan provides 
for 15,000 feet of bicycle and jogging path along a portion of the 
alignment and for the construction of 8 mini-parks and 9 scenic 
overlooks at various locations along the alignment. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania supports the recommended plan. The local spon­



122 


sors for the project, the City of Lock Haven and Clinton County, 
support the plan. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency stated it has no concerns with the recommended 
plan. The Department of the Interior concurred in the plan. The 
Susquehanna River Basin Commission expressed its support for the 
plan.

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Supple­
ment to the Environmenatal Impact Statement was filed with the 
Environmental Protection Agency on June 5, 1981. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $66,700,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $19,800,000. 1 

1 These costs include $7,250,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.11. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities. Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($3,960,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes,and to hold and save the United States free from damages 
other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United States 
or its contractors. 

Remarks.-The plan recommended by the District Engineer 
would provide protection for the City of Lock Haven against the 
standard project flood. The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Har­
bors recommended that the Chief of Engineers should be given dis­
cretionary authority to decide a final level of protection, above the 
100-year level. In order to prevent catastrophic losses in human life 
and property, the Committee has included language in the bill pro­
viding for a level of protection at least sufficient to prevent future 
flood losses from a flood which is 50 percent greater than tropical 
storm Agnes in 1972. This is the most appropriate level of protect­
ing, taking into account the high potential for catastrophic losses 
in human life and property, in the event of overtopping and conse­
quent failure of the high levees and floodwalls. 

The Committee is aware of extensive work undertaken by local 
interests which is fully compatible with the project. Some of this 
work includes road improvements which also have flood control 
benefits, implementation of a flood plain clearance project in Wood­
ward Township, funding of flood protection planning activities, ac­
quisition of project related real property and preliminary site prep­
aration. These activities extend over the past fifteen years and 
amount to almost $3.8 million worth of work accomplished thus 
far. In addition, the local interests currently have an additional 
$75,000 worth of work under way, including further site prepara­
tion, land acquisition and design for utility relocations from river­
bank areas to streets inside the project areas. Additional work, 
such as continued funding of the Flood Protection Planning Board, 
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implementation of the Woodward Township Floodplain Clearance 
Redevelopment Projects reconstruction and relocation of utilities, 
acquisit.ion by donation of real property and materials needed for 
the project and development of project related recreation facilities, 
is also being proposed. The Committee intends that such work 
should be credited toward the non-Federal share of project costs 
and has included language allowing for such credit of work done 
after January 1, 1973. 

The Committee notes that certain recreation-related facilities, 
such as the provision of seating for the public to view annual boat 
races and other events on the river, are included in the project. 
These and similar recreation facilities are to be considered as miti­
gation, not enhancement, features and cost-shared accordingly, 
that is, on the same basis as for the project's other purposes. 

SCHUYLKILL RIVER BASIN, POTTSTOWN, PA 

Location.-The Borough of Pottstown and the communities of 
South Pottstown and Kenilworth are located in the Schuylkill 
River Basin in southeastern Pennsylvania, in Chester and Mont­
gomery Counties. The Schuylkill River Basin is about 80 miles long 
and 24 miles wide, and encompasses an area of 1,916 square miles 
above the Schuylkill River's confluence with the Delaware River at 
Philadelphia. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted October 5, 1966, and Senate Public Works Committee reso­
lution adopted November 5, 1969. As a result of the recommenda­
tions developed pursuant to these resolutions, the Pottstown local 
flood protection project was authorized as a Federal undertaking in 
1974 under the provisions of section 201 of the Flood Control Act of 
1965. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The Schuylkill River Basin 
is subject to flooding from all types of storms including hurricanes, 
continental storms, and regional thunderstorms. The river channel 
capacity in the study area is not large enough to pass the dis­
charges associated with storms occurring over the 1,147 square 
miles of drainage area upstream of Pottstown. Manatawny Creek 
has experienced flood damages from Schuylkill River backwaters 
as well as from the runoff from smaller localized storms over the 
Manatawny Creek watershed. The Pottstown area has suffered 
from overbank Schuylkill River floods about 45 times since 1757. 
The greatest flood experienced in the study area occurred during 
Tropical Storm Agnes in June of 1972. That storm extended 
throughout the Schuylkill River Basin and deposited more than 13 
inches of rain on the upper portions of the watershed. Damages re­
sulting from the June 1972 flood for the Schuylkill River water­
shed, based on the level of development that existed at that time 
and on July 1972 price levels, were estimated at $25 million. Recur­
rent flooding in the area has caused extensive damage to homes, 
commercial establishments, industrial firms, and municipal proper­
ty, and has endangered the general welfare and security of resi­
dents. 

The authorized project provides for about 7,600 feet of channel 
improvement, development of disposal areas as open space along 
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the Schuylkill River, and opening an arch bypass around the High 
Street Bridge on Manatawny Creek. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania strongly supports the construction of a flood con­
trol project for Pottstown to minimize flood damages in the future. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency expressed concern that dredging of the Schuyl­
kill River could cause serious siltation and suggested that dredging 
not take place during resident and anadromous fish spawning sea­
sons. It also expressed concerns generally about the impacts of 
channelization as opposed to easements, levees and floodwalls. The 
Department of the Interior stated that the recommended plan will 
not adversely affect any existing or proposed units of the National 
Park System or any eligible or potentially eligible natural land­
marks. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Council on Environ­
mental Quality on June 3, 1974. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $4,590,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $1,380,000. 1 

1 These costs include $460,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United Ststes 
pursuant to Section 302. Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year economic life): 
5.3. 

Non-Federal Responsibility.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($275,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs plus items of local responsibility as specified in the 
Report of the Chief of Engineers, dated March 7, 1974, subject to 
the limitations and requirements contained in Section 302. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes that advanced engineering and 
design for the authorized Pottstown project was initiated with 
funds provided in fiscal year 1976 and funding continued through 
fiscal year 1978. No additional funds are needed to complete plan­
ning. 

Pottstown is an established area with severe flooding problems. 
The only workable solution, from the standpoint of the well-being 
of the people in the area, is the implementation of the authorized 
flood control project. The Committee has accordingly made the 
rmding that the overall project benefits exceed the costs. 

SAW MILL RUN, PA 

Location.-In Southwestern Pennsylvania, in the West End sec­
tion of the City of Pittsburgh. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted February 24, 1960. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The primary water re­
sources problem of the area is the inability of the existing channel 
of Saw Mill Run to contain flood flows within its banks. Also, 
during high flows, storm drains and sariitary sewers back up and 
overflow. The most recent flood event occurred in July 1980. 

The recommended plan of improvement would consist of deepen­
ing and minor realignment of about 5,600 feet of the Saw Mill Run 
channel through the heavily developed West End section of Pitts­
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burgh. The plan will provide protection against a flood with an av­
erage. recurrence interval of 50 years. Average annual flood dam­
ages.In the v.vest End area will be reduced by about 92 percent. The 
qualIty of lIfe for residents will be enhanced by removing the 
threat of frequent flooding, and a net environmental enhancement 
will result from improved aesthetic values and the creation of a 
green area. Landscaping and removal of litter and debris from the 
stream banks and channel will provide a signficant aesthetic im­
provement, and the substantial reduction in frequency of overbank 
flooding with its resultant deposition of raw sewage on the flood­
plain will enhance the health and welfare of the community. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania has strongly supported the Saw Mill Run project 
and urged an early start to construction. No objections or com­
ments were offered by the State game or fish commissions. The 
City of Pittsburgh has indicated its willingness to act as the local 
sponsor and to provide the required items of non-Federal participa­
tion. The City has made considerable capital investments in the vi­
cinity of the project in anticipation of the project's construction. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency stated it had no objection to the recommended 
plan. The Department of the Interior stated that that implementa­
tion of the recommended plan will not appreciably damage the 
presently impoverished fish and wildlife resources within the 
project area. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Council on Environ­
mental Quality on December 11, 1978. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $30,100,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $8,010,000. 1 

1 These costs include $6,080,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United 
States pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year econom­
ic life): 1.03. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-The City of Pittsburgh will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($1,600,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands easements, rights-of-way, relocations, alter­
ations, and disposal areas necessary for the project' s constructio~. 
The City will also be required to assure maintenance and repaIr 
during the useful life of the works as required to serve the project's 
intended purposes, and to hold and save the United States free 
from damages other than those due to the fault or negligence of 
the United States or its contractors. 

Remarks. The Committee has included language which provides 
that the project shall also include the construct~on of a portion ~f 
the Saw Mill Run relief sewer in the City of PIttsburgh. The prI­
mary water resources problem of the Saw .Mill Run area ~ the in­
ability of the existing channel of Saw MII~ Run to contain fl~od 
flows within its banks; however, during hIgh flows storm drains 
and sanitary sewers, which comprise a combi~ed sewe~ system, reg­
ularly back up and overflow in the area. ThIS recognIZes the com­
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plex interrelation of the overbank flooding of Saw Mill Run~and 
the concomitant flooding caused by overflowing combined sewers­
by authorizing the construction of the necessary relief sewer facili­
ties along with the required deepening and realignment of Saw 
Mill Run itself. The project will substantially reduce the frequency 
of flooding in the project area and prevent the deposition of raw 
sewage on the floodplain, thereby significantly enhancing the 
health and welfare of the community. 

WYOMING VALLEY, PA 

Location.-The Wyoming Valley lies in Luzerne County, in the 
northeast portion of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, approxi­
mately 110 miles northwest of New York City and 90 miles north­
east of Harrisburg, Pennsylvania. 

Authority for Report (Phase I General Design Memorandum).­
Sections 101(a) and 141 of the Water Resources Development Act of 
1976. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The existing Federal flood 
control system in the Wyoming Valley provides only a 50-year 
design level of protection for an intensively developed major urban 
area. There is a high probability that an overtopping of the exist­
ing system would cause a catastrophic flood disaster, involving pos­
sible loss of life and very extensive property damage. 

The most severe flood of record, Tropical Storm Agnes in June of 
1972, overtopped the existing levee system by 4 to 5 feet. Flood 
damages in the study area were estimated to be $730 million at 
June 1972 price levels. Fortunately, no deaths were directlyattrib­
uted to that flood in the Wyoming Valley. A recurrence of a flood 
the magnitude of Agnes under today's conditions would cause in 
excess of $1 billion in damages and threaten many lives. Agnes is 
currently estimated to be a 500-year flood event, taking into ac­
count the effects of the upstream Tioga-Hammond and Cowanesque 
reservoir projects. 

The recommended plan of improvement will provide flood protec­
tion against flood levels on the Susquehanna river equal to those 
produced by Tropical Storm Agnes. The plan will raise the existing 
levee system in the Wyoming Valley by five to seven feet, provide 
new closure and drainage structures, provide a new pumping sta­
tion, and provide new levees and floodwalls to maintain the sys­
tem's integrity at five communities in the Wyoming Valley-the 
communities of Wilkes-Barre/Hanover Township, Sworyersvillel 
Forty-Fort, Exeter-West Pittston, Kingston/Edwardsville, and 
Plymouth. 

Induced flooding from raising the existing levee system will be 
mitigated at eight communities. Mitigation at five of the communi­
ties with existing flood protection projects-Sunbury, Danville, 
Brookside, Miners Mills, and Duryea-will be by levee or floodwall 
raising. At two communities-Plymouth and Port Blanchard-non­
structural mitigation measures consisting of a combination of evac­
uation, floodproofing, relocation, and a ring levee-floodwall system 
will be employed. At Bloomsburg, the mitigation measure will con­
sist of the removal of an abandoned Conrail bridge. 
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The loss of existing recreational opportunities, generally consist­
ing of parkland and river access which will be adversely affected 
by the levee-raising plan, will be mitigated. Mitigation will include 
landscaping, providing stairs over floodwalls, and providing ramps 
and paths. Enhancement features consisting of jogging and bicycle 
paths, wall crossings, the upgrading of an existing boat ramp, and 
picnic tables would also be provided. 

There are five major islands on the Susquehanna River in the 
Wyoming Valley area which provide a unique natural environ­
ment. As part of the local cooperation requirements of the pro­
posed project, local interests will be required to prevent degrada­
tion of valuable wildlife habitat on these islands. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania and the Luzerne County Commission support the 
recommended plan. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-No Federal or regional 
agencies have raised significant issues with regard to the recom­
mended plan. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Draft Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on July 10, 1981. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $218,000,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $58,700,000. 1 

1 These costs include $41,900,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United 
States pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.2. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($11,700,000) of total project flood 
control costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in 
Section 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations 
and a portion of the cost of mitigation and recreational features as 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

EIGHT MILE CREEK, PARAGOULD, AR 

Location.-Paragould, Arkansas is located in the middle reach of 
the St. Francis Basin watershed, about 50 miles northwest of Mem­
phis, Tennessee. 

Authority for Report.-Resolutions adopted on March 27, 1967, 
and on October 19, 1967, by the Senate Public Works Committee 
and the House Public Works Committee, respectively. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Minor channel improve­
ments have been made in recent years by the local governments, as 
well as by the Federal Government under the clearing and snag­
ging provision of section 208 of the 1954 Flood Control Act. Howev­
er, due to inadequate channel capacity, aggravated by. siltati?n 
from upstream agricultural lands, the lands around EIght MIle 
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Creek are still subject to frequent flooding. During the last 40 
years, major floods in the basin have been reported every 4 to 12 
years. One of the most recent floods to occur in the Eight Mile 
Creek Basin was in April 1973, with 6.77 inches of rainfall OCCur­
ring in 16 hours. About 3,000 persons were forced from their 
homes, and the resulting damages to homes and businesses were 
estimated to be $3.6 million; updating these damages to October 
1982 price levels would bring the amount to $12.3 million. 

The recommended plan of improvement consists of 11.4 miles of 
channel enlargement to provide protection against urban and rural 
flood damages. The proposed channel enlargement will require the 
purchase of 245 acres of right-of-way and the relocation or modifi­
cation of 13 bridges and a number of utilities. 

The recommended plan also includes the establishment of a 
greenway along the channel improvement, with miniparks and 
hiking and biking trails. The greenway would improve aesthetics 
along the channel as well as provide opportunities for such recre­
ational activities as hiking, biking, picnicking, nature study and 
sightseeing. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Arkan­
sas raised no objections to the recommended plan. 

Views ofFederal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior concurred in the recommended plan. The Environmental 
Protection Agency stated that it had no objection to the recom­
mended plan. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency of February 27, 1981. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $14,200.000. 1 

Non-Federal: $4,500,000. 1 

1 These costs include $3,760,000' to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United 
States pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year econom­
ic life); 1.2. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($743,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations, and a 
portion of the cost of recreation features, as necessary for the 
project's construction. Non-Federal interests will also be required 
to assure maintenance and repair during the useful life of the 
works as required to serve the project's intended purposes, and to 
hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its con­
tractors. 

Remarks.-The project for Eight Mile Creek shall also include 
improvement of Fifteen Mile Bayou and tributaries as recommend­
ed by the District Engineer and Mississippi River Commission in 
reports dated February 1978 and May 24, 1977, respectively. The 
area addressed in those reports lies in eastern Arkansas, adjacent 
to the Mississippi River and immediately west of Memphis, Tennes­
see. The present local drainage channels have been improved in a 
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seri~s of improvements between 1952 and 1975 by both the Corps of 
EngIneers and local interests, and the area is protected against 
Mississippi River flooding by a main line levee constructed by the 
Corps of Engineers. 

Local interests have indicated that during periods of rapid runoff 
the streams become full and overflow due to their limited carrying 
capacity. 

The recommended plan of improvement will reduce the flood 
problems in the agricultural areas along Fifteen Mile and Ten Mile 
Bayous as well as the urban areas in the vicinty of Edmonston and 
West Memphis, Arkansas. The improvement will consist of enlarge­
ment of 11.9 miles of Fifteen Mile Bayou, enlargement of 8.23 miles 
of Ten Mile Bayou, vegetative clearing of 2.87 miles of Ten Mile 
Bayou, revegetation of right-of way for wildlife habitat and aesthet­
ics. 

FOURCHE BAYOU BASIN, AR 

Location.-The Fourche Bayou Basin lies in Saline and Pulaski 
Counties in central Arkansas, major portions of the problem area 
lie within the city limits of Little Rock, Arkansas. 

Authority for Report.~Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tion adopted May 10, 1967. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The principal water re­
sources problem in the area is urban flooding caused by inadequate 
channel capacities of Fourche Creek and its tributaries. A recent 
major flood, in September of 1978, caused over $17 million in dam­
ages at 1978 prices. The recommended plan of improvement con­
sists of channel clearing, channel improvement, flood plain man­
agement measures to restrict future development in the 100-year 
flood plain, and acquisition of 1,750 acres of bottomland for envi­
ronmental preservation. The project is designed to prevent approxi­
mately 95 percent of the average annual damages for overbank 
flooding. 

A 20-acre nature appreciation area will be established on lands 
acquired for the project, and hiking and bicycle trails will be devel­
oped along the channel. 

Views of State and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Arkan­
sas supports the plan which was recommended by the District and 
Division Engineers. This plan would cost $8.2 million more to con­
struct than would the plan recommended by the Board of Engi­
neers of Rivers and Harbors; however, the former plan would pro­
vide a higher level of flood damage reduction. The City and County 
governments also preferred the plan recommended by the District 
and Division Engineers, but stated that they would be willing to 
accept the plan recommended by the Board of Engineers in order 
to expedite the project.

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-Both the Environmen­
tal Protection Agency and the Fish and Wildlife Service advocated 
greater use of non-structural measures to reduce the amount of 
channelization required by either the plan recommended by the 
District and Division Engineers or by the plan recommended by the 
Board of Engineers. The Department of Agriculture and the De­
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partment of the Interior expressly favored the acquistion of 1,750 
acres of bottomland hardwoods included in both plans. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on March 20, 1981. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $22,800,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $9,760,000. 1 

1 These costs include $110,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 2.10. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($1,610,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302 provide lands, easements, right-of-way, relocations and a 
portion of the costs of recreational features, as necessary for the 
project's construction. Non-Federal interests will also be required 
to assure maintenance and repair during the useful life of the 
works as required to serve the project's intended purposes, and to 
hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its con­
tractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes that the plan recommended by 
the Board, and subsequently by the Chief of Engineers, includes 
the acquisition and preservation of 1,750 acres of bottomland hard­
wood forest located almost entirely within the city limits of Little 
Rock, Arkansas. The preservation of these lands will provide 
unique opportunities for the public enjoyment of nature in an 
urban setting. The Committee favors this type of environmental 
preservation and approves of the decision of the Chief of Engineers 
to recommend this plan. 

HELENA AND VICINITY, AR 

Location.-The City of Helena is located in Phillips County in 
east central Arkansas, adjacent to the Mississippi River. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tion adopted July 1, 1975. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Flooding has been a problem 
in Helena for many years as has progressively worsened since the 
paving and covering of many open drainage ditches approximately 
25 years ago. The entire downtown business district is located 
within the 100-year flood plain. Major floods occurred in April of 
1973 and in May of 1974. The Helena area was declared a major 
disaster area in 1973 because of severe flooding resulting from lo­
calized rainfall and impounded floodwaters behind the levee. Dam­
ages at that time amounted to millions of dollars. The occurrence 
of a 100-year frequency flood even under 1981 conditions would 
cause inundation damages to 425 residential structures, 144 com­
mercial/industrial structures, 8 public facilities and 7 churches at 
an estimated cost of $6.8 million. 

The recommended plan provides for improvement of 1.85 miles of 
stream channel adequate to contain the 10-year frequency storm 
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event. and construction of a 223-cubic-foot-per-second capacity 
pumpmg station to pump flood flows into the Mississippi River. 
The channel will be earthen from the pumping station to upstream 
of Hank's Lane. From upstream of Hank's Lane to U.S. Highway 
49 Business, the channel will be concrete-lined. The portion from 
Missouri Street to Beech Street will be underground. A gated cul­
vert, to be located downstream of the U.S. Highway 49 bridge, will 
prevent back flows from Long Lake into the pumping station. Also, 
the bottom grade of Outlet Ditch between the pumping station and 
the gated culvert will be lowered to allow the sump to drain natu­
rally. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-Local interests have 
requested flood control in Helena and are in agreement with the 
recommended plan of improvement. Local interests have stated 
their willingness to provide the necessary items of non-Federal par­
ticipation. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The proposed report of 
the Chief of Engineers was coordinated with all appropriate Feder­
al and regional agencies. No unresolved concerns were raised re­
garding the proposed project. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Memphis Dis­
trict Engineer determined that the proposed project would not sig­
nificantly affect the quality of the human environment; therefore, 
no Environmental Impact Statement has been prepared for the rec­
ommended plan. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $11,200,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $3,430,000. 1 

1 These costs include $940,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interest to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 5-year economic 
life): 1.40. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($685,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
(except for railroad bridges) necessary for the project's construc­
tion. Non-Federal interests will also be required to assure mainte­
nance and repair during the useful life of the works as required to 
serve the project's intended purposes, and to hold and save the 
United States free from damages other than those due to the fault 
or negligence of the United States or its contractors. 

WEST MEMPHIS AND VICINITY, AR 

Location.-In the St. Francis River Basin, along the Mississippi 
River in east-central Arkansas, approximately eight miles due west 
of Memphis Tennessee. A large portion of the area benefited by 
the recomm~nded plan is within the City of West Memphis, Arkan­
sas. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tion adopted May 29, 1975. . . 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The primary problem ~n the 
vicinity of West Memphis, Arkansas is the recurrent floodmg of 
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commercial, industrial, residential and agricultural areas. Damag­
ing floods of varying levels occurred in December of 1982, April of 
1979, May of 1975, January of 1974, April of 1973, December of 
1972, April of 1964 and January of 1957. 

The recommended plan consists of 10.85 miles of channel en­
largement of Fifteen Mile Bayou and 13.01 miles of channel en­
largement on Ten Mile Bayou, with restrictive easements taken on 
the rights-of-way and a limited revegetative program to reduce en­
vironmental losses due to the flood control feature. The recom­
mended plan will provide protection from the 10-year flood event to 
urban structures downstream of the end of improvements on Ten 
Mile Bayou. Upstream of the end of improvement, structures in 
some areas will be affected by flood events smaller than 10-years, 
but will receive some reduction in damages. However, most struc­
tures in the urban areas will receive a greater than 10-year level of 
protection. The channels through agricultural areas are designed 
to carry urban floodwaters and provide protection from the 10-year 
flood. The plan includes enlargement from one side as much as pos­
sible and avoiding identified wetlands and a dead timber swamp 
near the construction area. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The City of West 
Memphis, Drainage Districts Numbered 2 and 6 of Crittanden 
County, and Crittanden County very much desire flood control in 
the vincinity of West Memphis, and are in agreement with the rec­
ommended plan of improvement. The City of West Memphis has 
passed a resolution indicating its support for the project. The State 
of Arkansas has indicated its support for the recommended plan. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Federal and Re­
gional Agencies having an interest in the project have expressed 
either their support for, or the need for the project. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Memphis Dis­
trict Engineer determined the recommended improvements would 
not significantly affect the quality of the human environment; 
therefore, no Environmental Impact Statement was prepared for 
the recommended plan. An Environmental Assessment and Find­
ing of No Significant Impact were prepared. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $19,900,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $4,970,000. 1 

1 These costs include $4,970,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United 
States pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 2.10. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interest will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($1,030,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 
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MINGO CREEK, OK 

Locatio'!.-Within the city limits of Tulsa, Oklahoma. 
Authonty for Report.-Section 208 of the Flood Control Act of 

1965, as modified by Section 134b of the Water Resources Develop­
ment Act of 1976. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Mingo Creek is a tributary 
of Bird Creek and is part of the Verdigris River Basin. Mingo 
Creek flows from south to north through the eastern part of Tulsa, 
Oklahoma. Approximately 90 percent of Mingo Creek's 60-square 
mile drainage area lies within the City of Tulsa. 

On the average, Mingo Creek floods once every 2 to 3 years. 
Since 1959, nine major floods have been recorded. Mingo Creek 
peaks quickly, providing little warning time for the residents of ap­
proximately 3,100 homes in the flood plain. These floods rise rapid­
ly, within 30 minutes of a heavy rain, and recede quickly, after 
only 1 to 6 hours. A 100-year flood (with full watershed urbaniza­
tion) could rise 4 to 8 feet above the streambank and flow at a ve­
locity of more than 5 feet per second. Such a flood would present 
great hazards to life and property. Tulsa's largest flood, which oc­
curred in May of 1976, resulted in two fatalities and caused dam­
ages along the mainstem and on major tributaries of Mingo Creek 
estimated at $26,000,000 at 1976 price levels. ($48,000,000 in 1982 
prices). 

The recommended plan of improvement consists of 23 detention 
ponds which will capture peak flows and hold them temporarily 
until downstream flows subside. There will be about 7.5 miles of 
channelization in selected spots on the tributaries and on the main­
stem of Mingo Creek. 

One detention site will be located at an existing pond, upstream 
of the Crosstown Expressway 1-244. The existing dam will be re­
moved and replaced with a higher and longer embankment. A per­
manent pool with a storage of about 100 acre-feet and a maximum 
depth of 7 feet will be created for sediment storage over the life of 
the project. The embankment will be turfed on both upstream and 
downstream slopes to prevent erosion, and the entire project area 
will be landscaped to form an aesthetically pleasing site. 

Twenty-two excavated detention sites consisting of floodwater 
holding areas excavated adjacent to the creek will be constructed. 
The operational concept of the excavated detention sites is to allow 
those streamflows up to the streambank capacity of the stream to 
pass by the detention sites without entering them. A concrete con­
trol structure will be built in the channel to regulate the flows 
passing each site. When streamflows reach a level above bank-full 
and begin to cause floodings, those floodflows will enter each deten­
tion site over a concrete-lined overflow weir. After the rainfall 
stops, the streamflows will decrease and the detention sites will 
automatically empty the stored water. The detention sites will 
skim off the flows that normally cause flooding and temporarily 
hold them until high, but the nondamaging, streamflows can pass. 
Floodwaters will be stored at or below the surrounding ground 
level. A flood of greater magnitude than the design flood will pass 
over the detention sites, causing no additional damage beyond what 
would occur without the detention sites. The surface, of the filled 
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detention sites will act as a natural ground surface similar to that 
which existed prior to their construction. 

Improved channels will be constructed where required to obtain 
100-year protection with the detention sites in place. 

Thirty-two residential or commercial structures will be removed, 
21 bridges modified or replaced, and 700 acres of land obtained in 
fee. 

Mitigation measures for the 90 acres of lost timber will include 
the acquisition of 35 acres between 11th and 21st Streets and the 
establishment of 55 acres of new timber at the detention sites. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Oklaho­
ma concurs in the recommended plan. The City of Tulsa fully sup­
ports the recommended plan, has already spent over $20 million 
toward implementation of the plan, and has expressed its willing­
ness to provide the necessary items of non-Federal participation. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency had no objection to the recommended plan. The 
Department of the Interior expressed concern over the potential ef­
fects of the plan on four parks in the area (McClure, Rockwell, 
Norberg and Aaronson Parks). 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on June 3, 1981. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $93,200,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $39,900,000. 1 

1 These costs include $50,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 2.2. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-The City of Tulsa will be required 
to provide five percent ($6,650,000) of total project flood control 
costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Section 
302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations (except 
for railroads) necessary for the project's construction. The City will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes the concerns of the Department 
of the Interior regarding the use of four public parks-McClure, 
Rockwell, Norbert, and Aaronson Parks-as stormwater detention 
sites. Accordingly, the Committee has directed that the Mingo 
Creek project shall include measures determined appropriate by 
the Secretary, after consultation with the City of Tulsa, to mini­
mize adverse effects associated with the use of flood water deten­
tion sites for the project. 

FRY CREEKS, OK 

Location.-Within the city limits of Bixby, Oklahoma. 
Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 

adopted October 10, 1974. 
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Description of Recommended Plan.-The 100-year flood plain of 
the Fry Creeks covers 1,600 acres in north Bixby. Seven floods 
causing extensive property damage occurred in that area between 
1970 and 1980. About 20 percent of the flood plain consists of resi­
dential and commercial development, the rest being cropland, pas­
ture, and natural area. About 75 percent of the recurring flood 
damages are to single-family homes and utilities. Flood damages 
amount to about $1,200,000 annually. 

The recommended plan of improvement includes enlarging Fry 
Creek 2 and diverting it south to the Arkansas River; enlarging 
Fry Creek 1 and diverting it west to join Fry Creek 2; and con­
structing a levee east of Fry Creek 1 to keep floodflows from 
Haikey Creek (to which Fry Creek 1 is a tributary) out of the Fry 
Creeks area. 

Fry Creek 2 will be enlarged along its present alignment from 
the vicinity of 116th Street South to the point where the present 
channel turns east. From that point, Fry Creek 2 will be diverted 
west for a short distance and then south to the Arkansas River. 
Fry Creek 1 will be enlarged along its present alignment from the 
vicinity of 116th Street South to the point where the present chan­
nel turns east, then diverted south about 1000 feet, then due west 
across Memorial Drive to join the Fry Creek 2 diversion channel. 
The channels will be sloped to minimize scouring and sediment 
deposition. Channel depth will vary from 6 to 12 feet to accommo­
date 100-year flows. 

A levee averaging 3 feet in height will be constructed along the 
east side of Fry Creek 1 to prevent Haikey Creek flood waters from 
flowing into the Fry Creeks watershed. The earthen levee will be 
about 3,500 feet long. 

One hundred and nine acres of land will be obtained in fee, and 
maintenance easements will be required for an additional 21 acres. 
Twenty-three acres are presently dedicated as channel. 

All channels and diversions will be designed to accommodate 
100-year floodflows. This plan will remove about 1,100 acres in 
north Bixby from the 100-year floodplain. About 16 acres along the 
channel will be planted in natural trees and shrubs to mitigate 
wildlife habitat losses expected under the recommended plan. 

The project area is presently zoned in conformance with the re­
quirements resulting from participation in the National Flood In­
surance Program, and the City of Bixby is presently participating 
in the Program. Present zoning controls over the residual flood 
plain will continue. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The Oklahoma De­
partment of Transportation and the Oklahoma Wate~ Resou!ces 
Board have concurred in the recommended plan. The CIty of BIXby 
and Tulsa County have indicated their willingness to provide the 
necessary items of non-Federal participation for the project. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior supports the recommended plan. The EnVironmental Pro­
tection Agency has stated that it has no objection to the plan. The 
Federal Emergency Management Agency and the Soil Conservation 
Service concur in the plan. 
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SJgJl!§.. _of ~mdron!!!.ent(Ll Impo&t Sl(l.te~ent.-:-'l'he Fin:::tl Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on March 18, 1983. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $9,100,000. 
Non-Federal: $3,900,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­

nomic life) 1.3. 
Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­

quired "to provide five percent ($650,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-FElderal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes that the recommended plan in­
cludes the acquisition of 16 acres of land to mitigate the adverse 
effects associated with the direct loss of 20 acres of wildlife habitat. 
Accordingly, in the interest of protecting environmental values, the 
Committee has directed that for the Fry Creeks Project the Corps 
shall acquire a total of 20 acres of land for mitigation of fish and 
wildlife losses and that those mitigation lands shall be contiguous 
and in a corridor not less than 50 feet wide, to the extent feasible. 

MALINE CREEK, MO 

Location.-In the highly urbanized area of St. Louis County, Mis­
souri, adjacent to the northern boundary of the city of St. Louis. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tions adopted April 7 and October 4, 1966, July 15, 1970 and Octo­
ber 2, 1972; and House Public Works Committee resolutions adopt­
ed July 29, 1971 and October 12, 1972, 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The problems in the project 
area include continuing environmental degradation in a highly ur­
banized area that lacks outdoor recreational opportunities, and av­
erage annual flood damages estimated to be $5,546,000 at October 
1982 price levels. Maline Creek headwater flooding caused 
$16,500,000 in damages in April of 1979. The recommended plan of 
improvement captures the opportunity to provide $1,059,000 in av­
erage annual tangible recreation and environmental benefits in ad­
dition to $4,972,000 in average annual flood mitigation benefits 
based on October 1982 price levels. 

The recommended plan of improvement includes 8 dry detention 
reservoirs, 3.29 miles of channel widening and straightening, 5 
bridge replacements, 2 bridge improvements, 5.05 miles of low-level 
flood walls functioning as clusters of building floodproofing areas, 
3.31 miles of low-level levees also functioning as clusters of build­
ing floodproofing areas, 91 acres of clearing to aid flood flow dis­
charges, and acquisition of 474 acres along the stream corridor and 
384 acres adjacent to detention basins to aid flood water discharge 
and prevent flood plain encroachment. Also included are 10 miles 
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of environmental and recreational trails, 5 fish ponds, and 18 
aquatic habitat structures. 

The combined structural and nonstructural flood control features 
will result in a 90 percent reduction in annual flood damages. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Missou­
ri strongly supports the recommended plan and has stated that the 
project will serve as a model for current and future studies of ways 
to reduce flood damages in urban areas without being destructive 
of the environment. The St. Louis Metropolitan Sewer District has 
agreed to provide the required items of non-Federal participation. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior supports the recommended plan, and the Environmental 
Protection Agency has stated it has no objections to the plan. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-Notice by the Envi­
ronmental Protection Agency of the availability of the Final Envi­
ronmental Impact Statement was published in the Federal Register 
on July 23, 1982. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $44,800,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $19,400,000. 1 

1 These costs include $2,240,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United 
States pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.14. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($3,260,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations and a 
portion of recreational and fish and wildlife costs, as necessary for 
the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will also be re­
quired to assure maintenance and repair during the useful life of 
the works as required to serve the project's intended purposes, and 
to hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its con­
tractors. 

ST. JOHNS BAYOU AND NEW MADRID FLOODWAY, MO 

Location.-In New Madrid, Scott, and Mississippi Counties in 
southeast Missouri, adjacent to the Mississippi River. 

Authority for Report (Phase I General Design Memorandum).­
Section 101(a) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1976. 

Description ofRecommended Plan.-After construction of all pre­
viously authorized improvements in the vicinity, approximately 
32,000 acres in the New Madrid Floodway will still subject to flood­
ing at a frequency of once in 100 years. In the St. Johns Bayou 
Basin, approximately 75,000 acres are subject to impounded runoff 
and about 35000 acres are subject to flooding from headwater. 
About 2,500 a~res in or near the city of Sikeston, including numer­
ous residential, commercial and industrial buildings, and many 
streets and sewers, are subject to inundation. 

Structural features of the recommended plan include channel im­
provements on about 136 miles of rural channel ru;td 7.7 II?-iles of 
urban channel, a 1,000 cubic-foot-per-second pumpmg station for 
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the St. Johns Bayou area, and a 1500 cubic-feet-per-second pumping 
station for the New Madrid Floodway area. The right-of-way re­
quired for construction of the project consists of the purchase in fee 
of approximately 1,666 acres and the purchase of restrictive ease­
ments on 2,100 acres. To implement the project, it will be necessary 
to alter or relocate a number of utilities, 4 railroad bridges and 35 
county, state, and interstate bridges. 

Fish and wildlife mitigation measures included in the plan con­
sist of the acquisition of 2,500 acres of land at Ten Mile Pond, re­
strictive easements along 2,100 acres of construction right-of-way, 
ponding on 4,900 acres for waterfowl, and construction of a fish 
poor weir. A 2.1-mile hiking and biking trail at Sikeston is also in­
cluded. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Missou­
ri supports the recommended plan. The St. Johns Levee and Drain­
age District and the St. Johns Bayou Basin Drainage District have 
expressed their intent to provide the necessary items of non-Feder­
al responsibility for the plan. Consolidated Drainage District No.1 
of Mississippi County, St. James Drainage District, Mississippi 
County, New Madrid County, and the City of Sikeston also support 
the plan. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior has stated it does not object to the recommended plan. The 
Environmental Protection Agency has expressed some environmen­
tal reservations about the plan. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Supple­
ment to the Environmental Impact Statement was filed with the 
Environmental Protection Agency on July 30, 1982. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $76,200,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $32,700,000. 1 

1 These costs include $29,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.5. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($5,440,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-Because the Environmental Protection Agency has 
expressed reservations regarding the recommended plan, the Com­
mittee directs that during the preconstruction planning the Corps 
will address all the items of concern raised by the Environmental 
Protection Agency, as well as the Department of the Interior. 

In addition, the Committee has directed that lands for mitigation 
of damages to fish and wildlife expected to result from the project 
be acquired as soon as possible from available funds, including the 
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Environmental Protection and Mitigation Fund established in Title 
XI. 

Further, lands acquired by the State of Missouri after January 1, 
1982, for mitigation of damage to fish and wildlife within the Ten 
Mile Pond mitigation area shall be counted as part of the total 
quantity of mitigation lands required for the project and shall be 
maintained by the State for such purpose. This will ensure that the 
valuable fish and wildlife habitat lands are acquired for the public 
rather than lost to some other use. 

STE. GENEVIEVE, MI 

Location.-In Ste. Genevieve County, on the Mississippi River. 
Authority for Report.-House Committee on Public Works resolu­

tion adopted 17, June 1948. 
Description of Recommended Plan. -Ste. Genevieve is a historic 

town that was founded during the French colonial period in the 
1700's. A major part of the community has been designated a Reg­
istered National Historic Landmark and is listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places. Most of this historic district is subject 
to flooding from the Mississippi River. 

The recommended plan of improvement provides for construction 
of a levee along the river to protect the community from Mississip­
pi River flooding and interior works that include a 650 cubic foot 
per second pump station; channel widening on North and South 
Gabouri Creeks; two small levees along those streams; and six 
bridge replacements, one removal and two modifications. Some 
recreation facilities would be provided on project lands. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-Comments obtained 
from the State of Missouri during the course of the study, although 
they did not commit the state to participation, indicated a levee 
would be advantageous and that, in the State's view, Ste. Gene­
vieve has national and international significance. The local spon­
sors, the City of Ste. Genevieve and Levee District # 3 of Ste. Gene­
vieve County, endorsed the plan of improvement and expressed 
their intent to fulfill requirements of non-Federal cooperation. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-During the course of 
the study the Department of Interior noted that since the 1960s 
Ste. Genevieve has been recognized as a National Historic Land­
mark, a status awarded to only a few, and expressed a view that 
the project for protection of the community should be considered 
justified on the basis of non-economic benefits associated with pres­
ervation of enhancement of resources. Similar comments were re­
ceived from the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and 
from the National Trust for Historic Preservation, Midwest Region­
al Office. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The final Environ­
mental Impact Statement will be filed with the Environmental 
Protection Agency during the fourth quarter of 1985. 

Project Costs (estimated on October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $29,400,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $4,180,000. 1 

1 These costs include $4,280,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests of the United 
States pursuant to Section 302. 
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nomIC life): V • .LO 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide 5 percent ($1,670,000) of the total project flood 
control costs during construction plus lands, easements, right-of­
way and relocations necessary for the project construction, subject 
to the limitations of Section 302. The costs of recreational develop­
ment will be cost shared on a 50 percent basis between Federal and 
non-Federal interests. Non-Federal interest will also be required to 
assure maintenance and repair during the useful life of the works 
as needed to serve the project's intended purposes, and to hold and 
save the United States free from damages other than those due to 
the fault and negligence of the United States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-In view of the historic significance of the city, the 
Congress finds that the benefits of the project exceed its costs. 

BRUSH CREEK AND THE TRIBUTARIES, MO AND KS 

Location.-In the Kansas City Metropolitan Region, Missouri and 
Kansas. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tion adopted March 9, 1971. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Urban flood protection is 
needed within the Brush Creek basin. The flood of record, in Sep­
tember of 1977, caused the loss of 12 lives and over $66 million in 
economic losses. 

The recommended plan of improvement includes deepening the 
Brush Creek channel bottom beginning downstream of the Roa" 
noke Road Bridge and continuing downstream about 7,500 feet to 
below the Troost Avenue Bridge. An open channel will replace the 
existing closed conduit between Oak and Locust Streets. The 
project will provide an increased level of protection to greater than 
the 100-year flood in nearly all project areas, and greater than the 
500-year flood for some critical reaches. Future flood damages will 
be reduced 85 percent in the protected area. 

The recommended plan includes 4 acres of project lands, plus 8 
acres of land for the disposal of waste materials at a remote site. 
The Oak Street bridge will be removed and replaced. Two new pe­
destrian bridges will be required, along with some recreational 
trail replacements. Several utility lines will be relocated. The rec­
ommended plan also calls for the removal of the Kansas City 
Public Service Railway bridge. A flood warning system, which 
could provide 10 to 20 minutes of additional warning time will be 
included and landscaping and other esthetic treatments will be in­
corporated into plan features to minimize adverse visual impacts. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Missou­
ri has endorsed the recommended plan and has indicated the non­
Federal share of the cost may be eligible under a state-wide fund­
ing procedure recently approved by Missouri voters. The State of 
Kansas has offered no objections to the plan. Kansas City, Missou­
ri, has expressed its support for the plan. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency stated it had no objection to the recommended 
plan; however, the Department of the Interior expressed concerns 
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regarding certain recreation and esthetic features of the project. 
The Corps has agreed to resolve these concerns in coordination 
with the Department of the Interior during final design of the 
project. The Mid-America R~ional Council expressed concern that 
a railway bridge was to be removed, but noCreplaced at Federal 
expense. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on May 14, 1982. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $12,300,000; 1 

Non-Federal: $3,940,000. 1 

1 These costs include $484,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.3. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($788,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-Although the existing Kansas City Public Service 
Railway bridge has not been used for over ten years, the Kansas 
City area Transportation Authority and the Mid-America Regional 
Council (the areawide A-95 review and comment agency for the 
Kansas City metropolitan region) have opposed removal of the rail­
way bridge, as recommended in the plan of improvement. Accord­
ingly, in the interests of facilitating regional public transportation, 
the Committee has directed that the Brush Creek project shall in­
clude replacement of that railway bridge at an estimated Federal 
cost of $700,000 if the Corps determines, before any future acquisi­
tion of any land for or the actual construction of the project, that 
appropriate non-Federal interests will use the bridge as part of a 
regional public transportation system in the ten-year period follow­
ing initiation of the project. . 

CAPE GIRARDEAU, MO 

Location.-In the City and County of Cape Girardeau, Missouri. 
Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolu­

tions adopted April 11, 1974 and October 12, 1972, and Senate 
Public Works Committee resolution adopted May 24, 1966. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Flooding problems in the 
project area consist primarily of flash flooding in the various small 
watersheds, flooding from the Mississippi River, and flooding along 
the Little River Diversion Channel. Economic feasibility narrowed 
the study to flood control measures)n. the 21.4-s9u~re-mile. <;Jape
LaCroix Creek watershed. Under WIthout project condItIons, 
some 422 structures are affected by the 100-year flood in this wa­
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tershed. Under projected "with project" conditions, 330 structures 
will enjoy fu1l100-year flood protection, and 92 will receive little or 
reduced damages. 

The plan of improvement recommended by the Division Engineer 
includes one upstream detention reservoir, 1.89 miles of rectangu­
lar concrete channel, 2.46 miles of trapezoidal grass-lined earth 
channel, 8 bridge replacements, removal of 67 structures, acquisi­
tion of 250 acres of lands in fee for rights-of-way and improve­
ments, 9 bridge replacements, one in-channel pooling structure, im­
provement to two existing fish ponds, and 12 miles of recreational 
and environmental trails. The Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors and the Chief of Engineers concur generally with the plan 
recommended by the Division Engineer except with respect to the 
Division Engineer's recommendation that the plan include non­
structural flood damage reduction measures. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The St. Louis Dis­
trict Engineer determined that the proposed project would not 
have a significant impact on the quality of the human environ­
ment; therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement has not been 
prepared. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $18,700,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $6,300,000. 1 

1 These costs include $442,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United Ststes 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.7. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($1,210,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations and 
portion of the costs of recreational and fish and wildlife features, as 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-Because the Committee believes that inclusion of the 
nonstructural measures recommended by the Division Engineer 
would maximize flood control benefits, the bill includes language 
authorizing the inclusion of such measures as part of the plan of 
improvement. 

HALSTEAD, KS 

Location.-In the City of Halstead, Kansas, about 25 miles north 
of Wichita, Kansas. 

Authority for Report.-House Flood Control Committee resolu­
tion adopted June 21, 1944. Section 208 of Public Law 89-298, and 
House Public Works Committee resolution adopted May 5, 1966. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Flood protection for the 
entire city of Halstead is needed to protect against recurrent flood­
ing from the Little Arkansas River. Flooding with frequency of 100 



143 


years would inundate the entire city. A major flood occurred in Oc­
tober of 1979. 

The recommended plan of improvement includes the construc­
tion of about 21,600 feet of levee and floodwall in combination with 
clearing and snagging, widening, and straightening the channel of 
the Little Arkansas River to a bottom width of 60 feet in the vicini­
ty of Halstead. A drainage structure, pumping plant, and ponding 
area will be provided on the south side of town. Two hundred sev­
enty-three acres of land will be acquired for the project. A sliding 
gate will be provided for the Kansas Highway 89 Grossing and a 
swinging gate will be provided for the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa 
Fe Railway Crossing. Ramps will be built at all other road cross­
ings. Recreational facilities including a parking lot, toilets, picnic 
tables, fireplaces, refuse cans, water and lighting, will be provided 
on the right-of-way around the perimeter of the ponding area. Ten 
pool-riffle areas will be developed within the channel to provide 
stream habitat for aquatic organisms and reproductive areas for 
fish species. In addition, the levee, floodwalls, channel, and borrow 
areas will be landscaped to enhance the environmental quality of 
the project. New plantings of grasses and trees will reduce erosion 
and water quality degradation and provide food, cover, and shade 
for fish and wildlife. 

Views of State and Non·Federal Interests.-The State of Kansas 
has concurred in the recommended plan and has urged that the 
proposed project be authorized at the earliest possible date. The 
City of Halstead supports the project. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency originally expressed opposition to the project 
and rated the project environmentally unsatisfactory. The Environ­
mental Protection Agency expected water quality degradation, wet­
land degradation and the contribution by the proposed action to 
result in the cumulative degradation of the water related land re­
sources of the Little Arkansas River Basin. After many meetings 
between the Environmental Protection Agency and the Corps, the 
environmentally unsatisfactory rating was conditionally retracted 
and the Environmental Protection Agency has stated that the 
action presently proposed represents a reasonable trade-off of envi­
ronmental quality for flood protection for the city of Halstead. 

The Department of the Interior stated that it preferred Alterna­
tive Plan IV, described in the District Engineer's report, which 
would involve less channelization than the recommended plan. The 
Department of the Interior also recommended additional measures 
to mitigate fish and wildlife losses expected to be caused by the 
project and recommended that the plan include measures to insure 
public access to the Little Arkansas River. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on March 20, 1981. . 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $6,100,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $1,780,000. 1 

1 These costs include $778,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United 8tstes 
pursuant to Section 302. 
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Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide 5 percent ($355,000) of total project flood control 
costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Section 
302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations and a 
portion of the costs of recreational features, as necessary for the 
project's construction. Non-Federal interests will also be required 
to assure maintenance and repair during the useful life of the 
works as required to serve the project's intended purposes, and to 
hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its con­
tractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes the concerns raised by the De­
partment of the Interior in relation to the proposed Halstead 
project. Accordingly, in the interest of preserving environmental 
and recreational values, the Committee has directed that the 
project shall include the acquisition of additional lands for mitiga­
tion of fish and wildlife losses caused by the project and additional 
access points to the Little Arkansas River recommended by the 
Secretary, following a study made in conjunction with appropriate 
Federal, State and local agencies, of the need for additional mitiga­
tion lands and access points. The Secretary is required within one 
year to transmit to the House Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation and the Senate Committee on Environment and 
Public Works a report of that study, along with recommendations 
for additional measures which the Secretary determines to be nec­
essary and appropriate to mitigate the adverse effects of the project 
on fish and wildlife habitat. Except for funds from the Environ­
mental Protection and Mitigation Fund established in Title XI, no 
appropriation shall be made for the acquisition of any interest in 
real property for, or the actual construction of, the Halstead 
project if that acquisition and actual construction have not been 
approved by resolution of the two Committees. 

Part of the cost-sharing being considered by the City of Halstead 
deals with the City's possible use of outside groups to assist in per­
forming work such as clearing brush and trees, land improvement 
and grading. As an example, the City of Halstead has been in con­
tact with the Kansas Department of Corrections regarding the pos­
sibility of having inmates from the nearby Kansas State Industrial 
Reformatory in Hutchinson, Kansas, perform this work. Another 
contact the city has made is with the Kansas Army National 
Guard concerning the likelihood of having Guard units conduct 
their weekend and summer exercises in the area, thus utilizing the 
Guard's heavy equipment and manpower for basic land improve­
ment. 

Under Section 302(g)(2) of H.R. 6, this work will be eligible to be 
included as part of the non-Federal contribution. The amount cred­
ited toward the non-Federal share is the value of the work accom­
plished by the city, measured at the time of project construction, 
since this is work which otherwise would have to be performed by
the Corps of Engineers. 

In addition to this work, the community is also exploring the pos­
sibility of applying for funding under the Small Cities COmmunity 
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Development Block Grant Program to be used in acquiring the nec­
essary lands, easements, rights-of-ways, and other costs incurred 
for the flood control project. The Comptroller of the United States, 
in a decision filed May 23, 1977, found that block grant funds 
under title I of the Housing and Community Development Act of 
1974 may be accepted by the Corps of Engineers as part of the 
project's local cooperation requirement. The Committee agrees with 
the finding of the Comptroller General that Small Cities Communi­
ty Development Block Grant funds may be used to help finance the 
non-Federal share of project costs. 

UPPER LITTLE ARKANSAS RIVER, KS 

Location.-In central Kansas, about 15 miles north of Hutchin­
son, Kansas. The Upper Little Arkansas River Watershed consists 
of a 335 square-mile drainage area within the Little Arkansas 
River Basin above the confluence of Blaze Fork Creek and the 
Little Arkansas River. 

Authority for Report.-House Flood Control Committee resolu­
tion adopted June 21, 1944; Section 208 of the Flood Control Act of 
1965, Public Law 89-298; and House Public Works Committee reso­
lution adopted May 5, 1966. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The standard project flood 
plain covers 65,000 acres along the main stem of the Little Arkan­
sas River and tributaries in the Upper Little Arkansas River Wa­
tershed. Flooding on the lower elevations occurs, on the average, 
about twice a year, with less frequent occurrences on the remain­
ing flood plain area. Floods have occurred as often as four times in 
one year. The majority of the flood plain is in crop production, al­
though the most severely floodprone areas are used for pasture or 
are left in timber. In addition to extensive damage to farmsteads, 
lands, crops, roads, bridges, and utilities, flooding causes erosion 
which carries away valuable soil cover, causes lands to be less pro­
ductive and endangers fish and wildlife. Average annual damages 
from flooding are estimated to be approximately $3.2 million in Oc­
tober 1984 prices. The last year major flood occurred in October of 
1979. 

The recommended plan includes 18 small earthfill dams similar 
to those often construction by the Soil Conservation Service of the 
Department of Agriculture in rural areas. These dams will range 
from 17 to 35 feet in height and from 425 to 3,750 feet in length. 
Grass spillways will range in width from 40 to 920 feet. All the 
dams will be in low-risk agricultural areas, and their primary pur­
pose will be to reduce frequent flooding on agricultural lands. The 
dams will be designed for 25-year flood control storage and 100-year 
sediment volume. An easement of 100 acres of woody habitat will 
be acquired for mitigation of anticipated wildlife habitat losses. No 
public access will be provided at the dams and project areas. Dams 
and spillways will be fenced. To provide habitat for nesting birds, 
maintenance of the watershed structures (particularly mowing) will 
be held to a minimum with no mowing until July 15 of each year. 
Watershed structures ~ll be seeded with a mixture of tall, inter­
mediate, and western wheat grass, alfalfa, and smooth brome mix. 
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Flood plain zoning will be accomplished in the communities of 
Little River, Medora, and Buhler. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The Kansas State 
Board of Agriculture's Division of Water Resources, the Kansas De­
partment of Economic Development, the Kansas Fish and Game 
Commission, the Kansas Department of Health and Environment, 
the Kansas State Historical Society, the Kansas Corporation Com­
mission, the Kansas State Conservation Commission, the Kansas 
Energy Office, and the Kansas Water Office have all concurred in 
the plan recommended by the District and Division Engineers. The 
Upper Little Arkansas River Watershed District No. 95 has indicat­
ed its willingness to provide the necessary items of non-Federal 
participation for the project. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Fish and Wildlife 
Service supports the plan. The Environmental Protection Agency 
has stated it has some reservations about the recommended plan 
and has requested that additional information be included in the 
Final Environmental Statement. This has been done. The Soil Con­
servation Service favors the recommended plan. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on March 25, 1983. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $9,590,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $2,610,000. 1 

1 These costs include $610,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United Ststes 
purusant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.30. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($610,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
(except railroads) necessary for the project's construction. Non-Fed­
eral interests will also be required to assure maintenance and 
repair during the useful life of the works as required to serve the 
project's intended purposes, and to hold and save the United States 
free from damages other than those due to the fault or negligence 
of the United States or its contractors. 

ROCK RIVER, IL 

Location.-In Loves Park, Winnebago County, Illinois, adjacent 
to the northeast boundary of Rockford, Illinois, and about 17 miles 
south of the Illinois-Wisconsin state border. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted December 2, 1971. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The major water resources 
problem identified for Loves Park was recurrent flooding. of resi­
dences, buildings, and other facilities due to inadequate storm 
drainage and overflows from the Large and Small Unnamed 
Creeks. Recent floods in the area occurred in 1973, 1974, 1975, and 
1978. 
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Because of Corps of Engineers policy concerning drainage areas 
of less than 1.5 square miles, the recommended plan for the Small 
Unnamed Creek was determined to be a storm drainage improve­
ment, which was considered by the Corps to be a local responsibil­
ity. 

The recommended plan of improvement for the Large Unnamed 
Creek includes 15,500 linear feet of concrete channel and 2,400 
linear feet of riprap channel, a 75,000 gallon-per-minute pumping 
plant, 90 acres of ponding area to accommodate 320 acre-feet of 
storage and 2,500 linear feet of 5-foot levee. The recommended plan 
would prevent all damages from overbank flooding up to a 100-year 
frequency flood event and would reduce average annual flood dam­
ages by 97 percent. 

The recommended plan would require a total of 124.4 acres of 
right-of-way, of which 34.4 acres would be for the channel and 90 
acres for storage. Utility relocations will be negligible. Within the 
protected area, 5,013 acres are occupied by residences, businesses, 
and industry. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Illinois 
supported the recommended plan of improvement for Large Un­
named Creek; however, the State indicated it would prefer Federal 
participation in improvements to Small Unnamed Creek, which 
had been determined by the Corps to be the responsibility of local 
interests. The City of Loves Park has indicated its willingness to 
provide the required items of non-Federal participation. 

Views ofFederal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior did not oppose the plan, but recommended that the 
project's impact on the existing recreational resource base be con­
sidered during preconstruction planning. The Environmenatal Pro­
tection Agency has not objected to the recommended plan. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on March 14, 1980. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $23,400,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $7,680,000. 1 

'These costs include $375,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.2. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($1,540,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages oth~r than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-The Small Unnamed Creek drains approximately 1.1 
square miles, all within the city limits of Loves Park. Because of 
the limited size and streamflow of the Small Unnamed Creek 
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drainage area, the Corps determined that improvements for flood 
control did not fall within the purview of the Corps for that portion 
of the study area, and that any flood control improvements on the 
Small Unnamed Creek would be a local responsibility. 

The Committee has directed that the project shall include flood 
protection measures along Small Unnamed Creek, as described in 
the Interim Report of the District Engineer. In Section 1159 the 
Committee has directed that in the preparation of feasibility re­
ports for flood control projects in urban areas the Corps shall con­
sider and evaluate measures to reduce or eliminate damages from 
flooding without regard to frequency of flooding or the amount of 
runoff. Requiring the Federal flood control improvements for Small 
Unnamed Creek described in the Disrict Engineer's Interim Report 
will make the authorization for the project consistent with the 
policy established in section 159. 

The Committee has also included the requirement that before ac­
quisition of land for, or actual construction of, the project, the Sec­
retary shall study the probable effects of the project on existing 
recreational resource in the project area and, as part of the project, 
shall undertake such measures as he determines necessary and ap­
propriate to mitigate any adverse effects on such recreation re­
sources. 

GREEN BAY LEVEE AND DRAINAGE DISTRICT NO.2. IA 

Location.-Along the Mississippi River, Skunk River, and Lost 
Creek, in Lee County, Iowa, between the Cities of Burlington and 
Fort Madison, Iowa. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted December 11, 1969. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The existing project in the 
Green Bay Levee and Drainage District No.2 protects 13,400 acres 
of agricultural lands from floods of up to a 50-year change of occur­
rence. The present protection consists of earth levees, drainage fa­
cilities, and road ramps. In spite of existing project, there remains 
a residual flooding threat from the Mississippi River, Skunk River 
and Lost Creek, resulting in recurring flood damage. Damage 
occurs mainly to agricultural lands, although a large fertilizer 
plant is also located within the district. 

Under the recommended plan of improvement, about 17.2 miles 
of existing levee along the Mississippi River and flank levees along 
the Skunk and Lost Creek will be raised about 4 feet. The levee 
improvement will protect 1,700 acres of industrial and 11,900 acres 
of agricultural land from a 500-year flood, and decrease annual 
flood damages by about 89 percent. Other features of the recom­
mended plan include road and drainage ditch relocations modifica­
tion of discharge lines from the existing pump plant, and beautfica­
tion and mitigation measures. 

About 52 acres of agricultural land adjacent to the toe of the ex­
isting levee will be needed for the expanded levee and relocation of 
adjacent roads and drainage ditches. No homes or other structures 
will be relocated. 

Beneficial environmental effects will result from the protection 
provided for the land and the protection of the Mississippi River 
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from po.s~ible contamination by chemicals that could be released if 
the fertIlIZer plant located within the district were flooded. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Iowa 
has expressed support for the recommended plan. The Green Bay 
Levee and Drainage District No.2, has indicated its willingness to 
provide the necessary items of non-Federal participation. 

Views ofFederal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior and the Environmental Protection Agency concur in the 
recommendation of the District and Division Engineers; however, 
they disagree with the recommendation of the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors that levee material be obtained from the 
main channel of the Mississippi River rather than from an island 
area in the River. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on October 21, 1980. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $5,550,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $1,690,000. 1 

1 These costs include $470,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.02. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($339,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee has incorporated the recommenda­
tions of the District Engineer that borrow material be obtained 
from the Island source, rather than from the bottom of pool 19 as 
recommended by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, in 
order to protect the feeding area and habitat of the diving ducks 
which frequent the area. The pool is a major feeding area for a 
large percentage of the North American population of canvasback 
ducks. During migration season, as much as one half of this popu­
lation uses the pooL 

SOUTH QUINCY DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT, IL 

Location.-In the Mississippi River flood plain between river 
miles 318.5 and 325.5, immediately downstream from the City of 
Quincy, Illinois. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted December 11, 1969. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The existing flood control 
project in the South Quincy Drainage and Levee District protects 
5,800 acres of agricultural and commercial/industriallands against 
a 50-year frequency flood. The protection consists of levees, drain­
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age facilitates, and road ramps. In spite of the existing project, 
there remains a residual flooding threat from the Mississippi 
River, Curtis Creek and Mill Creek, resulting in recurring damage. 
A recent major flood event in this area in 1973 caused damages of 
$1.2 million within the District. Damages occur mainly to commer­
cial/industrial facilities, although a large agricultural area is also 
adversely affected. 

The recommended plan involves raising existing levees about 3.5 
feet. The mainstem Mississippi River levee will be raised with hy­
draulic fill and the flank levees along Curtis and Mill Creeks will 
be raised with impervious material from remote borrow areas. Con­
crete floodwalls will be used in the confined area of Curtis Creek. A 
concrete cap will be provided on an existing transfer sewer. Associ­
ated features of the recommended plan include raising and resur­
facing existing road ramps, ramping State Highway 57 at the Mill 
Creek flank levee crossing, constructing a railroad closure struc­
ture at the Curtis Creek flank levee crossing, and modifying the 
discharge lines at the existing pumping plant. The plan will reduce 
annual flood damages by 87 percent. 

About 55 acres of land will be required for rights-of-way, of 
which 47 acres are in cropland, the remainder being in a natural 
or seminatural condition. Material for the Mississippi River main­
stem levee will be obtained from selected backwater slough areas of 
the Mississippi River. The flank levees along Mill and Curtis 
Creeks will be raised with semicompacted clay fIll obtained from 
borrow areas along Mill Creek or from the bluff east of Highway 
57. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The South Quincy 
Drainage and Levee District has indicated its willingness to provide 
the necessary items of non-Federal participation . 
. Satus of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was fIled with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on July 8, 1983. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 

Federal: $10,800,000. 1 


Non-Federal: $2,920,000. 1 


1 These costs include $2,030,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 4.4. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($584,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee is aware of the environmental con­
cerns and recommendations regarding this project raised by the 
Fish and Wildlife Service. Accordingly, in the interest of protecting 
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environmental values, the Cpmmittee has directed that the Corps 
shall, to the extent feasible, obtain borrow material from sites in 
the main channel of the Mississippi River and place fill material 
on the landward side of the existing levee in order to protect wild­
life habitat. 

NORTH BRANCH OF CHICAGO RIVER, IL 

Location.-In Cook and Lake Counties, Illinois, immediately 
north of the City of Chicago, within the metropolitan area. 

Authority for Report (Phase I General Design Memorandum).­
Section 126 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1976. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Overbank flooding is a seri­
ous problem in the North Branch -Chicago River watershed, and 
the problem is increasing with continued urbanization. Average 
annual flood damages, based on existing conditions, are estimated 
at $1,880,000. Average annual damages for projected year 2010 con­
ditions, which include the Techny reservoirs constructed by the 
Metropolitan Sanitary District of Greater Chicago, are estimated at 
$6,142,000. The average annual floodwater damages, reflecting both 
the existing conditions and conditions projected to exist in the year 
2010 are estimated at about $4,280,000. Damage occurs primarily to 
residential property. 

The Phase I General Design Memorandum study reviewed an ex­
isting plan for urban flood damage reduction in the North Branch 
Chicago River watershed that was originally developed by the Soil 
Conservation Service ISCS) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
working in cooperation with the Metropolitan Sanitary District of 
Greater Chicago (MSDGC) and two local steering committees-local 
Flood Control Steering Committee for the North Branch Chicago 
River (Cook County) and North Branch Chicago River Flood Con­
trol Steering Committee (Lake County) .. 

Local interests have continually stressed their support of only 
the SCS/MSDGC plan and strongly opposed any reformulation of 
that plan. In view of the specific wording of the study authorization 
and the strong desires of local interests, the Corps of Engineers 
limited its Phase I General Design Memorandum study to a "reaf­
firmation" type of investigation. The focus of the study was to de­
termine whether implementation of the proposed floodwater man­
agement plan warrants Federal participation, based on the Water 
Resources Council's formulation and evaluation criteria and guid­
lines. 

The SCS/MSDGC plan included both structural and non-struc­
tural flood damage reduction measures. The primary structural 
features consisted of a series of nine excavated floodwater storage 
reservoirs located at seven sites. Reservoirs nos. 27, 29, 32A, 32B 
and 32C were located on the West Fork of the North Branch Chica­
go River; reservoirs nos. 15 and 18 on the Middle Fork; and reser­
voirs nos. 4 and 7 on the Skokie River. The SCS/MSDGC plan also 
included modifications to the existing Willow Road dam on the 
Skokie River. 

Reservoirs nos. 32A, 32B, and 32C, known as the Techny reser­
voirs, have been constructed by the MSDGC. Reservoir site no. 7 
has been developed and is no longer available for flood control pur­
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poses. Reservoirs nos. 4, 15, 18, 27, and 29, and the Willow Road 
dam modifications have not been constructed. 

The plan recommended in the Report of the Chief of Engineers 
provides for construction of three excavated flood water storage 
reservoirs including reservoir no. 15 on the Middle Fork and reser­
voirs nos. 27 and 29 on the West Fork. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-Local interests have 
consistently indicated support for the SCS/MSDGC plan, portions 
of which are reaffirmed in the recommended plan of the Corps. The 
Illinois Department of Transportation and the Metropolitan Sani­
tary District of Greater Chicago favor the implementation of the 
recommended plan, but also favor Federal participation in the con­
struction of reservoirs 4 and 18, which are not included in the rec­
ommended plan. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency has stated it has no objection to the recommend­
ed plan. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Draft Final En­
vironmental Impact Statement was filed with the EPA on June 10, 
1983. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $16,700,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $5,570,000. 1 

1 These costs include $1,370,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United 
States pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year econom­
ic life): 1.8. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($1,110,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-In recognition of the flood damage prevention bene­
fits provided in the North Branch of the Chicago River, by the 
Techny Reservoirs, the Mid Fork Reservoir and the Mid Fork 
Pumping Station constructed by non-Federal interests on the 
North Branch of the Chicago River, the Committee has directed 
that the Secretary shall reimburse non-Federal interests for an 
amount equal to 75 per centum of the costs of planning and con­
struction of those reservoirs, and pumping station. This is the per­
centage of the Federal share for local flood protection projects es­
tablished in Section 302. 

LITTLE CALUMET RIVER, IN 

Location.-In Lake County in northwestern Indiana. 

Authority for Report (Phase I General Design Memorandum).­


Section 101 of the Water ResO\~rces Development Act of 1976. 
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Description of Recommended Plan.-Floodwater damage is a 
problem along the Little Calumet River corridor and is increasing 
with continued urbanization and floodplain development. Existing 
levees built by the local communities have created a sense of secu­
rity from flooding, which has lead to new residential development 
in recent years. The greatest flood that has occurred in recent 
years was in June 1981. Average annual flood damages, under ex­
isting conditions, are estimated to total $9.5 million. 

The Black Oak residential area of Gary suffers from overbank 
flooding from the Little Calumet River and excessive wetness and 
high groundwater levels from impaired drainage. This flooding con­
tributes to public health problems, since this area is served by indi­
vidually-owned septic tank soil absorption systems and drinking 
wells. The poor drainage also encourages the breeding of the St. 
Louis encephalitis mosquito vector. 

The Little Calumet River corridor contains 1,396 acres of wet­
lands which serve as storage areas of floodwaters and as habitat for 
many terrestrial wildlife species, including many species of concern 
to the State of Indiana. Preservation of the existing wetlands in the 
project area has been identified as desirable by Federal, state and 
local agencies and by local environmental groups. 

The recommended plan includes replacing and expanding the ex­
isting levees between the State line and Cline Avenue. A flanking 
floodwall will extend along the State line to terminate the western 
end of the levee system. 

The project east of Cline Avenue consists of a short levee in two 
areas, permanent evacuation of a portion of Black Oak and non­
structural flood proofing measures in two areas. The open space 
lands and wetlands within the floodplain would be preserved by ex­
isting Federal and local regulatory authority for use as a verbank 
floodwater storage, wetland preservations, and general recreation. 

The recreation plan consists of constructing a hiking trail to 
extend between the State line and Cline Avenue. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The Indiana Depart­
ment of Natural Resources indicates it reluctantly supports the 
plan recommended by the District and Division Engineers. The 
Little Calumet River Basin Development Commission supports the 
plan recommended by the District and Division Engineers, believ­
ing it offers optimum levels of protection and long range economic 
benefits, and has broad-based support. The Commission is willing to 
accept some implementable cost cutting measures. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies. -Various Federal agen­
cies expressed general agreement with the plan recommended in 
the feasibility reports, but expressed reservations about certain spe­
cific aspects. The Environmental Protection Agency found the plan 
acceptable. However, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service comment­
ed that environmental features should be extended to non-project 
lands. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on February 3, 1984. 

Project Cost (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $60,900,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $23,900,000. 1 

1 These costs include $1,620,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 
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Benefit-Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 2.4. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide 5 percent ($4,170,000) of the total project flood 
control costs during construction plus lands, easements, rights-of­
way and relocations necessary "for the project's construction, sub­
ject to the limitations contained in Section 302. The cost of recrea­
tion development will be cost-shared on a 50 percent basis between 
Federal and non-Federal interests. Non-Federal interests will also 
be required to assume maintenance and repair during the useful 
life of the works and required to serve the projects intended pur­
pose, and to hold and save the United States free from damages 
other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United States 
or its contractors. 

Remarks.-In 1978 the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Con­
servation Service (SCS) in cooperation with the Metropolitan Sani­
tary District of Greater Chicago and the Illinois Department of 
Transportation completed a study of the Illinois portion of the 
Little Calumet River.-The study was conducted under authority of 
the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, Public Law 
566, 83rd Congress. That study concluded that floodwater damage 
is a major watershed problem and is increasing due to urbanization 
and flood plain encroachment. A Watershed Plan was developed to 
provide watershed protection and environmental enhancement 
through an accelerated land treatment program; to reduce flood 
damages by implementing floodwater retarding structures, channel 
work, stream channel maintenance and floodproofmg; and to pro­
vide increased water-based recreation. Nonstructural measures in­
cluded in the SCS Watershed Plan will consist of a floodproofmg 
program and a channel maintenance program. Also to be provided 
are sample specifications and standards for floodproofing measures. 

The SCS Watershed Plan was submitted to the 97th Congress for 
authorization, and was authorized by House Public Works and 
Transportation Committee resolution adopted August 23, 1982, and 
Senate Environment and Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted JUly 11, 1982. The Corps project authorized in the bill is to 
be implemented in conjunction with the SCS Watershed Plan. 

In order to achieve a higher level of protection than recommend­
ed by the Chief of Engineers, the Committee has included language 
directing that the project be constructed in accordance with the 
Report of the Division Engineer, including specifically the meas­
ures comprising Plan 3A as described in the Division Engineer's 
Report. 

LITILE CALUMET RIVER BASIN <CADY MARSH DITCH), IN 

Location.-The urbanized watershed of Cady March Ditch is lo­
cated in northwestern Indiana, south of Gary and Hammond. This 
watershed covers an area of 17 square miles, and the towns of Grif­
fith and Highland, Indiana lie within the area. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Environment and Public Works 
Committee resolution adopted December 5, 1980. 
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Description of Recommended Plan.-Cady Marsh Ditch flows 
across very flat, low-lying land in northwestern Indiana. Dlle to the 
lack of a significant grade in the stream channel, the flow capacity 
of the Ditch is very low as it passes through developed areas of the 
watershed, particularly Griffith, eastern Highland and unincorpo­
rated areas upstream of Griffith. Consequently, when heavy rains 
fall, water levels rise and the stream overflows its banks flooding 
low-lying areas of Griffith and Highland. Flood damages are much 
more severe in Griffith than in Highland, even though Griffith, 
which is upstream (east) of Highland, is partially protected by low, 
raised earth banks. The channel capacity of Cady Marsh Ditch is 
generally less in Griffith than in Highland along stream reaches 
where areas in intensive urban development lie close to the stream 
channel. These areas have suffered from numerous floods in the 
past. A major portion of Griffith's flood problems is caused by 
water ponding behind the raised banks in low-lying areas. These 
problems are intensified by high river stages in Cady Marsh Ditch, 
which submerges existing storm sewer outfalls. 

A, plan was identified that is technically, economically and envi­
ronmentally feasible. This plan is the Arbogast Avenue Diversion 
plan with interior drainage facilities. This plan consists of improv­
ing Cady Marsh Ditch from the eastern boundary of the town of 
Griffith to Arbogast Avenue, a distance of about one quarter mile, 
and adding diversion flow conduits at the downstream end of the 
modified channel to divert flood flows out of the Cady Marsh Ditch 
watershed directly to the Little Calumet River. Large diameter 
conduits would be constructed beneath the existing raised earth 
banks on both sides of the ditch immediately above Arbogast 
Avenue to eliminate ponding damages along the Ditch in eastern 
Griffith. The diversion system would consist of approximately 5,100 
feet of large flow conduit pipes which would be constructed under 
Arbogast Avenue. The flow conduits would empty into the Little 
Calumet River. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-No State or local 
agency indicated opposition to the project. The towns of Griffith 
and Highland strongly favor the project, and the town of Griffith 
has agreed to be the local sponsor. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-Several Federal Agen­
cies commented on the proposal, and no adverse comments were 
expressed. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Reporting Offi­
cers concluded that no EIS was necessary since the proposed 
project was determined to have no significant impact upon cultur­
al, aquatic, or terrestrial wildlife resources, or upon recreational fa­
cilities and opportunities. The Finding of No Significant Imp~ct 
(FONS!) was coordinated with all concerned agencies and other m­
terests in January 1984. None of these had any objections to this 
determination. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $4,530,000. 
Non-Federal: $1,940,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year econom­

ic life): 1.5. 
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Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide 5 percent ($324,000) of the total project flood con­
trol costs during construction plus lands, easements, rights-of-way 
and relocations necessary for the project's construction, subject to 
the limitations contained in Section 302. The costs allocated to the 
major drainage component from the reduction of pending damages 
will be cost-shared on a 50 percent basis between Federal and non­
Federal interest. Non-Federal interest will also be required to 
assume maintenance and repair during the useful life of the works 
as required to serve the project's intended purpose, and to hold and 
save the United States free from damages other than those due to 
the fault or negligence of the United States or its contractors. 

PERRY CREEK, IA 

Location.-In Sioux City, Iowa 
Authority for Report.-House Flood Control Committee resolu­

tion adopted December 8, 1944, and House Public Works Commit­
tee resolution adopted October 10, 1974. 

Description ofRecommended Plan.-Although it has been over 30 
years since the last major flood, a potential for major flood dam­
ages exists along Perry Creek within Sioux City; the expected 
annual damages are estimated to be $3,993,000 per year. The flood 
of record occurred in 1944, and the last major flood occurred in 
1949, when three floods occurred during a 30-day period. 

The recommended plan includes channel improvements extend­
ing downstream from Stone Park Boulevard approximately 12,000 
feet to the existing conduit entrance. A parallel conduit will be 
constructed under Water Street and will extend from the improved 
channel downstream approximately 4,000 feet to the Missouri 
River. The improved channel and the parallel conduit will carry 
the 100-year flood and reduce expected annual damages by 88 per­
cent providing an estimated $3,665,000 in flood control benefits an­
nually. 

Approximately 12,000 feet of biking and jogging trails will be 
constructed along the improved channel, and mitigation for fish 
and wildlife habitat losses will be provided by 35 acres of native 
grass, 13 acres of tree plantings and construction of 5 in-steam 
ramp structures for stream habitat improvement. • 

Local interests will continue existing flood plain management 
measures, including flood-proofing future development, participat­
ing in the Federal Flood Insurance Program upstream from Stone 
Park Boulevard, and using an existing flood warning system. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The Iowa Natural 
Resources Council concurs in the recommended plan and urges its 
early implementation. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior stated it had no objection to the recommended plan and 
that the plan would produce a balanced project of great benefit to 
Sioux City. The Environmental Protection Agency had no objection 
to the recommended plan. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Enviro­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on August 14, 1981. 
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Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels):
Federal: $31,000,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $13,300,000. 1 

I These costs include $176,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.00. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($2,190,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations and 
portion of the costs of recreational facilities, as necessary for the 
project's construction. Non-Federal interests will also be required 
to assure maintenance and repair during the useful life of the 
works as required to serve the project's intended purposes, and to 
hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its con­
tractors. 

MUSCATINE ISLAND, IA 

Location.-On the Mississippi River flood plain in Muscatine and 
Louisa Counties, Iowa, adjacent to· the community of Muscatine, 
Iowa. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted December 11, 1969. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The existing flood control 
project in the Muscatine Island Levee District and Muscatine­
Louisa County District No.3 protects approximately 26,478 acres of 
agricultural land, about 1% square miles of the downstream por­
tion of the city of Muscatine, a small airport, and railroad switch­
ing yards. In spite of the existing project, there remains a threat of 
residual flood damages from the Mississippi River and Michael 
Creek, with the potential for flood damage estimated at $5,393,000 
annually. Flood damage occurs to urban and rural homes, urban 
businesses, industrial development, and rural agricultural areas. 

The recommended plan of improvement will provide protection 
from the standard project flood by raising about 15 miles of exist­
ing levee about 4 feet with hydraulic sandfill and concrete flood­
walls. The project will protect 30,700 acres of agricultural land and 
a commercial/industrial area on the south side of Muscatine. The 
discharge pipes of the existing pumping plant will be raised over 
the new levee. Average annual damages will be reduced by 92 per­
cent. 

Lands required for expression of the levee and for the reali~­
ment of adjacent roads and drainage ditches total 55 acres. No reSI­
dents will be displaced by the project, and no major structures will 
require relocation. 

Views of States and Non-Fede~al Interests.-The Stat~ C!f Iowa 
supports the project. The Musca~me Island Levee CommI~s~on ?as 
agreed to provide the necessary Items of non-Federal partICipatIOn. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior has raised concerns regarding the project's impact on an 
endangered species of freshwater mussel (lampsilis hugginsi) and 
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other benthic organisms. The Department recommends obtaining 
material for the levee raise from upland areas. The Environmental 
Protection Agency has raised concerns regarding the quality of the 
interior draining water that will be impounded by the project and 
discharged into the Mississippi River, and has recommended that 
the Corps examine the possibility of preserving Spring Lake as part 
of the project. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Draft Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Council on Environ­
mental Quality on February 18, 1975. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $12,700,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $3,500,000. 1 

1 These costs include $2,220,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 2.20. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($699,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during the construction and, subject to the limitations in 
Section 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and reloca­
tions necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests 
will also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes that environmental concerns re­
garding the recommended plan that have been raised by the De­
partment of the Interior and the Environmental Protection 
Agency. Accordingly, in the interest of protecting environmental 
values, the Committee has directed the Corps to reexamine the 
drainage system in the recommended plan and to examine the fea­
sibility of obtaining material for the levee from upland rather than 
aquatic sources, in order to minimize adverse effects on fish and 
wildlife habitat. Within one year the Corps is required to transmit 
to the Committee on Public Works and Transportation of the 
House and the Committee on Environment and Public Works of 
the Senate a report of what reexamination, along with recommen­
dations for modifications to the project which the Secretary deter­
mines to be necessary and appropriate to minimize adverse effects 
of the project on Spring Lake and on fish and wildlife habitat. 
Except for funds from the Environmental Protection and Mitiga­
tion Fund established in Title XI, no appropriation shall be made 
for the acquisition of any interest in real property for, or the actual 
construction of, the Muscatine Island project if that acquisition and 
actual construction have not been approved by resolutions of the 
two Committees. 

DES MOINES RIVER BASIN, IA AND MN 

Location.-In West Des Moines, Iowa, and an adjacent portion of 
Des Moines, Iowa. 
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Authority for Report.-Senate Commerce Committee resolution 
adopted July 10, 1945, and House Public Works Committee resolu­
tion adopted July 1, 1958. 

Description of Recommended Plan. -Flood damage protection is 
needed for the community of West Des Moines and a portion of the 
City of Des Moines, Iowa. Flooding in the area was experienced in 
1903, 1947, 1965 and 1969. Of these, the first two floods were most 
damaging. 

The recommended plan of improvement includes about 5 miles of 
new and improved levees and 600 feet of concrete floodwall. These 
improvements will provide standard project flood protection which 
will reduce flood damages of 100 percent in the protected area. The 
average height of protection will be 14 feet, with a maximum of 24 
feet. Eight closure structures are planned across three streets and 
five railroad tracks. Three stormwater pumping stations, 3 ponding 
areas, and 12 gravity outlets will be included. A flood warning 
system is also recommended. The recommended plan will provide 
flood protection to 922 residential, 143 commercial, 22 industrial 
and 14 public structures, on a total of 927 acres. For recreation, the 
plan includes bicycle paths, a boat ramp, fishing piers, and a small 
park. 

The recommended plan will require about 142 acres for rights-of­
way and ponding areas and 44 acres for borrow area. Sanitary 
sewers, waterlines, powerlines, and telephone lines will need to be 
relocated. 

The most significant environmental impacts of the recommended 
plan are a short-term aquatic impact in Walnut Creek, the loss of 
22 acres of existing vegetation and wildlife habitat along the pro­
posed levee alignment, and the loss of 44 acres of existing agricul­
turalland for borrow material. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Iowa 
concurred in the recommended plan and requested that further 
consideration be given to minimizing adverse effects along Jordan 
and Walnut Creeks in post-authorization studies. The cities of West 
Des Moines and Des Moines have indicated their intent to provide 
the necessary items of non-Federal participation. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency stated it had no objection to the recommended 
plan. The Department of the Interior raised concerns regarding the 
recoverability of existing sand and gravel resources with the 
project in place. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-A Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on July 20, 1979. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $11,300,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $4,320,000. 1 

I These costs include $310,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.4. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($767,000) of total project flood con­
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trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations, and a 
portion of the costs of recreational facilities, as necessary for the 
project's construction. Non-Federal interests will also be required 
to assure maintenance and repair during the useful life of the 
works as required to serve the project's intended purposes, and to 
hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its con­
tractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes the concerns raised by the State 
of Iowa in its comments on the recommended plan. Accordingly, 
the Committee has directed that before the acquisition of any inter­
est in real property for or the actual construction of the project, 
the Secretary shall, in consultation with appropriate Federal, 
State, and local agencies, study the feasibility of minimizing in­
creased flood stages along Jordan Creek in the vicinity of the Chi­
cago, Rock Island and Pacific Railroad Bridge and the implementa­
tion of nonstructural and structural flood plain management tech­
niques along the reach of Walnut Creek, including the improve­
ment of channel capacity in the vicinity of Grand Avenue. In addi­
tion, the Secretary shall, in consultation with appropriate Federal, 
State, and local agencies, review the location of river access points 
and boat ramps. The Secretary is authorized to undertake such ad­
ditional measures he determines necessary to carry out the results 
of that study and review. 

REDWOOD RIVER, MN 

Location.-In southwestern Minnesota, approximately 150 miles 
southwest of Minneapolis, Minnesota, 90 miles west of Mankato, 
Minnesota, and 90 miles northeast of Sioux Falls, South Dakota. 

Authority for Report.-Section 216 of the River and Harbor Act 
of 1970. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan of 
improvement will provide flood damage reduction for the City of 
Marshall from recurrent flooding by the Redwood River. The Corps 
of Engineers constructed a flood control project in 1963 to protect 
Marshall against a flood with a peak discharge of 6,500 cubic feet 
per second. Unfortunately, the existing project does not function as 
intended. The upsteam and downstream channels lack adequate ca­
pacity to convey the design flow to and from the existing diversion 
channel without creating damaging overbank and backwater ef­
fects. Upstream overflows overtop a county highway at about one­
half the design discharge, bypass the diversion control structure, 
and flood the entire intercity area. An emergency barrier was con­
structed along the county highway to avert major damages during 
the 1969 flood; however, legal claims resulting from floodwater re­
tention and induced diversion of flow to the Cottonwood River re­
sulted in payments by the city of $204,000 to affected property 
owners. A recurrence of the 1969 flood without emergency meas­
ures would cause damages of about $10 million and would flood 
about 1,370 residential, commercial, and public buildings. 

The recommended plan consists of improvements upstream and 
downstream of the existing project. The upstream measures include 
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1.9 miles of levees, 0.7 miles of channel improvement, an overflow 
structure, and 71 acres of floodway acquisition. The downstream 
improvements consist of 1.5 miles of levee, 0.3 miles of channel im­
provement, and interior drainage facilities. Areas where flood dam­
ages will be reduced include scattered residential, agricultural, and 
vacant lands in the upstream reach; nearly 300 acres of the highly 
developed central portion of the city; and agricultural, residential, 
public (mostly Southwest State College), and commercial property 
in the downstream area. The recommended plan will reduce aver­
age annual flood damages at Marshall by about 72 percent. 

The recommended plan provides for recreational facilities includ­
ing a 5.2 mile biking and walking trail, a 5.7 mile cross-county ski 
trail, trail head improvements, a rest stop at the existing softball 
complex, and picnicking facilities at Justice Park. 

An estimated 119.8 acres of land, including 41 acres of wooded 
land and 32 acres of cropland, will be required for the project. The 
conversion of 4.2 acres of wooded land and 28.2 acres of undevel­
oped land is expected to result in some permanent adverse effects 
on small mammals. The channel widening and bank protection 
measures will have short-term adverse effects on small mammals, 
amphibians, the limited stream fishery, and other aquatic fauna; 
however, many of these biological communities are expected to re­
populate the area when the construction activities cease. Regular 
maintenance of the project, such as the mowing of levees, will per­
manently suppress species that formerly occupied these areas; how­
ever, the proposed acquisition of 71.1 acres of floodplain for flood­
way purposes will provide a long-term beneficial environmental 
impact by preserving the natural area from future encroachments. 
The recommended plan's proposed works will provide a balance be­
tween adverse environmental impacts and the need for effective 
flood damage reduction at Marshall. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interest.-The State of Minneso­
ta supports the recommended plan. The city of Marshall has con­
firmed its continuing support for this project and has indicated its 
willingness to provide the necessary items of non-Federal participa­
tion. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency raised concerns about diverting Redwood River 
excess overflows into the Cottonwood River Basin and other envi­
ronmental concerns. The Department of the Interior questioned the 
recommended plan's compliance with Executive Orders 11988 and 
11990, dealing with floodplain management and wetlands protec­
tion, respectively, and recommended consideration of an alterna­
tive highway raise. After examining that alternative plan and a 
similar, less costly, alternative, the District Engineer, Division En­
gineer, and Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, each con­
cluded that the recommended plan best satisfies the Corps' plan­
ning objectives and is consistent with Executive Orders 11988 and 
11990. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was med with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on May 18, 1981. . 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 prIce levels): 
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Federal: $3,650,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $1,250,000. 1 

1 These costs include $612,000 to be reintbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year econom­
ic life): 1.40. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-The city of Marshall will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($214,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations and a 
portion of the costs of recreational features, as necessary for the 
project's construction. The City will also be required to assure 
maintenance and repair during the useful life of the works as re­
quired to serve the project's intended purposes, and to hold and 
save the United States free from damages other than those due to 
the fault or negligence of the United States or its contractors. 

ROOT RIVER BASIN, MN 

Location.-In southeastern Minnesota, about 60 miles southeast 
of Rochester, Minnesota, and 140 miles southeast of Minneapolis. 

Authority for Report.-Section 6 of the Flood Control Act of 1936; 
Section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1937; and Section 11 of the 
Flood Control Act of 1946. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Flooding occurs in the Root 
River Basin at least once a year, usually during the spring due to a 
combination of melting snow and rainfall. The communities and 
agricultural lands in the lower half of the basin are the main areas 
affected. Other problems identified include erosion sedimentation 
and water quality. 

The recommended plan of improvement includes approximately 
3.1 miles of levee, 0.2 miles of road raise, an interior drainage 
pumping station with necessary collection works for seepage and 
surface runoff,. road and railroad stoplog closures, and a railroad 
sandbag closure. Benefits to be derived include tangible flood 
damage reduction and intangible benefits from decreased threat to 
human life and public health. The plan will reduce annual flood 
damages by 86 percent and reduce disruption of community life on 
306 urban acres, including 340 households and 76 businesses at 
Houston, Minnesota. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Minne­
sota supports the recommended plan. The City of Houston, Minne­
sota, has indicated its willingness to provide the necessary items of 
non-Federal participation. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency stated it had no objection to the recommended 
plan and the Department of the Interior raised no objections to the 
plan. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on December 11, 1978. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
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Federal: $7,680,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $2,050,000. 1 

1 These costs ir.clude $1,540,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United 
States pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.80. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($410,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. . 

SOUTH FORK ZUMBRO RIVER, MN 

Location.-Rochester, Minnesota, is located in the lower portion 
of the South Fork Zumbro River Watershed in southeastern Minne­
sota, about 70 miles south of St. Paul-Minneapolis. 

Authority for Report (Phase I General Design Memorandum).­
Section l(a) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1974. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-More than a third of the 
City of Rochester lies within the South Fork Zumbro River flood­
plain. Potential damages from a flood having a frequency of occur­
rence of once in 100 years (the design flood) is estimated to be more 
than $101.7 million under present tonditions, posing a severe 
threat to the life and security of the residents. 

The recommended plan of improvement includes deepening and 
widening the channels of the South Fork Zumbro River, Bear 
Creek, and Cascade Creek in the city of Rochester and the con­
struction of two short levees. The plan will provide flood damage 
protection from the 100-year flood for 2,200 residences, 200 busi­
nesses, 21 industries and 10 public buildings in Rochester. 

Under the recommended plan, the crest of Silver Lake Dam will 
be lowered and a bascule gate installed to pass floodwaters. The 
Nelson Dam at the power plant will be removed. 

A total of 9.3 miles of river and stream channels will be widened 
and deepened. Of these 9.3 miles, 0.9 miles will be concrete-lined, 
7.3 miles riprap-lined, and 1.1 mile grass-lined. 

Two short levees will be constructed to protect Mayo High School 
along Bear Creek and a housing area along Cascade Creek. 

The recommended plan includes hiking and biking trails along 
the stream corridor to connect with Rochester's excellent park 
system. A canoe launch area is also planned along the Zumbro 
River. 

Approximately 260 acres will be needed for channel modifica­
tions. Flowage easements will be required on an additional 500 
acres within project limits. Relocation of appr?ximately 23 ho~es 
and 10 businesses, and modifications to 14 brldges and 12 Utillty 
crossings, will be required for project construction. 

In compliance with State law, the City of Rochester and Olmsted 
County have enacted floodplain zoning ordinances. Continued flood­
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plain zoning will be required, and continued participation in the 
National Flood Insurance Program is recommended. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The Minnesota Pol­
lution Control Agency has specifically concurred in the recom­
mended plan. The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources has 
concurred in the mitigation measures in the recommended plan. 
The City of Rochester has indicated its willingness to provide the 
necessary items of non-Federal participation. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency expressed concerns about future floodplain de­
velopment, water quality, fishery mitigation, and disposal sites, but 
stated it had no major objections to the recommended plan. The 
Department of the Interior stated it accepts the mitigation meas­
ures in the recommended plan. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on May 18, 1979. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $5,100,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $11,900,000. 1 

1 These costs include $6,450,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United 
States pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.07. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-The City of Rochester will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($3,020,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. The City will also be re­
quired to assure maintenance and repair during the useful life of 
the works as required to serve the project's intended purposes, and 
to hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its con­
tractors. Non-Federal interests shall not be required before and 
during construction of the project to provide lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way necessary for changes to highway bridges and foot 
bridges and approaches to such bridges, and to make relocations of 
utilities, structures, and other improvements necessary for such 
changes. 

Remarks.-The Federal and non-Federal shares of this project 
are determined in accordance with Section 302, except that lands, 
easements, rights-of-way necessary for changes to highway bridges 
and boat bridges, and relocations necessary for such changes, shall 
be repaid over a 15-year period. 

MISSISSIPPI RIVER AT ST. PAUL, MN 

Location.-On the Mississippi River, directly opposite downtown 
St. Paul, Minnesota. 

Authority for Report.-Section 216, of the River and Harbor Act 
of 1970. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-In 1964, the Corps of Engi­
neers completed the existing St. Paul Flood Control Project, which 
provides flood barrier protection to 448 previously floodprone acres 
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along the Mississippi River in St. Paul, Minnesota. The existing 
project protects against a flood having a discharge of 168,000 cubic­
feet-per-second (the 167-year flood). In both 1965 and 1969· the St. 
Paul area experienced major floods that exceeded the previous 
record flood of 1952. Because of these recent floods and the poten­
tial for over $100 million in flood damages if the project were to 
fail, the Corps reevaluated the project's level of protection. 

The recommended plan of improvement includes three miles of 
levee and floodwall raise along the alignment of the existing Corps 
project. The barrier raise will give added protection to 448 acres, on 
which 134 businesses and industries are now located. The barrier 
raise will necessitate an easement on 4.6 acres previously not com­
mitted to flood control, and will require raising seven existing road 
ramps over the levee. An existing road will need to be raised along 
a distance of 900 feet. Modification to existing drainage structures 
along the existing barrier will also be required. 

The recommended plan will reduce flood damages by 80 percent, 
resulting in an average flood damage reduction of $675,000 annual­
ly. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Minne­
sota supports the recommended plan. The City of St. Paul supports 
the plan and has expressed its willingness to provide the necessary 
items of non-Federal participation. 

Views ofFederal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior concurred in the recommended plan. The Environmental 
Protection Agency concurred in the District Engineer's determina­
tion that the proposed action will not significantly affect the qual­
ity of the human environment. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The St. Paul Dis­
trict Engineer determined that the proposed action does not consti­
tute a major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of 
the human environment. Therefore, an Environmental Impact 
Statement was not prepared. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $7,350,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $2,110,000. 1 

1 Theile costs include $1,010,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United 
States pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.14. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will re­
quired to provide five per?ent ($423,0~0) of total pr<?jec! flo~d con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the lImItatIOns m ~ec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, an? relocatIo~s 
necessary for the project's const~uction. Non-Federal. mter~sts wIll 
also be required to assure m~mtenance and repa~r ?u!mg the 
useful life of the works as reqUIred to serve the project s mtended 
purposes and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages oth~r than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

PORTAGE, WI 

Location.-On the Wisconsin River at Portage, Wisconsin. 
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Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee Resolu­
tion adopted June 14, 1972. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The potential exists for a 
disastrous flood in the study area because of the topography and 
previous attempts by various interests to modify the flood flow 
characteristics of the Wisconsin River. The largest flood of record 
occurred in September 1938. More recently, high waters of signifi­
cance were recorded in 1943, 1951, 1960, 1965, 1976 and 1973. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan con­
sists of a local protection levee and floodwall at Portage, Wisconsin. 
The Portage Lock, a historic landmark, would be carefully incorpo­
rated into the project to maintain the historic importance and 
character of the area. In addition,· it is recommended that Colum­
bia County continue with the floodplain regulation, flood insur­
ance, and flood forecasting and warning programs and that the 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources continue to maintain 
the remaining existing levees within the county. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-On 30 September 
1983, a letter was received from the city of Portage that expressed 
support for the recommended plan, indicated a willingness to par­
ticipate financially in construction of the plan, and urged prompt 
implementation of the project. No major unresolved issues were 
raised by the State of Wisconsin or other State agencies/interests 
that commented. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Soil Conservation 
Service, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Fish 
and Wildlife Service, Office of Environmental Project Review, De­
partment of Housing and Urban Development, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, Federal Highway Administration, and Advi­
sory Council on Historic Preservation all reviewed the draft feasi­
bility report and draft environmental impact statement (EIS) and 
raised no major issues. The Environmental Protection Agency gave 
the draft EIS a rating of LO-2, which indicates that the recom­
mended plan satisfactorily meets project objectives; however, the 
EIS should include additional information on construction activi7 

ties and borrow material acquisition. Such information was inchld­
ed in the final EIS. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on February 15, 1985. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $5,150,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $1,140,000. 1 

1 These costs include $490,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.3 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide 5 percent ($314,000) of the total project flood con­
trol costs during construction plus lands, easements, rights-Of-way 
and relocations necessary for project's construction, subject to the 
limitations contained in Section 302. The cost of recreation develop­
ment will be cost-shared on a 50 percent basis between Federal and 
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non-Federal interests. Non-Federal interests will also be required 
to assure maintenance and repair during the useful life of the 
works as required to serve the projects intended purpose, and to 
hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its con­
tractors. 

PARK RIVER, GRAFTON, ND 

Location.-Grafton is located in Walsh County in northeastern 
North Dakota on the Park River, a tributary of the Red River of 
the North. 

Authority for Report (Phase I General Design Memorandum).­
Section 101(a) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1976. 

Description ofRecommended Plan.-Recurrent flooding along the 
South Branch and Main Stem of the Park River causes significant 
flood problems at Grafton. The flood of record, which occurred in 
1950, inundated the entire city of Grafton. More recent floods oc­
curred in 1962, 1965, 1969, and 1979. 

The recommended plan of improvement consists of two major 
components-a grass-lined flood bypass channel 3.75 miles long to 
the north of Grafton and a levee along the bypass channel and ex­
tending upstream to the west of Grafton. Because the levee will 
cross the river at the upstream end of the bypass channel, a gated 
control structure will be required to limit the flow in the existing 
channel. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The North Dakota 
State Water Commission supports the recommended plan, and no 
major issues were raised by the other State agencies that comment­
ed on the plan. The City of Grafton expressed support for the plan. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency stated it had no objection to the recommended 
plan. The Department of the Interior stated that the recommended 
plan will not cause unmitigated adverse impact to fish and wildlife 
habitats.. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Draft Supple­
ment to the Final Environmental Impact Statement was filed with 
the Environmental Protection Agency on August 4, 1982. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $15,400,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $4,700,000. 1 

1 These costs include $1,270,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United 
States pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.30 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($940,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, an~ relocatio~s 
necessary for the project's const~uction. Non-Federal. mter~sts wIll 
also be required to assure mamtenance and repaIr durmg the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
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ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or it contractors. 

FOUNTAIN CREEK, CO 

Location.-In southeast Colorado, within the City of Pueblo, Col­
orado. 

Authority for Report (Phase I General Design Memorandum).­
Section 1(a) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1974. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-In spite of existing flood con­
trol projects there remains a residual flood threat in the City of 
Pueblo, which results in recurring damages currently estimated at 
$947,200 annually. A recent flood event occurred in 1965. Section 
1(a) of the Water Resources development Act of 1974 authorized 
the Phase I general design memorandum stage of advanced engi­
neering and design for a multiple purpose reservoir on Fountain 
Creek. 

The recommended plan consists of improvements to the Fountain 
Creek channel and construction of levees on both banks to provide 
a 200-year level of protection to the City of Pueblo, Colorado. The 
200-year level of protection represents a flow of 85,000- cubic feet 
per second in Fountain Creek. This is the maximum flow that can 
be conveyed through the Pueblo area without significant alter­
ations to existing bridges and to channel sections constricted by 
urban development. 

Structural features of the recommended plan include 5,900 feet 
of riprap channel with a bottom width varying from 270 to 570 
feet, and levees totalling 10,200 feet in length on both east and 
west banks of Fountain Creek which will be located at low bank 
areas to prevent flows from entering the developed flood plain. 

The levees will generally allow for three to four feet of freeboard. 
At two locations freeboard will be reduced to provide a controlled 
failure location in the event of overtopping and to serve as a warn­
ing of imminent flooding. A low flow channel will be provided 
within the main channel. Interior drainage will be controlled 
through a series of culverts and ponding areas. 

The City of Pueblo submitted a recreation plan which was subse­
quently incorporated into the recommended plan. Features of the 
recreation plan include expansion of the existing trail system, a 
low flow channel, picnic facilities, playgrounds, wildlife habitat 
areas andopen space. 

Total estimated right-of-way needed is 152 acres. This includes 8 
acres of commercial area, 123 acres of vacant area, and 21 acres of 
ponding area and overbank. Also, the acquisition of four buildings 
will be required. Most of the land required for the project has al­
ready been acquired by the City of Pueblo. 

Necessary relocations will include one telephone cable, approxi­
mately 300 feet of 8-inch-diameter sewer pipe, about 50 cubic yards 
of concrete encasement, and roadway repairs. 

Flood plain management measures will be implemented by local 
authorities both upstream and adjacent to the project's structural 
measures. These will preclude imprudent future use of high flood 
hazard areas, avoid adverse future changes in hydrology and hy­
draulics affecting the plan's structural components, and will pro­
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vide open space, wildlife habitat, and recreation areas in an urban 
setting. 

Pueblo is currently participating in the National Flood Insurance 
Program. In order to receive benefits from the Flood Insurance 
Program, certain zoning and building restrictions must be enforced 
by the City. As a participant in that Program, the City must re­
quire that all new construction and substantial improvements in 
identified areas of special flood hazard be elevated or be flood 
proofed to the level of the 100-year flood. 

Since the recommended flood control project at Pueblo consists of 
levees and channel improvement designed for less than the stand­
ard project flood, a flood warning system is a necessary feature of 
the recommended plan. The City of Pueblo, recognizing the current 
vulnerability to flooding and possible loss of life, operates an exist­
ing flood warning system. The City is now in the process of imple­
menting an improved comprehensive flood warning system for 
Fountain Creek in conjunction with the U.S. Geological Survey and 
the National Weather Service. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Colora­
do supports the recommended plan. The City of Pueblo has estab­
lished the Fountain Creek Commission to sponsor improvements 
along the river. This Commission has consistently supported a flood 
control/recreation project for Fountain Creek in Pueblo. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency stated that the levee and channel improvements 
included in the recommended plan are environmentally and eco­
nomically preferably to the reservoir project authorized. for ad­
vanced engineering and design in the Water Resources Develop­
ment Act of 1974. The Department of the Interior stated it had no 
objection to the recommended plan. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on June 12, 1981. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $6,930,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $2,220,000. 1 

'These costs include $748,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
noIllic life): 1.1. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($420,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 
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METROPOLITAN DENVER, CO 

Location.-In the Westerly Creek basin, near Denver, Colorado. 
Westerly Creek drains an area of about 18 square miles and in. 
cludes portions of Aurora, Denver, and Arapahoe County. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted July 28, 1971, and Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tions adopted June 14, 1956, and March 22, 1971. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Flooding on Westerly Creek 
has occurred in Denver and Aurora in at least 14 years since 1942. 
Depths of flooding up to 4.5 feet deep have been experienced down­
stream from Kelly Road Dam, which was originally designed to 
store runoff from floods somewhat greater than the 100-year event. 
Extensive development in the basin-particularly upstream from 
Lowry Air Force Base-has caused substantial increases in runoff, 
and the effective drainage area of Kelly Road Dam has also in­
creased from 3.7 to 10.5 square miles. These two factors have com­
bined to significantly reduce the effectiveness of the dam and have 
even endangered the safety of the dam. Emergency measures have 
been constructed to reduce the potential for catastrophic failure of 
the dam; however, the level of protection downstream from the 
dam is still relatively low. With the improved Kelly Road Dam, 
downstream average annual damages are estimated to be $511,000. 

The recommended plan includes flood control measures in the 
Westerly Creek basin designed to control the standard project flood 
in the heavily urbanized area downstream from Lowry Air Force 
Base. The existing Kelly Road Dam will be modified and a new im­
poundment, Upper Lowry dam, will be constructed on the up­
stream protion of Lowry Air Force Base. Both structures will be 
modified or constructed to full site capacity and will only impound 
water during floods. Two channels will be constructed to convey 
drainage into the Upper Lowry impoundment. Other measures of 
the recommended plan include the establishment and enforcement 
of floodplain regulations in areas where there would be residual 
damages, and the development of an effective flood warning plan 
and an emergency evacuation plan. 

Structural measures in the recommended plan will reduce the 
average annual flood damages by 95 percent. The existing Kelly 
Road Dam embankment, which was improved under Public Law 99, 
84th Congress, as emergency measures in 1979, needs to be com­
pleted. The west end of the embankment was not completed in 
1979 to allow the larger, more infrequent events to overtop the em­
bankment so that the risk of complete dam failure would be elimi­
nated. The west end of the embankment can be completed once the 
risk for high flows into Kelly Road Dam is reduced. Upper Lowry 
Dam will be constructed on Lowry Air Force Base upstream from 
Kelly Road Dam. Upper Lowry Dam will reduce the flows to Kelly 
Road Dam and, when combined with the modifications to Kelly 
Road Dam, will provide standard project flood protection immedi~ 
ately downstream from Lowry Air Force Base. Two channels will 
be constructed in the upstream from Kelly Road Dam. This dam 
will reduce the flows to Kelly Road Dam and, when combined into 
the completion of Kelly Road Dam, will provide standard project 
flood protection immediately downstream from· Lowry Air Force 
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Base. Two channels will be constructed in the upstream end of the 
pool for Upper Lowry Dam to improve the drainage from the area 
upstream from Lowry Air Force Base. 

The potential for flooding downstream from Lowry Air Force 
Base will still exist with the structural elements of the plan, due to 
local runoff in the areas that are tributary to Westerly Creek 
downstream from Lowry Air Force Base. The potential flooding, of 
course, would be greater without the structural measures. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Colora­
do and Urban Drainage and Flood Control District 69 support the 
recommended plan and have also urged that certain elements of 
flood control work with which are being accomplished by non-Fed­
eral interests and are compatible with the recommended plan be 
included as part of the Federal project. 

Status of environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on May 22, 1981. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $10,000,000. 
Non-Federal: $528,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­

nomic life): 1.4. 
Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­

quired to provide five percent ($528,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction, not including the lands on 
Lowry Air Force Base. Non-Federal interests will also be required 
to assure maintenance and repair during the useful life of the 
works as required to serve the project's intended purposes, and to 
hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or is con­
tractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes that non-Federal interests are 
accomplishing flood control work both upstream and downstream 
of the improvements contained in the recommended plan, at a cost 
in excess of $9.2 million dollars. It is the policy of the Committee to 
promote local self-help in solving flooding problems, without jeop­
ardizing the viability of larger ~"ederal project and without penaliz­
ing local interests for proceeding with needed flood protection work 
prior to authorization of a Federal project. this authorization for 
the Metropolitan Denver project provides that the Secretary shall 
include as part of the non-Federal contribution of the project any 
work for upstream drainage improvements and local flood protec­
tion work downstream channelization carried by non-Federal inter­
ests after January 1 1978, and before the date of enactment of this 
Act. This authority 'applies only to .those locally-initiated impr?ve­
ments which the Secretary determmes are reasonably compatIble 
with the recommended plan. this authorization also provides that 
the costs and benefits resulting from such locally-initiated work 
shall continue to be considered in determining the economic feasi­
bility of the project. 
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BOGGY CREEK, TX 

Location.-In Austin, Texas. 
Authority for Report.-Section 6 of the Flood Control Act of 1936; 

resolution of the Senate Commerce Committee adopted August 4, 
1936; Section 4 of the River and Harbor Act of 1937; and Section 6 
of the River and Harbor Act of 1945. 

Description ofRecommended Plan. -Severe and frequent flo,oding 
occurs along Boggy Creek and its two primary tributaries, Tanne­
hill Branch and Fort Branch. In May 1975, severe flooding caused 
property damage of approximately $5 million in 1975 prices, and 
more recent flooding occurred in May and July of 1979. 

The recommended plan will include 2.9 miles of channelizations 
providing containment of 100-year flows within banks, and alter­
ations to four highway bridges and two railroad bridges. Recre­
ational features will include 3.25 miles of hiking, and nature study 
trails with picnic facilities. A 54-acre parcel of wooded land adja­
cent to the lower end of Boggy Creek will be acquired to mitigate 
habitat losses and to enhance the future environmental quality of 
the project area. 

The City of Austin's flood plain regulations will apply to areas 
along Boggy Creek. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The Texas Water De­
velopment Board and the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
concurred in the recommended plan. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency stated it had identified issues of concerns with 
regard to the recommended plan. The Department of the Interior 
stated that the recreational and environmental features of the rec­
ommended plan should more than compensate for land lost to the 
project. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with Environmental Protection 
Agency on June 20, 1980. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $15,100,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $6,500,000. 1 

1 These costs include $278,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United Ststes 
pursuant to Section 302, 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.05. . 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($1,070,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
(except for railroad bridges) necessary for the project's construc­
tion. Non-Federal interests will also be required to assure mainte­
nance and repair during the useful life of the works as required to 
serve the project's intended purposes, and to hold and save the 
United States free from damages other than those due to the fault 
or negligence of the United States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee recognizes that the City of Austin has 
undertaken certain improvements on the Boggy Creek channel 
which may be compatible with the recommended plan. It is the 
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policy of the Committee to promote local self-help in solving flood­
ing problems, without jeopardizing the viability of a larger Federal 
project and without penalizing local interests for proceeding with 
needed flood protection work prior to authorization of a Federal 
project. Accordingly, the Committee has directed that the Secretary 
shall include as part of the non-Federal contribution of the project 
any work on bridges carried out by non-Federal interests after Sep­
tember 30, 1979 and before the date of enactment, if the Secretary 
determines that work is reasonably compatible with the Boggy 
Creek project. Furthermore, the costs and benefits resulting from 
that work will continue to be included for purposes of determining 
the economic feasibility of the project. 

BUFFALO BAYOU AND TRIBUTARIES, TEXAS 

Location.-In the residential suburban area of Houston, Texas. 
Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 

adopted April 20, 1948. 
Description of Recommended Plan. -Flood protection is needed 

for urban areas along the unimproved portion of White Oak Bayou 
upstream from the mouth of Cole Creek, and along Cole and Vogel 
Creeks. A recent major flood, in March of 1972, caused $2.7 million 
in damages at 1972 prices. 

The recommended plan of improvement includes an improved 
channel, partially lined with concrete. Channel bottom widths will 
vary from 50 feet in upper White Oak Bayou to 10 feet in Vogel 
Creek. These channels have been designed to contain the standard 
project flood. Of the 386 acres of right-of-way required for construc­
tion of the project, at least 326 have already been acquired by the 
local sponsor. A one-time disposal easement of 139 acres will also 
be required. Major modifications will include construction of 13 
new street bridges, two new railroad bridges, six new foot-bridges, 
alteration of four street crossings, and relocation of 46 pipelines. 
Construction of the structural improvements will remove approxi­
mately 10,360 acres from the standard project flood plain of three 
streams. 

Land-use regulations in the upper reaches of the three streams 
are designed to restrict future development in the flood plain and 
to complete the flood protection project for the streams. . . 

Recreational features will consist of 43,000 lineal feet of hIking 
and biking trails along White Oak Bayou and a centrally-loca~d 
neighborhood park, including 20 picnic tables and supportIng 
equipment, playground equipment, and public restrooms. 

Specialized architectural treatment of channel lining, and reveg­
etation of project right-of-way wit~ native trees S?d shr~b~ have 
been included in the plan. These Improvements WIll be lImIted to 
areas frequently veiwed by the public.

Views of States and Non-Federal Interes~.-Th~ State of Texas 
concurs in and has recommended early consIderatIon and approval 
of the plan by Congress. The Harris County Commissioners C(;mrt 
has stated that the project is a very vital and much needed proJect. 
The City and Jersey Village urged that the recommended plan be 
approved and implemented expeditiously. 
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Views of Federal and R:egional Agencies.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency stated it had no objection to the recommended 
plan. The Department of the Interior commented that the recom­
mended plan adequately considered those areas within its jurisdic­
tion and expertise. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with Environmental Protection 
Agency on August 10, 1979. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $76,000,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $23,000,000. 1 

1 These costs include $8,380,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United 
States pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.5. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($4,530,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights~of-way, relocations and a 
portion of the costs of recreational features, as necessary for the 
project's construction. Non-Federal interest will also be required to 
assure maintenance and repair during the useful life of the works 
as required to serve the project's intended purposes, and to hold 
and save the United States free from damages other than those 
due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its contrac­
tors. 

LAKE WICHITA, HOLLIDAY CREEK, TX 

Location.-In the north-central portion of Texas, in the City of 
Wichita Falls. 

Authority for Report.-House Rivers and Harbors Committee res­
olution adopted February 25, 1938. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Lake Wichita, owned by the 
City of Wichita Falls, was inspected in December 1977 under the 
Federal program for inspection of non-Federal dams. The dam was 
declared safe for normal inflows; however, it was determined that 
the dam could fail if it were subjected to large floods, which the 
basin is capable of producing. Failure of the structure during a 
major flood could cause catastrophic damages and loss of life. Al­
though not designed for flood control, the existing dam provides 
some flood protection for the downstream urban area. Annual flood 
damages in the urban area below the dam average about $2,200,000 
with the existing dam in place and would average about $3,600,000 
if the dam were breached. Also, commercial and residential devel­
opment around the lake is subject to periodic flooding from high 
lake levels. A recent flood event in May 1982 caused city-wide dam­
ages estimated at $34,500,000. Flood damages attributable to Holli­
day Creek from that flood amounted to an estimated $12,400,000. 

The recommended plan consists of raising and repairing the ex­
isting Lake Wichita Dam embankment, replacing in kind the exist­
ing low-flow outlet works, constructing a new uncontrolled spill­
way, excavating an improved channel downstream of the dam to 
the mouth of Holliday Creek. The plan will provide 100-year flood 
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protection in an urban area and reduce damages from events great­
er than the 100-year flood event, as well as eliminate the possibility
of a major dam failure. 

The existing Lake Wichita Dam earthen embankment will be 
raised and lengthened to prevent overtopping from the probable 
maximum flood. The existing low-flow outlet works will be replaced 
in kind. A new concrete, frequent-service, uncontrolled spillway, 
212 feet wide and 4.7 feet lower than exisitng spillway, will be con­
structed to reduce flood hazard to properties around the lake area 
and to control outflow into the downstream channel. The top of the 
conservation pool in Lake Wichita will be about 1,200 surface 
acres. The 100-year flood pool would be about 2,800 surface acres. 

The channel will extent from the spillway to the mouth of Holli­
day Creek at the Wichita River. The channel will be about 9 miles 
long, grass-lined, and will have a 50-foot bottom width with side 
slopes of 1 vertical to 3 horizonal. The channel will provide a 100­
year level of flood protection along Holliday Creek from spillway 
discharges and intervening area flow below the Lake Wichita Dam. 

About 240 acres of land will be required for the downstream 
channel; 53 structures will be relocated in lake area, 3 railroad 
bridges and 2 street bridges. will be replaced, 4 street bridges and 
several small foot bridges will be removed, the. foundations of 10 
bridges and several small foot bridges will be removed, the founda­
tions of 10 bridges will be reworked, and a number of utility reloca­
tions will be required. 

No mitigation features are required. Safety and aesthetic fea­
tures include a safety fishing berm, low-flow channel in the flood 
control channel to ease maintenance and allow open space, safety 
fences where necessary, and tree and shrub planting along the top 
of flood control channel. 

Local interests will be required to publicize flood plain informa­
tion and adopt zoning regulations as may be necessary to insure 
compatibility between future dev~lopment and protection levels 
provided by the project. The City of Wichita Falls is participating 
in the Fed~ral Food Insurance Program.

Views ofStates and Non-Federal Interests.-The Texas Water De­
partment Board stated full support of the recommended plan. The 
City of Wichita Falls stated its full support of the recommended 
plan and agreed to provide the necessary items of non-Federal par­
ticipation, including providing the cost of making the existing dam 
safe. In testimony before the Committee's Water Resources Sub­
committee on July 23, 1982, the Mayor of Wichita Fallsreaffir!lle,d 
the City's commitment to the recommended plan, and the CIty s 
intent to provide the necessary requirements of non-Federal par­
ticipation.

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency stated it has identified no issues of concern and 
had no objection to the recommended plan. The Department of the 
Interior stated it had no objection to the recommende~ plan. . 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Fmal EnVIron­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on March 13, 1981. . 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 pnce levels): 
Federal: $19,100,000. 
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Non-Federal: $8,190,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­

nomic life). 1.7. 
Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­

quired to provide five percent ($1,370,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. In addition, non-Federal 
interests must provide a cash contribution equivalent to the cost of 
repairs needed to make the existing Lake Wichita Dam safe, esti­
mated at $2,759,000, exclusive of lands (lands and damages are esti­
mated to cost $1,641,000). Repairs to the existing dam, if compatible 
with the recommended plan, would be counted toward that cash 
contribution. Non-Federal interests will also be required to assure 
maintenance and repair during the useful life of the works as re­
quired to serve the project's intended purposes, and to hold and 
save the United States free from damages other than those due to 
the fault or negligence of the United States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-It is the policy of the Committee to promote local self­
help in solving flooding problems, without jeopardizing the viability 
of a larger federal project and without penalizing local interests for 
proceeding with needed flood protection work prior to authoriza­
tion of a Federal project. Accordingly, the Secretary is required to 
include as part of the non-Federal contribution of this project any 
local flood protection work, such as rehabilitation or repair of the 
existing dam, accomplished after January 1, 1983 and before the 
date of enactment of this Act, provided the Secretary determines 
that such work is compatible with the authorized project. Costs and 
benefits resulting from such work by non-Federal interests shall be 
included in the Secretary's determination of the project's economic 
feasibility. 

LOWER RIO GRANDE, TX 

Location.-In southern Texas, in Hidalgo, Willacy, and Cameron 
Counties. 

Authority for Report (Phase I General Design Memorandum).­
Section 68 of the water Resources Development Act of 1974. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Problems in the project area 
relate to floodwater damage, inadequate drainage, saline soils, and 
erosion. There is a need for drainage outlets and an interdependent 
system of lateral and on-farm facilities to provide flood protection 
to urban and rural areas, increase agricultural productivity, and 
protect and enhance environmental resources. A three-phase flood 
control-agricultural drainage plan was developed by the Soil Con­
servation Service in 1969 which consisted of major outlet channels 
(Phase I), a system of lateral channels (Phase 11), and an acceler­
ated land treatment program (Phase III). The Corps of Engineers 
has been directed to evaluate Phase I of the Soil Conservation 
Service Plan. 

The recommended plan includes constructing two major channels 
(the Raymondville Drain and the South Channel), constructing 
channel improvements and bank protection along the Arroyo Colo­
rado, and establishing native vegetation in disposal areas and chan­
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nel rights-of-way to compensate for lost habitat and to enhance 
wildlife in the project area. The recommended plan will provide 2­
year protection and 5-year protection to agricultural and rural 
areas which drain into the Raymondville Drain and South Channel 
and into the Arroyo Colorado, respectively; 100-year structural 
flood protection to the Cities of Raymondville, Edinburg, and McAl­
len; 50-year structural flood protection for the Cities of LaVilla and 
Edcounch; and combination structural-nonstructural 100-year flood 
protection for the City of Lyford. 

Specific structural features of the recommended plan include the 
following: 

1. Raymondville Drain.-Enlangement of 39.4 miles of existing 
channel to bottom widths ranging from 30 feet at the upstream 
limits to 150 feet at the downstream limits; widening 5.73 miles of 
channel to 300 feet to provide urban protection for Raymondville 
constructing 2.61 miles of uban lateral with a bottom width of 75 
feet, and 1.82 miles of urban lateral with a bottom width of 49 feet; 
and constructing 3.88 miles of levee and diversion ditch to divert 
overland sheet flow. 

2. South Channel.-Enlargement of 33.2 miles of existing chan­
nel and excavation of 17.3 miles of new channel to bottom widths 
ranging from 5 feet at the upstream limits to 275 feet at the down­
stream limits; construction of urban laterals by enlarging 2 reaches 
of existing channel totaling 19.4 miles of excavating 10 reaches of 
new channel totaling 28.2 miles; and constructing 1.89 miles of 
levee and diversion ditch to divert overland sheet flow. 

3. Arroyo Colorado.-Construction of a concrete diversion struc­
ture consisting of four 9 by 10 foot box culverts at the junction 
with the Main Floodway; enlargement of 400 feet of existing chan­
nel from 40 to 70 feet in width; enlargement of a l.4-mile reach of 
channel to bottom widths ranging from 70 to 85 feet; and improve­
ment of 4 reaches of the Arroyo Colorado in the City of Harlingen 
to provide erosion protection. . 

Nonstructural measures in the recommended plan include rais­
ing 38 residences in the City of Lyford.

Specific environmental features of the recommended plan in­
clude the following:

1. Mitigation on separate lands.-Acquisition and construction of 
facilities of 1,600 acres of land to mitigate the loss of 876 acres of 
saline wetlands. Acquisition of 294 acres of brush land for nursery 
areas and 230 acres of agricultural land for corridors for brush es­
tablishment on disposal areas. 

2. Mitigation on project lands-Acquisition of 1,957 acres of l~d 
that would otherwise be under easement for dIsposal and plantmg 
to brush and grass; planting grass on channel berms and slopes; 
and relocation of channel right-of-way to include 130 acres of pot­
holes to be developed for wetland mitigation.

3. Enhancement measures-Acquisition of an additional 1,425 
acres of disposal area in lieu of easement for brush and grass devel­
opment; and relocating channel right-of-way to include 350 acres of 
potholes for wetland development.

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Texas 
generally concurred with the findings of the recommended plan, 
but expressed concern over the quality of the floodwater discharges 
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with regard to sediments and toxic materials. The Chief of Engi­
neers has determined that when all phases of construction have 
been completed, the quality of the floodwater discharges will in­
crease over existing conditions. The local sponsors have indicated a 
willingness to provide the necessary items of non-Federal participa­
tion. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency, the Department of Commerce, and the Depart­
ment of the Interior all expressed concerns which generally focus 
on water quality of floodwaters, project impacts, and mitigate for 
field and wildlife habitat losses. These concerns are being ad­
dressed in the preparation of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on July 29, 1983. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $153,000,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $48,800,000. 1 

1 These costs include $6,320,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United 
States pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year econom­
ic life): 2.6 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($9,770,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction, Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repaid during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes the environmental concerns 
raised by the Environmental Protection Agency, the Department of 
Commerce and the Department of the Interior during their respec­
tive reviews of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The 
Committee also notes the conclusion of the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors that, without assurance that Phases II and III 
will be implemented, the overall project would be environmentally 
unacceptable. Accordingly, in the interest of protecting environ­
mental values, the Committee has directed the Secretary, in con­
sultations with appropriate Federal, State, and local agencies, to 
study adverse of discharges of sediments and pollutants from the 
project of fish and wildlife. The Secretary is authorized to under­
take such measures as he determines necessary and appropriate to 
minimize any such adverse effects and to mitigate any adverse -ef­
fects of the project on fish and wildlife habitat. Before the acquisi­
tion by the Corps of any interest in real property for the project or 
the actual construction of the project, the Secretary, after consulta­
tion with the Department of Agriculture, must determine that 
Phase II and III of the project will be undertaken by the Depart­
ment of Agriculture. The Secretary and the Secretary of Agricul­
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ture, .in consultation with appropriate Federal, State, and local 
agencIes, shall develop an overall mitigation plan for Phases I, II, 
and III of the project. Not later than one year after the date of en­
actment of the bill, the Secretary shall transmit to the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation of the House and the Commit­
tee on Enviro~ment and the Public Works of the Senate a copy of 
that mitigation plan, along with recommendations for additional 
measures which the Secretary determines necessary and appropri­
ate to mitigate the adverse effects of the project on fish and wild­
life habitat. Except for funds from the Environmental Protection 
and Mitigation Fund established in Title XI, no appropriation shall 
be made for the acquisition of any interest in real property for, or 
the actual construction of, the lower Rio Grande project if that ac­
quisition and actual construction have not been approved by reso­
lutions of the two Committees. 

SIMS BAYOU, TX 

Location.-The urbanized watershed of Sims Bayou is located in 
the southern part of Houston, Texas, and provides drainage for 94 
square miles of the Buffalo Bayou basin. The area affected by the 
recommended plan lies almost entirely within the corporate city 
limits of Houston, South Houston, and Missouri City. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted April 20, 1948. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The Sims Bayou drainage 
basin has experienced extensive urbanization over the past 20 to 25 
years, mostly in the form of residential developments, and now con­
tains a population of about 225,000. Urban flooding problems of the 
area are caused primarily by very flat topography, increased rain­
fall runoff resulting from urbanization, and by the inadequate 
stream capacity of Sims Bayou. More than 27,000 structures are 
subject to flood damage within the basin. Large developed portions 
of the basin are subject to frequent flooding, and continuing urban­
ization, caused by the demands for additional housing, will substan­
tially increase the problems in the future. 

The recommended plan of improvement includes channel en­
largement and rectification, with appropriate erosion control meas­
ures, of 19.31 miles of Sims Bayou to provide 25-year flood protec­
tion; installation and construction of environmental quality meas­
ures and riparian habitat improvements along the entire align­
ment of the proposed project; and construction of a recreational de­
velopment plan on proposed flood control rights-of-way along Sims 
Bayou including 27 miles of hiking and biking trails connecting to 
existing public parks, with picnic, playground, and other outdoor 
leisure facilities. 

The flood control improvements in Sim Bayou constitute the 
basic element of the plan. The recreational development plan is a 
separate increment which is independently justified. 

Environmental features of the recommended plan include revege­
tation with native trees on 95 acres of bayou rights-of-way above 
the proposed channel banks; creation of 5 acres of wetland vege~at­
ed areas within oxbows formed by proposed channel bend easmg; 
architectural treatment of concrete channel linings in areas of 
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public access; a modification of proposed channel drop structures to 
create low-flow riffle areas within the bayou. 

The recreational development plan includes the construction of 
27.1 miles of all-weather hiking and biking trails along the pro­
posed improved reach of Sims Bayou within bayou rights-of-way; 
the construction of 32 pedestrian bridges crossing the bayou and 
lateral drains; the installation of picnic tables, cooking grills bench­
es, playground equipment, and a restroom along the bayou rights­
of-way in the vicinity of existing city park sites; and the construc­
tion of access parking areas, utilities, an lighting. 

Views ofStates and Non-Federal Interests.-Agencies of the State 
of Texas generally concurred with the findings of the report. The 
Texas Department of Water Resources stated that it would be de­
sirable to provide at least 100-year flood protection. The Texas 
Parks and Wildlife Department expressed a desire that vegetative 
habitat losses resulting from the project be adequately replaced. 
The Harris County Flood Control District and the County's govern­
ing body, the Harris County Commissioners Court, have endorsed 
the proposed flood protection project and have agreed to provide 
the necessary local cooperation. The Parks Department of the City 
of Houston participated in development of the proposed recreation 
plan, and the Houston City Council has concurred in the recre­
ational development plan. The Houston Sierra Club expressed con­
cern about habitat destruction, water quality degradation, and al­
teration of flow regimes. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-Various Federal and 
regional agencies expressed general agreement with the plan. The 
Department of the Interior expressed concern over potential envi­
ronmental impacts of the project. These concerns were either satis­
factorily addressed by the Corps of Engineers or will be reconsid­
ered during preconstruction planning design. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on October 14, 1983. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 

Federal: 102,000,000. 1 


Non-Federal: $32,100,000. 1 


1 These costs include 10,300,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United 
States pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 

Flood protection: 9.7. 
Recreation: 2.12. 
Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­

quired to provide five percent ($5,980,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, right-of-way, relocations (except 
for railroads) and a portion of recreation cost necessary for the 
project's construction. The cost of recreation development will be 
cost-shared on a 50 percent basis between Federal and non-Federal 
interests. Non-Federal interests will also be required to assure 
maintenance and repair during the useful life of the works as re­
quired to serve the project's intended purposes, and to hold and 
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save the United States free from damages other than those due to 
the fault or negligence of the United States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee believes that the level of protection 
recommended by the Division Engineer maximizes project flood 
control benefits and has included language specifying construction 
of the project in accordance with the 50-year level of protection rec­
ommended in the Report of the Division Engineer. 

MIDDLE RIO GRANDE, NM 

Location.-In the center of the State of New Mexico, between 
Bernalillo and Belen. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted April 11, 1974; and Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tion adopted July 17, 1969. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-In spite of the existing flood 
control projects, there remains a residual flood threat which results 
in recurring damages currently estimated at $6.7 million annually. 
Residents of low-lying areas desire relief from flooding problems. 
The recommended plan consists of raising and rehabilitating exist­
ing levees. The level of protection will be the same as that current­
ly provided by the Federal levee protecting the City of Albuquer­
que. Under the recommended plan, the rehabilitation of 62.3 miles 
of levees, as shown below, will provide uniform protection against 
flows of 42,000 cubic feet per second. 

Average height 
Unit length (miles) increase, including 3 

ft. freeboard (feet) 

Corrales................................................................................................................................ 12.6 2.8 
Mountainview ....................................................................................................................... 4.4 2.5 
Isleta-West .................................:......................................................................................... 3.2 3.8 
Belen-East ........................................................................................................................,... 22.1 2.7 
Belen-West...........................................................................................................................__~-=2.:..c0.O,--__----,3:..:.::..0 


Total ....................................................................................................................... 62.3 """.".".""""""""". 


Also included in the plan are six overlap levees, totaling 43,500 
feet in length, eight backflow-prevention structures, and two exces­
sive-inflow-prevention structures. 

A total of fifty acres would need to be acquired for new rights-of­
way, as shown below. 

Unit Acres 
COrrales .. , ................... _........... , ................... ,..................................................................... 14 


~!i~~~:::.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~ 
Total...................................................................................................................... 50 


Relocations comprise raising five highway bridge approaches and 
one 2,000-foot stretch of railroad track to accommodate the 42,000 
cubic-feet-per-second design flow. . ' . 
. The only feasible non-structural me.asure .spe~Ifically Identified 
In the recommended plan is flood plam zonmg m the Isleta-East 
reach, which has very little existing developI?e~t. . . 

Mitigation measures on separable lands wIll mcluded th~ acqUISI­
tion of 200 acres of woodland to compensate for loss of habItat asso­
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ciated with permanently lost use of 105 acres of riparian woodland 
and temporary damage to 150 acres of woodland (for access roads, 
borrow areas, etc.) The 150 acres of woodland would also be re­
stored to their natural condition after project construction. Other 
mitigation measures include contractual construction controls to 
minimize adverse impacts, and management of riparian woodland 
and river channel contiguous to the project area. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of New 
Mexico endorses the recommended plan and concurs in the view 
that the proposed development of 75 acres of wetlands is properly 
described as a wildlife enhancement feature rather than a mitiga­
tion item and, therefore, should be deleted. The Middle Rio Grande 
Conservancy District shares that view. 

Views ofFederal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior disagreed with the report of the Chief of Engineers regard­
ing deletion of 75 acres of wetlands identified by the District Engi­
neer as a mitigation feature. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on September 12, 1980. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $40,000,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $11,100,000. 1 

1 These costs include $6,610,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.3. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($2,230,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations, and a 
portion of mitigation costs, as necessary for the project's construc­
tion. The non-Federal interests will also be required to assure 
maintenance and repair during the useful life of the works as re­
quired to serve the project's intended purposes, and to hold and 
save the United States free from damages other than those due to 
the fault or negligence of the United States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes the comments of the Depart­
ment of the Interior regarding the development of a 75-acre wet­
land in the project area. Accordingly, in the interest of protecting 
environmental values, the Corps is directed to establish a 75-acre 
wetland and acquire 200 acres of land, as recommended by the Al­
buquerque District Engineer in his report of June 13, 1979. 

PUERCO RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, NM 

Location.-The City of Gallup, in McKinley county, located in 
northwestern New Mexico, about 135 miles west from Albuquer­
que. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted October 12, 1972. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan will 
provide flood protection for the City of Gallup against recurrent 
flooding from the Puerco River. The flood in July of 1972 caused 
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$1.3 million in damages to Gallup, at 1972 price levels. The recom­
mended plan consists of the construction, reconstruction, realign­
ment, and extension of levees; the construction of an inlet struc­
ture; the removal of a rock knoll; the acquisition of rights-of-way; 
the acquisition of flooding, ponding and flowage easements; flood­
plan management; and the construction of a bicycle trail. The plan 
will provide 100-year flood protection to the City of Gallup. 

Specific structural features of the recommended plan include the 
following: 

1. Reconstruction, realignment and extension of the existing 
south levee (25,000 cubic-feet-per-second (cfs) capacity) for a dis­
tance of approximately 6,515 feet; 

2. Reconstruction and realignment of the existing north levee to 
ensure existing desgin capacity. Construction of an auxiliary levee 
to contain 25,000 cfs and prevent overflow onto Interstate 40. Total 
distance of the north levee improvement and new construction is 
5,145 feet; and 

3. Construction of a 250-feet inlet structure and removal of a 
rock knoll to increase channel capacity to 25,000 cfs. 

Rights-of-way, flooding easements, and relocations will be re­
quired in order to limit obstructions to the proper functioning of 
the project. Lands required total 137.5 acres. Rights-of-way for the 
levees are presently owned by the State of New Mexico for high­
way development. Minor utility relocations will also be required. 

Nonstructural features of the recommended plan will include the 
acquisition of a floodng easement of 83 acres, which will be suffi­
ciently restrictive to prevent future development in the floodplain. 

A bike trail is included in the recommended plan as a recreation­
al feature. The total trail system will be 3.9 miles long, with 1.1 
miles on the project's levees. 

The mitigation plan, which was' coordinated with the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, includes the purchases of 30 acres within the flow­
age easement of the project. Ten of the 30 acres will be planted 
with native trees and brushes to compensate for the permanent 
loss of riparian habitat. 

Views -of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The City of Gallup 
and the State of New Mexcio support the recommended plan. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-Federal agencies com­
menting on the recommended plan either supported it· or did not 
object to it. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on March 31, 1981. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 

Federal: $3,810,000. 1 


Non-Federal: $1,110,000. 1 


1 These costs include $495,000 to be reimbursed by non·Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

BeneftlCost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.2. 

J:Ton-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal intere~ts will be re­
qUIred to provide five percent ($208,0~0) of total pr<?Jec~ flo~d con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the lImItatIOns In Sec­
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tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations, and a 
portion of recreation and mitigation costs necessary for the 
project's construction. Non-Federal interests will also be required' 
to assure maintenance and repair during the useful life of the 
works as required to serve the projects's intended purposes, and to 
hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its con­
tractors. 

LITTLE COLORADO RIVER, AZ 

Location.-The City of Holbrook is in Navajo County, located in 
northeastern Arizona, about 150 miles north of Phoenix. 

Authority for Report.-Section 216 of the Flood Control Act of 
1970. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan will 
provide flood protection for the City of Holbrook against recurrent 
flooding from the Little Colorado River. The plan consists of raising 
the existing north bank project levee, addition of a new south bank 
levee, a low flow channel, recreational facilities and mitigation fea­
tures. 

The existing project levee (north levee) will be modified to a 
height ranging from 23 feet high upstream of the Apache Railroad 
bridge to about 12 feet high downstream of the bridge. This levee 
will be about 18,000 feet long. The south side levee will be about 
5,000 feet long, with a maximum height of 23 feet. The levee 
system will provide standard project flood protection (107,000 cubic 
feet per second) to the City of Holbrook from floodflows from the 
little Colorado River. 

Required rights-of-way will include about 23 acres for the north 
levee, 59 acres for the low-flow channel and cleared strip, 59 acres 
for the north-side ponding area, and 57 acres for the south levee 
and south side interior drainage channel. In addition to fee title 
rights-of-way, a permanent flowage easement will be required for 
the entire riverbed. That easement will cover about 1,027 acres. 

Recreational features of the recommended plan include a 3.7­
mile-long bike trail and a 5-acre picnic area. 

Mitigation requirements for the recommended plan were estab­
lished through consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service. 
They consist of a 30-foot uncleared strip on each side of the low 
flow channel. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Arizona 
supports the recommended plan as does the City of Holbrook. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies. -Comments from the 
Department of the Interior, Agriculture, Environmental Protection 
Agency and Federal Energy Regulatory Commission expressed no 
significant concerns. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on August 14, 1981. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $9,520~OOO.T -- -- - - - --- ------- -­
Non-Federal: $2,960,000. 1 

1 These costs include $775,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
Dursuant to Section 802. 
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Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.7. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($579,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations and a 
portion of recreation and mitigation costs necessary for the 
project's construction. Non-Federal interests will also be required 
to assure maintenance and repair during the useful life of the 
works as required to serve the project's intended purposes, and to 
hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its con­
tractors. 

CACHE CREEK BASIN, CA 

Location.-In central California, about 90 miles north of San 
Francisco, on the eastern slope of the Coastal Range. 

Authority for Report.-House Flood Control Committee resolu­
tion adopted May 29, 1946 (Clear Lake Area); House Public Works 
Committee resolution adopted June 19, 1963 (Cache Creek Settling 
Basin). 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The principal problems stud­
ied were a flood problem on the rim of Clear Lake in Upper Cache 
Creek Basin and a sediment control problem in Lower Cache Creek 
Basin. Flooding on Clear Lake rim is caused primarily by inad­
equate discharge capability of the lake's 5-mile-long outlet channel. 
The sediment control problem is caused by the fact that sediment 
originating in Cache Creek is deposited downstream in flood con­
trol and navigation channels. The recommended plan consists of 
enlarging the outlet channel of Clear Lake and providing a bypass 
channel to reduce flooding, enlarging and raising levees around the 
existing Cache Creek Settling Basin to provide additional storage 
for sediment, and establishing of a wildlife refuge in a settling 
basin. Also, future development on Clear Lake rim will be required 
to flood-proof or otherwise construct above the elevation of the pre­
project 100-year flood plain. 

In the Upper Basin, structural features of the recommended plan 
include widening and/or deepening 3.3 miles of the existing 5-mile­
long Clear Lake Outlet Channel to a capacity of 8,000 cubic-feet­
per-second (cfs) at a Clear Lake stage of 7.56 feet; and constructing 
a 1.1-mile-long bypass channel around the highly developed area 
adjacent to the existing outlet channel. 

The total of 79 acres for channel rights-of-way will be acquired in 
fee title. Easements for temporary disposal areas will total 80 
acres. Two bridges will have to be constructed over the bypass 
channel and numerous utilities will require relocation. 

The major effect of the structural and nonstructural features ~or 
the Upper Basin will be a reduction in flood damages to both eXIst­
ing and future development on Clear Lake rim; also, existing and 
potential urban areas and about 4,100 acres of existing and future 
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agricultural areas will be protected from floods. The 100-year flood 
stage on Clear Lake will be reduced by 2.25 feet. 

In the Lower Basin, structural features of the recommended plan 
include enlarging the existing perimeter levees of the Cache Creek 
Settling Basin an average of 12 feet to provide 50 years of sediment 
storage capacity; 

Reconstructing and enlarging the existing Cobble Weir; and 
Excavating 50,000 cubic yards of sediment annually, for use by 

local topsoil distributors, which decrease sediment storage require­
ments within the basin by about 1,500 acre-feet over the 50-year 
project life. 

The plan will require the acquisition in fee of 3,600 acreas of the 
existing settling basin; the City of Woodland's storm runoff pump­
ing facility pumping head will have to be increased by about 12 
feet; and three dwellings located in the north portion of the set­
tling basin will have to be relocated. 

The major effect of the plan for the Lower Basin would be trap­
ping an average of 340 acre-feet per year of Cache Creek's sediment 
load upstream of the Yolo Bypass over 50 years. With this control, 
the integrity of the Sacramento River Flood Control Project will be 
insured, and about 435 acres of sewage oxidation ponds owned by 
the City of Woodland will be protected. Also, downstream dredging 
requirements will be reduced. 

Future development on Clear Lake rim will be required to flood 
proof or otherwise construct above the elevation of the pre-project 
100-year flood plain, and releases from Clear Lake will be con­
trolled by a modified operation of Clear Lake Dam. 

Environmental features of the plan for the Upper Basin will in­
clude the improvement of fish and riparan habitat in the main 
channel and bypass channel by constructing potholes in the chan­
nel bottom and riparian plantings along cleared areas of the main 
channel and bypass. In the Lower Basin, environmental features 
will include the purchase in fee of 3,600 acres of the existing set­
tling basin and the establishment of a wildlife refuge, which will 
provide 4.6 million waterfowl use days and 108,000 shorebird and 
marshbird use days annually and will reduce annual losses attrib­
uted to crop depredation by waterfowl. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State Resources 
Agency stated that the bypass channel should be designed to avoid 
causing any impact on archeological resources and that Native 
Americans be included in the planning process. The Agency also 
urged an intensive survey to assess the cultural resources within 
the entire area of environmental impact. The State Lands Commis­
sion also recommended that the project be designed to avoid im­
pacts on the cultural resources of Anderson March. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies. -The Department of the 
Interior expressed concern over potential impacts to the cultural 
resources of the Anderson March area. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on July 25, 1980. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $25,300,000. 
Non-Federal: $9,730,000. 
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Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate; economic life­
Upper Basin (100 yrs.), Lower Basin (50 yrs.)): 2.4 Upper Basin; 1.8 
Lower Basin; 2.1 combined. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($1,620,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, right-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes the comments of the State of 
California and the Department of the Interior regarding the design 
of the bypass channel to minimize adverse effects on archeological 
resources. Accordingly, the Commttee has included language speci­
fying that the lieu of the bypass channel, the Corps is to accom­
plish the purposes of the project by removing the rock formation at 
the outlet channel and widening and deepening the channel in ac­
cordance with alternative 8 as described in the District Engineer's 
Feasibility Study. Although this approach may entail slightly 
higher Federal and non-Federal costs, it is preferable because it 
eliminates the necessity of a bypass channel through an environ­
mentally and archeologically sensitive State park. The Committee 
is aware that, although widening of the outlet channel is supported 
by local residents, it will require the modification of two court de­
crees regulating outflow from Clear Lake before construction can 
commence. 

REDBANK AND FANCHER CREEKS, GA 

Location.-In the Fresno-Clovis metropolitan area of Fresno 
County, California. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolu­
tions adopted June 13, 1956 and May 8, 1974. 

Desc;ription of Recommended Plan.-Urban flood problems occur 
in the Fresno area along Redbank, Fancher, Pup, and Big Dry 
Creeks and Alluvial Drain. There is also a significant demand for 
water-oriented recreation in the project area, and, due to the lack 
of storage facilities, there is a need for additional irrigation water 
supplies. In various locations within the study area, groundwater 
levels are receding and the quality of the groundwater is declining. 
The recommended plan consists of enlarging the existing Big Dry 
Creek reservoir, and constructing flood detention basins on 
Fancher, Redbank, and Pup Creeks and Alluvial Drain. 

The existing single-purpose flood control facility,. Big pry Creek 
reservoir will be raised from 40 feet to 55 feet, WhICh WIll enlarge 
the pres~nt capacity of 16,250 acre-feet to 43,200 acreifeet, includ­
ing 4,000 acre/feet for recreation and 900 acre-feet for sediment 
deposition. The plan will require the purchase in fee of 675 acres 
with current flowage easements and 70 acres of new lands, and 
1,170 acres of new flowage easements. Big Dry Creek Reservoir, as 
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modified, will provide standard project flood protection for areas 
downstream. 

A 49-foot-high flood control dam on Fancher Creek will provide 
13,000 acre-feet of storage capacity and 200-year flood protection. 
The construction of this dam will require the fee purchase of 1,470 
acres. 

An offstream flood control detention basin on Redbank Creek 
will provide 1,500 acre-feet of storage capacity and 200-year flood 
protection. It will consist of two separate excavated basins connect­
ed by a siphon. Maximum height of the detention dike will be 6 
feet. It would require the fee purchase of 14Q acres. 

A 17-foot-high flood control detention basin on Pup Creek will 
provide 280 acre/feet of storage capacity and 200-year flood protec­
tion. It would require a fee purchase of 145 acres. 

A 15-foot-high flood control detentiol). basin on Alluvial Drain 
will provide 225 acre/feet of storage capacity and 200-year flood 
protection. It will require 145 acres of flowage easements. 

Recreational facilities at Big Dry Creek Reservoir will provide 
for boating, fishing, and picnicking, and 70 acres of riparian species 
will be planted around the reservoir. 

Four thousand acre-feet of recreation use storage will be provid­
ed by the enlarged Big Dry Creek facility. The minimum flow re­
lease will be zero for all facilities. The design flow releases for the 
facilities (Standard Project Flood for Big Dry Creek and 200-year 
flood for all others) and spillway design are as follows: Big Dry 
Creek, 700 cubic-feet-per-second (cfs); Fancher Creek, 200 cfs; Red­
bank Creek, 200 cfs; Pup Creek, 25 cfs; and Alluvial Drain, 25 cfs. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Califor­
nia expressed concern that the estimated level of recreation use at 
Big Dry Creek Reservoir may be to high unless extensive facilities 
are provided and a firm supplemental water source to maintain the 
reservoir level is established. Local interests have expressed their 
intent to furnish the supplemental water. The State also expressed 
concern about effects on wildlife and its habitat, resulting from in­
creasing recreational use, and added development in the protected 
flood plan. The District Engineer's report reflects the detailed 
report and recommendations of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
which include the views of the Director of the California Depart­
ment of Fish and game, and the Fish and Wildlife Service. Meas­
ures to mitigate wildlife habitat losses are included in the recom­
mended plan. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency expressed concern that any future project modi­
fications should not adversely affect the groundwater aquifer, 
which provides the sole drinking water supply for the area. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on November 7, 1980. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $63,500,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $22,500,000. 1 

I These costs include $1,890,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 
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Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.06. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to pro~ide five percent ($3,920,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs durmg construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provided lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations and 
a portion of recreation costs necessary for the project's construc­
tion. Non-Federal interests will also be required to assure mainte­
nance and repair during the useful life of the works as required to 
serve the project's intended purposes, and to hold and save the 
United States free from damages other than those due to the fault 
or negligence of the United States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes the concerns of the Environ­
mental Protection Agency regarding possible adverse effects of the 
project on groundwater resources. Accordingly, the Corps is direct­
ed to include appropriate measures to minimize adverse effects on 
groundwater and to maximize benefits to groundwater, including 
groundwater recharge. 

SANTA ANA RIVER MAINSTEM, CA 

Location.-Along the Santa Ana River, generally from 60 miles 
east of Los Angeles, California to 40 miles southeast of the city in­
cluding the western portion of San Bernardino and Riverside Coun­
ties, and most of Orange County. 

Authority for Report.-Section 109 of the Water Resources Devel­
opment Act of 1976. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Despite the existence of 
Prado Reservoir and limited channel improvements, there is the 
potential of a standard project flood on the Santa Ana River caus­
ing an estimated $11 billion in damages to about 117,000 acres 
along the Santa Ana River and Santiago Creek in highly urbanized 
Orange County. Significant natural resources in Santa Ana Canyon 
and in the coastal zone at the River's mouth are in danger of being 
irretrievably lost. Recreational facilities are needed throughout the 
basin. The recommended plan includes construction of Mentone 
Dam on the upper Santa Ana River; acquisition for mitigation of 
up to 500 acres of juniper woodland near Mentone; management of 
the post-project flood plain between Mentone Dam and Prado Res­
ervoir; enlargement of the existing Prado Dam and Reservoir 
project; improvements on Oak Street Drain; acquisition of about 
1,500 acres, including the post-project flood plain, in Santa Ana 
Canyon below Prado Reservoir; channel improvements on the 
Santa Ana River between the canyon and the Pacific Ocean; miti­
gation of about 5 acres of Victoria Pond below the Hamilton 
Avenue-Victoria Street Bridge; restoration of 5 acres of beach at 
Huntington State Beach; relocation of 1.5 acres of endangered Cali­
fornia Least Tern nesting beach habitat near the mouth of the 
Santa Ana River, acquisition of 92 acres of habitat near the river 
mouth, of which 8 acres would be for mitigation and 84 acres would 
be for preservation; improvements and flood pla~n maD:a.g~ment on 
the lower portion of Santiago Creek; and recreatIOn facIlIties at the 
major projects features. 
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The recommended project will provide 100-year flood protection 
for Santiago Creek and standard project flood protection for the 
Santa Ana River. Flood control operations of the new Mentone 
Dam and the enlarged Prado Dam will contribute incidental water 
conservation benefits through increased ground-water recharge 
from detained flood flows. In addition, the project would generate 
about 2.3 million recreation-days of reservoir-type leisure activities 
at Mentone and Prado Reservoir and trail-type activities at the 
lower Santa Ana River and Santiago Creek. Acquisition of 92 acres 
of marshland at the mouth of the Santa Ana River will assist in 
the preservation of the endangered Least Term. 

A description of features of the recommended plan is as follows: 
1. Metone Dam-Length, 17,200 feet; height, 223 feet; flood con­

trol storage, 181,000 acre-feet. 
2. Prado Dam-Raise existing dam 30 feet; modify spillway (raise 

20 feet and enlarge) and outlet works. 
3. Oak Street Basin-2.0 miles of channel improvements. 
4. Lower Santa Ana River-23 miles of improved channels and 

levees. 
5. Santiago Creek-Flood retardation basin and about 1.7 miles 

of channel improvements. 
Acquisition of 6,400 acres of lands, easements, and rights-of-way 

and the relocation of railroads and railroad bridges, highways and 
highway bridges and utilities will be required. 

Environmental features of the recommended plan include acqui­
sition and preservation of 1,500 acres of the Santa Ana Canyon for 
open space and wildlife habitat; acquisition for mitigation of 500 
acres of juniper woodland in the vicinity of Mentone Dam; acquisi­
tion for mitigation and enhancement of 92 acres of marshland at 
the mouth of the Santa Ana River; restoration of 5 acres of Victo­
ria Pond; restoration of 5 acres of beach at Huntington State 
Beach; and relocation of 1.5 acres of endangered California Least 
Tern nesting habitat near the mouth of the Santa Ana River. . 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Califor­
nia and the affected counties generally strongly support the recom­
mended plan. The State, however, expressed concern over several 
features of the plan that must be addressed during preconstruction 
planning, including reservoir recreation facilities, river mouth wid­
ening, water conservation facilities and the design of Mentone 
Dam. Local interests remain concerned over planned improvements 
in the upstream reaches of the plan, specifically 'those associated 
with the Mentone Dam. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior generally concurred in the recommended plan and sup­
ported the 84-acre marshland feature. The Department expressed 
concern over several potential impacts that must be addressed 
during preconstruction planning. The Environmental Protection 
Agency did not oppose the recommended plan and supported the 
84-acre marshland feature. The Environmental Protection Agency's 
concern over the Prado Basin borrow site must also be addressed 
during preconstruction planning. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Supple­
mental Environmental Impact Statement was filed with the Envi­
ronmental Protection Agency on August 14, 1981. 



191 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $1,213,000,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $345,000,000. 1 

1 These costs include $213,000,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United 
States pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent rate and 100-year economic life): 
1.7. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($65,200,000) of total project flood 
control costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in 
Section 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations 
and a portion of recreation, environmental quality, and mitigation 
costs necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests 
will also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes the particular concerns of state 
and local interests regarding planned improvements in the up­
stream areas of the plan, specifically those associated with Men­
tone Dam. Accordingly, although the total plan is authorized, the 
Corps is directed to acquire land for and to construct only the fol­
lowing elements at this time: 

-Improvements of Prado Dam which limit the reservoir taking 
line to no higher than elevation 566 feet; 

-Santa Ana River channel improvements in Orange County; 
-Improvements along Santiago Creek; 
-Improvements of the Oak Street drain; 
-Improvement of the Mill Creek levees; 
-Features for mitigation of project effects on and preservation 

of endandered species; and 
.,...-Recreation features in the Chief of Engineer's report for these 

project elements. 
Except for funds established in Title XI, from the Environmental 

Protection and Mitigation Fund, no appropriation shall be made 
for acquiring land for, or actual construction of, other elements of 
the project unless approved by resolutions of the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation of the House and the Comittee 
on Environment and Public Works of the Senate. In addition, no 
land acquisition or construction of such other elements shall be un­
dertaken unless that activity has been agreed to by resolutions of 
the affected non-Federal sponsoring agencies. 

The Committee recognizes the benefit that may accrue through 
enhanced water conservation activities as a result of this project 
and encourages the policy of attempting to maximize water co~ser­
vation in the operation of Prado Dam. Therefore, the CommIttee 
encourages the Secretary to insure, whenever possible, that each 
year at the end of the winter storm and flood season the Corps of 
Engineers will collect up to 50,000 acre-feet of water behind Prado 
Dam and that such water will be released thereafter at a rate that 
insu;es maximum use by municipal or regional water districts (ap­
proximately 300-400 cubic feet per second), while preserving at all 

50-671 0-85-7 
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times the riparian rights of landowners below Prado Dam and the 
property rights of existing leaseholders and/or landowners above 
Prado Dam. 

In addition, the Committee has included language directing the 
Corps to undertake a study to determine the feasibility and envi­
ronmental impact of including seasonal conservation storage at 
Prado Dam as a project purpose, the effect of such storage on recre­
ation and leasehold interest at the Dam and on riparian rights 
downstream, water supply benefits associated with such storage, 
and upstream alternatives to construction of Mentone Dam in ac­
cordance with Section 1304 of the Supplemental Appropriations 
Act of 1984. The Corps is to report the results of such study within 
one year. 

pnder the plan authorized in the bill the segment of the Talbert 
Valley Channel in Huntington Beach, California, running parallel 
and adjacent to the Santa Ana River Mainstem will have to be re­
located to provide for the widening of the River itself. The Corps' 
Phase I Report is not specific as to the level of flood protection that 
will be provided by the Talbert Channel after it is relocated. The 
Committee directs that the relocated Talbert Channel shall provide 
at least a capacity sufficient to carry the 100-year flood. 

ALENAIO STREAM, HI 

Location.-The Alenaio watershed is in the South Hilo District of 
the island of Hawaii. Hilo is the principal urban center in the 
South Hilo District and the County seat for the County of Hawaii. 

Authority for Report.-Section 209 of the Flood Control Act of 
1962. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan con­
sists of a modified and realigned concrete-lined channel; floodproof­
ing 11 individual structures and incorporating floodplain manage­
ment regulations for undeveloped areas. 

The new channel will provide 100-year flood level protection and 
will consist of a 1,640-foot rectangular concrete-lined channel 25 
feet wide. Four bridges will also need to be modified to accommo­
date the new channel. 

Eight structures will be floodproofed. The undeveloped lands 
above Komohana Street will be regulated by the County to· insure 
that sound floodplain practices are incorporated to minimize future 
potential flood damages. Lands will need to be obtained by the 
County and 7 structures will need to be relocated for the realigned 
channel. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The County of 
Hawaii supports the recommended plan, as does the local commu­
nity. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-No adverse comments 
regarding plan formulation have been received from affected Fed­
eral and Regional Agencies. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on March 11, 1983. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $5,500,000. 
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Non-Federal: $2,360,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­

nomic life): 2.40. 
Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­

quired to provide five percent ($393,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, relations, and a 
portion of floodproofing costs necessary for the project's construc­
tion. Non-Federal interests will also be required to assure mainte­
nance and repair during the useful life of the works as required to 
serve the project's intended purposes, to sustain an adequate flood­
warning and floodplain management enforcement program and to 
hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its con­
tractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee has included language providing for 
the level of protection called for by the Report of the Board of En­
gineers for Rivers and Harbors, which level affords improved flood 
protection to the affected community. 

AGANA RIVER, GU 

Location.-The Agana River drainage basin is located in Agana, 
the capital and the business and economic center of the Territory 
of Guam. 

Authority for Report.-Section 106 of the River and Habor Act of 
1970. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The reduction of flood haz­
ards and associated flood damages is the most serious water re­
sources problem in the basin. Continued economic growth of the 
area in recent years has further increased the flood damage poten­
tial. The recommended plan consists of a levee system, with the 
Agana Swamp serving as low-level flood water storage, and associ­
ated channel improvements extending seaward to Agana Bay. 

Specific structural features of the recommended plan include an 
approximately 1,700-foot-Iong channel improvement in consonance 
with 4,900 lineal feet of levees, and a drainage system to control 
local and interior drainage. Lands totaling 14.5 acres will be re­
quired for construction of the channel and levees, and an addition­
al 360 acres will be required for flowage easements. Regulatory 
zoning by local interests is required within the flowage easements. 
The physical output will be control of water damage to 205 acres of 
land in Agana.

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The Governor of 
Guam and local communities fully suport the project. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Departments of 
Housing and Urban Development, Health, Education and Welfare, 
Commerce, Agriculture, and Transportation stated that they did 
not have any objections to the proposed project. The Department of 
the Interior suggested that additional evaluations be made on pos­
sible impacts to endangered species and on possible wetland effects. 
The Environmental Protection Agency suggested additional assess­
ments be made on water quality and compliance with Guam's gov­
ernmental regulations. 
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Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on December 4, 1978. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $6,670,000. 
Non-Federal: $2,860,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­

nomic life): 1.4. 
Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­

quired to provide five percent ($477,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

LITTLE WOOD RIVER, ID 

Location.-In the Lower Wood River Basin, Little Wood River 
Tributary, at the cities of Gooding and Shoshone and vicinity. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tions adopted April 20, 1948, and August 16, 1952. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Periodic flooding by the 
Little Wood River is the primary concern of residents in the vicini­
ty of Gooding and Shoshone. Operators of irrigated farms desire ad­
ditional irrigation water. State fishery officials desire minimum 
flow in a reach that periodically becomes dry in summer. The 
project consists of diversion, channel, and ponding facilities in two 
separate locations to provide off-stream diversions of Little Wood 
River floodflows into adjacent lava fields via the Dietrich and 
Milner-Gooding Canals. The floodwater in the ponding areas will 
eventually be lost by percolation and evaporation. 

The standard project flood for the Little Wood River near Sho­
shone and Gooding produces peak flows of 5,820 cubic feet per 
second (cfs) and 5,720 cfs, respectively. The offstream diversion and 
ponding facilities at the Dietrich and Milner-Gooding Canals, in­
cluded in the recommended plan, will reduce by 86 percent the 
maximum possible flood damage in the Gooding-Shoshone area. It 
will protect Gooding and Shoshone from all winter floods that 
occur more often than one in 67 and 76 years, respectively. For 
spring floods, the respective occurring intervals will be 77 and 90 
years. A composite of both flood types is equivalent to 35-year pro­
tection at Gooding and 41-year protection at Shoshone. 

Up to 1,500 cfs from the Little Wood River will be diverted 
through the Dietrich Canal into a new channel to a ponding area. 
This pond requires a containment dike 6,206 feet long and 18 feet 
high, with an uncontrolled spillway having a 1,500 cfs capacity. 
Ponded water will be lost in an estimated 2 weeks through percola­
tion and evaporation. 

Structural features for the Milner-Gooding Canal diversion in­
clude facilities on the Milner-Gooding Canal designed to divert 600 
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cfs into the adjacent lava beds. These lava beds are underlain with 
heavily fractured basalt; therefore, percolation losses are expected
to be large and rapid. 

Acquisition requirements for flowage easements on Federal 
(Bureau of Land Management) and state grazing land will total 
1,500 acres for both Dietrich and Milner-Gooding Canal diversion 
plans. Construction of the impoundment for the Dietrich diversion 
will require the relocation of approximately 2 miles of existing 
powerline. No relocations will be required for the Milner-Gooding 
diversion plan. 

The Dietrich Canal impoundment would have a full storage of 
6,000 acre-feet of water, covering approximately 850 acres of land. 
The ponding capacity of the Milner-Gooding Canal diversion area is 
approximately 50 acre-feet. 

It is anticipated that a number of brown and rainbow trout will 
be washed into the Dietrich Canal diversion pond during flooding. 
These trout will ultimatley perish when the water recedes due to 
seepage and evaporation. Salvage operations to save the fish are 
not practical. Therefore, these losses will be offset with hatchery­
raised fish. 

Views of States, and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Idaho 
does not oppose the project. The Cities of Shoshone and Gooding, 
and Gooding and Lincoln Counties affirmed their support for the 
project and their intent to provide the necessary items of non-Fed­
eral participation. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior recommended a $15,000 post-project study to determine if 
fish losses will be greater than anticipated. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-A Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Council on Environ­
mental Quality on November 27, 1978. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $3,800,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $1,110,000. 1 

1 These costs include $494,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to' the United States 
pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 2.5. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($221,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations, and a 
portion of mitigation costs as necessary for the project's construc­
tion. Non-Federal interests will also be required to assure mainte­
nance and repair during the useful life of the works as required to 
serve the project's intended purposes, and to hold and save the 
United States free from damages other than those due to the fault 
for negligence of the United States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes the concern of the Department 
of the Interior regarding possible fish losses associated wit~ the 
project. Accordingly, the Secretary is directed, upon completIOn of 
the project, to evaluate and monitor the extent of any fish l.o~ses 
that are attributable to the project and to undertake such addItIon­
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al mitigation measures as the Secretary determines appropriate. 
The project authorization includes any such additional measures. 

YAKIMA-UNION GAP, WA 

Location.-Within Yakima County, Washington, along approxi­
mately 8.5 miles of the Yakima River, between the confluence of 
the Naches and Yakima Rivers, downstream to a physical feature 
known as Union Gap. The cities of Yakima and Union Gap are just 
west of the project. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tions adopted July 27, 1962, and July 12, 1966. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Despite existing flood protec­
tion, a residual flood threat remain,s, resulting in average annual 
flood damages of $1,170,000. Recent flooding occurred in 1975 and 
1977. Residents of the Yakima River flood plain desire additional 
flood protection. The recommended plan consists of raising and pro­
viding additional riprap armor protection for existing levees previ­
ously constructed by the Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation, 
constructing new levees, and control of development in unprotected 
lands. A total of 3,310 acres would be provided about 200-year pro­
tection. 

Along the Yakima River upstream of the Moxee Bridge, 4.9 miles 
of existing levees will be raised on both riverbanks to provide ade­
quate freeboard above the 200-year flood. Riprap will be added to 
6.2 miles of these levees. Downstream of Moxee Bridge 4.1 miles of 
new levees will be constructed on both riverbanks to provide 200­
year protection. One-half mile of riprap will be provided along 
Interstate Highway 82, and control structures will be added on 
Spring Creek culverts to provide 100-year protection to Union Gap. 
A higher level of protection would require raising the interstate 
highway and is not economically justified. 

Local interests will control development to reduce future flood 
damages in 2,300 acres of unprotected floodway lands, about 800 
acres of which lie downstream of the Moxee Bridge. 

Permanent additional right-of-way needed for the levee will total 
about 24 acres, with an additional 5 acres of temporary easements 
required during construction. Permanent easements will be re­
quired for about 50 acres of land used as ponding areas. Reloca­
tions asssociated with the project include modifications of existing 
drainage ditches and road alterations where exisitng streets cross 
the levee alignment. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Wash­
ington has endorsed the proposal. The City of Yakima, County of 
Yakima, and Washington Highway Commission have all expressed 
their support for the project. . 

Views ofFederal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior stated that the impacts of the project to fish and wildlife 
resources should be assessed during the advanced engineering and 
design stage of the project. 

The Department of the Interior also stated that a reexamination 
should be made regarding adding recreation to the plan as a 
project purpose and that consultation unde.r Section 7 of the En­
dangered Species Act should be initiated. A biological assessment 
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will be conducted in accordance with the Endangered Species Act 
during post-authorization design. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-Notice of the avail­
ability of the final environmental impact statement was published 
by the Environmental Protection Agency in the Federal Register
on May 22, 1981. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $8,160,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $2,200,000. 1 

I These costs include $1,570,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United 
States pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.6. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($439,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, to control development on the unprotected floodplain and 
to hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its con­
tractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes the concerns of the Department 
of the Interior regarding the potential effects of the project on fish 
and wildlife resources and the potential for including recreation as 
a project purpose. Therefore, the Secretary is required, within one 
year of enactment of this Act, and in consultation with appropriate 
Federal, State, and local agencies, to review such potential effects 
and the feasibility of including recreation as a project purpose and 
to transmit a report of such review to the House Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation and the Senate Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. Such report shall include the Sec­
retary's recommendations including those for additional measures 
to mitigate adverse effects of the project on fish and wildlife habi­
tat. The project authorization includes such modifications recom­
mended by the Secretary. 

CHEHALIS RIVER, WA 

Location.-In Southwestern Washington; near the mouth of the 
Chehalis River, located in Aberdeen and Cosmopolis at the eastern 
end of Grays Harbor. . 

Authority for Report.-House Flood Control CommIttee resolu­
tion adopted April 19, 1946. ... 

Description ofRecommended Plan. -Flood protectIOn IS needed In 

South Aberdeen and Cosmopolis, Washington, against recurrent 
flooding from high Chehalis River discharges combined with ex­
treme water levels caused by tides in the Grays Harbor estuary. A 
recurrence of the flood of record, December 1933 (a 77-year event), 
would cause an estimated $12,800,000 in damage under 1982 prices 
and conditions. The recommended plan consists of constructing 
levees, floodwalls, and pumping plants to provide standard project 
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flood protection for South Aberdeen and Cosmopolis. The District 
and Division reports recommended only a 200-year level of protec­
tioo. . 

The levee system will be 4.7 miles long and will be constructed to 
provide Standard Project Flood protection to 1,318 acres in Aber­
deen and Cosmopolis. To accommodate interior drainage, five 
pumping stations with' tide gates and 10 gravity drains with tide 
gates will be included. 

Permanent right-of-way needed for the levee and pumping plants 
will total about 51 acres, with an additional 7 acres of temporary 
easements required during construction. Relocations associated 
with the project will include three residences and one barn, and 
road alterations will be required where existing streets cross the 
levee alignment. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interest.-The State of Washing­
ton indicated that proper landscaping could provide space for 
hiking. It was concerned about additional losses of habitat from the 
use of underdeveloped areas for dredged material disposal sites, 
possible water quality degradation during construction, and the 
effect the levee would have on upstream flood plains. The Corps 
has determined that the levee's effects on upstream flooding will be 
neglible. The other concerns will be addressed during preconstruc­
tion planning. The Cities of Aberdeen and Cosmopolis expressed 
Lheir support for the proJect. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior expressed concern over foundation conditions, dredged ma­
terial disposal, recreational opportunities, and wetland impacts. 
These concerns will be considered, as appropriate, during precon­
struction planning. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Council on Environ­
mental Quality on November 20, 1978. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $19,700,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $5,490,000. 1 

1 These costs include $3,250,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United 
States pursuant to Section 302. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($1,100,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, to provide sandbagging freeboard at two railroad cross­
ings, to control future increases in interior drainage runoff, and to 
hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its con­
tractors. 

Remarks.-The Committee notes the Department of the Interi­
or's concern regarding foundation materials in the project area and 
dredged material disposal sites. Accordingly, the Secretary is di­
rected to perform additional studies on these matters prior to initi­
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ation of construction and shall make such modification as the Sec­
retary determines appropriate. 

CENTRALIA, W A 

Location.-On the Skookumchuck River in southwestern Wash­
ington. 

Authority for Report.-House Flood Control Committee resolu­
tion adopted April 19, 1946. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Flood damages occur in the 
Skookumchuck River Valley, including Centralia and B~coda, due 
to recurrent flooding from high Skookumchuck River discharges. 
Major damaging floods generally during the winter season, usually 
from November through February. Average annual flood damages 
in the area under existing conditions are estimated at about 
$3,000,000. The recommended plan consists of modifying the water 
supply dam owned by Pacific Power and Light Company on the 
Skookumchuck River to provide flood control storage during the 
flood season. This storage will reduce average annual flood dam­
ages in the Skookumchuck River Valley, including the cities of 
Bucoda and Centralia, by about 70 percent. 

The existing Skookumchuck Dam is a compacted earthfill em­
bankment on a curved axis about 160 feet high and 1,340 feet long. 
The spillway is an ungated side channel type with an open con­
crete chute ending in a still basin. The capacity of the existing low 
level outlet in about 200 cubic feet per second (cfs). Modifications to 
provide flood control storage will include construction of a 12-foot­
diameter, 1,200-foot-Iong outlet tunnel and addition of a 17-foot­
high by 136-foot-wide bascule gate to the ungated spillway. 

The City of Centralia will continue to participate in the national 
Flood Insurance Program, administer and enforce flood plain regu­
lations to prevent undue increase in flood damage potential, pre­
vent unwise future development in the flood plain and insure com­
patibility between future development and protection levels provid­
ed by the project; and publicize flood plain information in the area 
concerned and annually inform affected interests regarding the 
limitations of the protection afforded by the project. 

The recommended plan will provide a minimum of 17,000 acre­
feet of flood control storage during the flood season, with 28,500 
acre-feet provided in November and December. This storage will 
significantly reduce flooding along the Skookumchuck River, and 
provide some flood reduction on the Chehalis River. For example, 
the project will reduce the 200-year flood on the Skookumchuck 
River to the equivalent of a nondamaging 4-year event. On the 
Cheahalis River the project will lower the 200-year flood water sur­
face by 0.5 feet. Minimum flows from the dam will continue to. be 
governed by the existing fishery flow agreement between PaCIfic 
Power and Light and the Washington Department of Fisheries, and 
would not be significantly affected by the plan. 
. Mitigation features of the recommended plan include the acquisi­

tion of 50 acres of land contiguous with the existing 966-acre Skoo­
kumchuck Wildlife Management project (which was created to 
mitigate for initial construction of the dam and reservoir) and the 
transfer of that land to the Washington Department of Game for 
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wildlife conservation. Mitigation features of the recommended plan 
also include the purchase, installation and maintenance of 30 wood 
duck nesting boxes along the Skookumchuck River downsteam of 
the dam. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The City of Centralia 
and Lewis and Thurston Counties support the proposed dam modi­
fication. The State of Washington has not expressed opposition to 
the recommended plan. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency and Department of the Interior generally concur 
with selection of the recommended plan. The Department of the In­
terior did, however, express concern relating to potential project 
impacts on salmon, steelhead trout, and wetlands. These issues will 
be reconsidered by the Corps during preconstruction planning. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on March 2, 1984. 

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels): 
Federal: $18,500,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $4,890,000. 1 

1 These costs include $3,900,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United 
States pursuant to Section 302. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco­
nomic life): 1.5. 

Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide five percent ($975,000) of total project flood con­
trol costs during construction and, subject to the limitations in Sec­
tion 302, provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations 
necessary for the project's construction. Non-Federal interests will 
also be required to assure maintenance and repair during the 
useful life of the works as required to serve the project's intended 
purposes, and to hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages other than those due to the fault or negligence of the United 
States or its contractors. 

Subsection (b) of Section 301 authorizes the construction of a 
project for the control of destructive floodwaters at Salyersville, 
Kentucky, located on the Licking River in northeastern Kentucky. 
Salyersville has a long history of annual flooding from the Licking 
River, Burning Fork, and State Road Fork, and local interests need 
flood protection. A recurrence of the December 1978 flood would 
cause an estimated $2.7 million in flood damage. 

In view of the present threat to life and property from flooding 
in Salyersville, the Committee has directed that the Corps shall 
design and construct, at full Federal expense, such flood control 
measures on the licking River in the vicinity of Salyersville, Ken­
tucky, as the Corps determines necessary and appropriate to pro­
vide the City of Salyersville, Kentucky, and its immediate environs 
a level of flood protection at least sufficient to prevent any future 
losses to such City from the likelihood of flooding such as occurred 
in the flood of December 1978. 

Non-Federal interests will be required to assure maintenance 
and repair during the useful life of the works as required to serve 
the project's intended purposes, and to hold and save the United 
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States free from damages other than those due to the fault or neg­
ligence of the United States or its contractors. 

Subsection (b) also makes a Congressional finding that the bene­
fits attributable to each of the flood control projects for Salyersville 
and Falmouth exceed the costs of such projects. 

Subsection (c) of Section 301 authorizes the construction of a 
project for the control of destructive floodwaters in the Gold Gulch 
community of California, in Santa Cruz County, California. The 
threat of flooding, which has faced this area for more than 50 
years, became a reality once again during the disastrous storms of 
January 1982. The community was severely damaged by the flood­
ing, which forced the evacuation of area residents. An earthen 
bank, which apparently was constructed in the 1940's as a disposal 
convenience incidental to a channel clearing operation authorized 
in the Flood Control Act of 1937, but which previously provided 
flood protection for this area, was damaged beyond repair. Present­
ly, every sizable amount of rainfall threatens the life and safety of 
area residents. 

The Corps of Engineers has worked closely with county officials 
and local residents seeking to provide proper flood protection for 
the Gold Gulch area. The Corps has entered into an agreement and 
developed a Flood Fight Plan which is activated when flooding is 
imminent. However, a permanent flood control project is vitally 
needed in order to effectivley control the flood potential of this 
area. 

In view of the present threat to life and property from flooding 
in the Gold Gulch community, the Committee has provided that 
the Secretary is authorized to construct, a project for the preven­
tion of flood damage in the community oCGold Gulch at an esti­
mated cost of $6 million and in accordance with costs sharing pro­
visions of Section 302. 

Project Costs: 
Federal: $6,000,000. 
Non-Federal: $1,500,000. 
Non-Federal Responsibilities: Non-Federal interests will be re­

quired to provide five percent of total project flood control costs 
during construction and, subject to the limitations in Section 302, 
provide lands, easements, rights-of-ways, and relocations necessary 
for the projects' construction. They will also be required to assure 
maintenance and repair during the useful life of the works as re­
quired to serve the project's intended purposes, and to hold and 
save the United States free from damages other than those due to 
the fault or negligence of the United States or its contracto~s. 

Subsection (d)(1) of Section 301 authorizes the constructIOn of a 
project for the control of destructive floodwaters in the Pearl River 
Basin, St. Tammany Parish, Louisiana. 

The Secretary is authorized and directed to undertake at Federal 
expense such structural and nonstructural measures as he deems 
feasible to prevent flood damage to communities in t.he Pearl River 
Basin, St. Tammany Parish, Louisiana, at an estImated cost. of 
$25,000,000. Non-Federal interests will be required to asusre m~m­
tenance and repair during the useful life of the works as reqUIred 
to serve the project's intended purposes, and to hold and save the 
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United States free from damages other than those due to the fault 
or negligence of the United States or its contractors. 

The City of Slidell and other communities in St. Tammany 
Parish, Louisiana, have experienced severe flood problems result­
ing from high stages on the Pearl River. In April 1983, record 
stages occurred, devastating numerous businesses and as many as 
200 homes, causing over $100,000,000 in damages. Preliminary in­
vestigations by the Corps of Engineers indicate that a number of 
measures could reduce flood damages, including channel modifica­
tions, levees, drainage structures and bridge modifications. The 
Secretary is directed to expedite measures to reduce this flooding 
problem.

The works authorized in the bill are located in the same area 
being addressed in the Corps' study entitled "Pearl River Basin, 
Mississippi and Louisiana." For purposes of analyzing the costs and 
benefits of any project recommended by the Secretary as a result of 
such study, the Secretary shall include the costs and benefits of 
measures undertaken pursuant to this subsection. 

Subsection (d)(2) of Section 301 authorizes the construction of 
projects for the control of destructive flood waters along the Amite, 
Comite, Tangipahoa, Tchefuncte, Tickfaw, Bogue Chitto, and Natal­
bany Rivers, in Louisiana. 

The Secretary is authorized and directed to design, construct, 
and undertake at Federal expense such measures as the Secretary 
determines are necesssary to provide a level of protection sufficient 
to prevent recurring flood damages along the Amite, Comite, Tan­
gipahoa, Tchefuncte, Tickfaw, Bogue Chitto, and Natalbany Rivers, 
at an estimated cost of $25,000,000. Non-Federal interests will be 
required to assue maintenance and repair during the useful life of 
the works as required to serve the project's intended purposes, and 
to hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its con­
tractors. 

Areas in southeastern Louisiana along the seven named rivers 
expe~ience severe flooding caused by rainfall from hurricanes, trop­
ical storms, and intense local thunderstorms. In April 1983, wide­
spread flooding was experienced on these rivers resulting from a 
storm of an estimated frequency of once in forty years. The author­
ized works are to be located in areas being addressed in studies for 
the Pearl River Basin and the Amite-Comite Rivers. In order to 
reduce flooding damages at the earliest possible date, the Secretary 
is directed to expedite measures authorized in the bill as he deter­
mines to be feasible, while continuing such studies, which might 
result in recommendations for additional work. 

Subsection (e) of Section 301 authorizes and directs the Secretary 
to purchase such land along Highway 75 in Minnesota as may be 
required for the construction of the International Levee segment of 
the Emerson, Manitoba, flood control project and to upgrade exist­
ing flood control levees in the vicinity of N 0YElS, Minnesota. There 
has been a history of flooding problems at the border area between 
Noyes, Minnesota and Emerson, Manitoba, Canada. A flood control 
project is under planning and construction primarily by the Cana­
dians. In order to make it totally effective, an International Levee 
segment is planned. Canada will be responsible for constructing 
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this levee, including the portion on the U.S. side. The U.S. contri­
bution will be the purchase of the land necessary along Highway 
75 to construct the levee. In addition, full protection requires im­
proving existing levess in the vicinity of Noyes, Minnesota. The 
cost of both acquiring the land and upgrading the levees is estimat­
ed to be $200,000. 

Subsection (f) of section 301 provides that, for any project author­
ized in subsection 301(a), Title III, where a final report of the Chief 
of Engineers has not been completed on the date of enactment of 
the Act, the Secretary shall, within one year of the date of enact­
ment, submit a copy of any required final environmental impact 
statement to the House Committee on Public Works and Transpor­
tation and the Senate Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. Any recommendations of the Secretary with respect to the 
project are also to be submitted. No appropriation may be made for 
the acquisition of land for, or the actual construction of, the project 
unless such acquisition and construction are approved by resolu­
tions of the two Committes. This prohibition does not apply to 
funds appropriated to the Environmental Protection and Mitiga­
tion Fund pursuant to Section 1104. Monies in this fund may be 
expended to mitigate losses to fish and wildlife production and 
habitat prior to adoption of the Committee resolutions. 

Subsection (g) of Section 301 authorizes the construction of a 
project for the control of destructive floodwaters at Calleguas 
Creek, California. 

The Calleguas Creek and its tributaries drain a 325-square-mile 
area in Ventura County. The Calleguas Creek Basin is one of the 
fastest growing areas in California. 

The Creek's existing flood control system was constructed by the 
Soil Conservation Service between 1952 and 1960, and consists 
largely of earth-bottom channels surrounded by levees designed to 
handle maximum flows of 15,000 cubic feet per second. Since 1960, 
when these channels were designed and constructed, the total up­
stream population has escalated from 15,000 to 250,000, drastically 
increasing the runoff into the Creek. By the year 2000, the popula­
tion is projected to be nearly 500,000. In addition to runoff, the 
Creek now handles effluent from four sewage treatment plants, one 
of which poured enormous quantities of raw sewage into streets 
and then farmlands when it was damaged by flooding in March of 
1983. 

Nothing has been done to upgrade the downstream channels, 
which are now grossly inadequate to handle anticipated flpod flows. 
The result has been two major floods in the past three years. The 
first of these floods, in 1980, inflicted an estimated $25 million 
damage to private property and the Point Mugu Naval Base, fot:c­
ing the evacuation of 3,000 people from Point Mugu. Peak flows m 
the 1980 flood reached 25,000 cubic feet per second, causing several 
portions of the levees to blowout in plac~s where even the chanr;tel 
bottom is elevated above the surroundmg farmland. The entire 
flow from the watershed was then diverted across those farmlands 
toward the Naval Base. 

The most recent flood on March 1, 1983, caused an estimated $32 
million in damages to ~pstream urban areas, downstream agricul­
turallands, government property, and to the channels themselves. 
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Although the peak discharge during this flood has not yet been de­
termined, it clearly exceeded the channel's capacity. The inunda­
tion of the fertile agricultural lands in the area, which ordinarily 
grow three crops a year, had effects on the price of produce to con­
sumers throughout the country. 

These recent floods have also demonstrated that the flooding in 
Calleguas Creek is not a freak event, but a structural problem des­
tined to repeat itself. Unless immediate remedial action is taken, 
new floods will cause devastation and require repeated wasteful ad 
hoc repaids. 

Unless structural improvements to the Calleguas Creek are un­
dertaken, disasters such as the 1980 and 1983 floods can be expect­
ed to repeat themselves in the near future with increasing frequen­
cy. The population of the Calleguas Creek Basin is expected to con­
tinue to grow at a rapid pace. Moreover, the Creek's channels are 
continually becoming clogged by silt and debris deposited during 
storms, further decreasing their capacity. As time goes by, the 
problem will worsen and the solution will continue to become more 
expensive. 

Subsection (g) of Section 301 authorizes the Secretary to under­
take flood control works along the lower portion of Calleguas 
Creek, Conejo Creek to the Pacific Ocean, California at an estimat­
ed cost of $40,000,000 and in accordance with the cost sharing pro­
visions of Section 302. 

Project Costs: 
Federal: $40,000,000. 
Non-Federal: $10,000,000. 
Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal interests will be re­

quired to provide five percent total project flood control costs 
during construction and, subject to the limitations in Section 302, 
provide lands, easements, rights-of-way and relocations necessary 
for the projects' construction. They will be required to assure main­
tenance and repair during the useful life of the works as required 
to serve the project's intended purposes, and to hold and save the 
United States free from damages other than those due to the fault 
of negligence of the United States or its contractors. 

Subsection (h) of Section 301 authorizes the construction of a 
project for the control of destructive floodwaters at Coyote Creek, 
and Guadalupe River, in California. 

The Secretary is authorized to undertake appropriate local flood 
control and protection measures along the downstream portions of 
Coyote Creek in the Alviso vicinity of San Jose, California, and 
along the Guadalupe River in the vicinity of San Jose. 

Severe floods are experienced in the project area, aggravated by 
gradual but continual land subsidence. Despite local efforts to 
avoid flooding, flooding problems continue. Severe flooding was ex­
perienced in both 1982 and 1983, causing approximately $20,000,000 
in damages. Inadequate levees pose a great threat to the area. Ex­
pedient action, such as levee construction along both Coyote Creek 
and Guadalupe River is urgently needed to prevent further severe 
losses. 

Non-Federal interests are diligently pursuing solutions to flood 
problems in the area. Accordingly, the Secretary is directed to in­
clude any local flood protection work carried out by non-Federal in­
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terests after January 1, 1983, and before the date of enactment, as 
part of the non-Federal contribution to the project; provided the 
Secret~ry determines that such work is reasonably compatible with 
authorIZed measures. Costs and benefits resulting from such work 
performed by non-Federal interests shall be included for purposes 
of determining the economic feasibility of such measures recom­
mended by the Secretary. The cost-sharing provisions of Section 
302 of this Title shall apply to the project recommended by the Sec­
retary. Non-Federal interests will be required to provide five per­
cent of total project flood control costs during construction and, 
subject to the limitations in Section 302, provide lands, easements, 
rights-of-way, and relocations necessary for the project's construc­
tion, to assure maintenance and repair during the useful life of the 
works as required to serve the project's intended purposes, and to 
hold and save the United States free from damages other than 
those due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its con­
tractors. 

Subsection (i) of Section 301 authorizes the construction of a 
project for the control of destructive floodwaters at Monroe and 
West Monroe, Louisiana. 

The Secretary is authorized and direted to undertake at Federal 
expense such structural and nonstructural measures as he deems 
feasible to prevent flood damage to the Cities of Monroe and West 
Monroe, Louisiana, and Ouachita Parish, Louisiana, at an estimat­
ed cost of $40,000,000. Non-Federal interests will be required to 
assure maintenance and repair during the useful life of the works 
as required to serve the project's intended purposes, and to hold 
and save the United States free from damages other than those 
due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its contrac­
tors. 

The Committee notes that despite the existing flood control 
works serious flood problems persist in the Cities of Monroe and 
West Monroe, Louisiana and outlying areas. For example, during 
the period from December 25 to December 28, 1982, over 11 inches 
of rainfall resulted in damages estimated to exceed $42,000,000 in 
the metropolitan area. Ongoing investigations by the Vicksburg 
District Engineer indicate that a number of measures could reduce 
flood damages, including channel modifications, pumping plants, 
new levees, and upgrading existing levees. Of the $42,000,000 in 
damages experienced in late 1982, as much as $35,000,000 could 
have been prevented with corrective measures in place. The Secre­
tary is directed to expedite measures to reduce this flooding prob­
lem. 

The authorized works will be located in the same area being ad­
dressed in the study entitled "Monroe-West Monroe Interim Study 
of the Ouachita Basin Study, Ouachita River Basin, Arkansas and 
Louisiana." For purposes of analyzing the costs and benefits of any 
project recommended by the Secretary as a result of such study, 
the Secretary shall include the cost and benefits of measures un­
dertaken pursuant to the subsection. 

Subsection (j) of Section 101 authorizes and directs the qorps of 
Engineers to undertake measures for flood damage protectIOn and 
allied purposes in the Passaic River .Basin, ~ew Jer~ey ll!ld New 
York, as described in the reports desIgnated III the bIll WIth such 



206 


modifications as the. Corps deems advisable. These measures in­
clude, but are not limited to: 

-Molly Ann's Brook Subbasin, New Jersey, at an estimated cost 
of $7,470,000; 

-Lower Saddle River Basin, New Jersey, at an estimated cost of 
$25,200,000; 

-Ramapo River at Oakland, Pompton Lakes and Wayne, New 
Jersey, at an estimated cost of $4,520,000; 

-Upper Rockaway River Basin, New Jersey, at an estimated 
cost of $25,000,000; 

-Nakoma Brook, Sloatsburg, New York, at an estimated cost of 
$4,500,000; 

-Ramapo and Mahwah ~iver at Mahwah, New Jersey, at an es­
timated cost of $4,340,000; and 

-the project for flood protection on the Third River, Passaic 
Basin, New Jersey, at an estimated cost of $12,000,000. 

Such modifications shall also include, with respect to the project 
for the Lower Saddle River Basin, New Jersey, measures to im­
prove acquatic habitat, consisting of the following instream habitat 
structures (among others): pool riffle areas, submerged scour holes, 
wing dam deflectors, and low-flow pilot channels. The instream 
habitat structures shall be carried out on the Saddle River begin­
ning at Grove Street in Ridgewood, New Jersey, and continuing 
downstream to the Passaic River, on Sprout Brook from the 
Garden State Parkway to the Saddle River, and on Hohokus Brook 
from Grove Street downstream to the Saddle River. The provisions 
of Section 302 of this title shall apply to such projects. 

Subsection (k) of Section 301 authorizes the Corps of Engineers to 
design and construct flood control works for the protection of Mere­
dosia, Illinois, which shall include, but not be limited to, the con­
struction of a levee approximateJy 1fs of a mile long. The local cost­
sharing provisions of Section 302 shall apply to this project, and, 
for purposes of analyzing the costs and benefits of any project rec­
ommended by the Corps as the result of any study on the lllinois 
River authorized by resolution of the Senate Environment and 
Public Works Committee or the House Public Works and Transpor­
tation Committee, the Corps is required to take into account the 
costs and benefits of any measures undertaken by the Corps pursu­
ant to the authorization of this subsection. 

Meredosia is located on the Illinois River and has been subject in 
recent years to recurrent floods, which have caused considerable 
property damage. No levees currently exist to provide protection 
against such floods. The Corps is unable to undertake the necessary 
levee work under its discretionary small flood control project au­
thority because there is an existing authorized flood control project 
for that portion of the Illinois River. However, that authorized 
project is currently only in the preliminary design stage, and con­
struction of the overall project cannot commence for several years, 
leaving Meredosia subject to continued flooding during that period 
of time. The limited levee work authorized by this subsection will 
provide the necessary interim protection for Meredosia. 

Subsection (1) of Section 301 authorizes the Corps of Engineers to 
undertake a project for flood control along the Mission Zanja Creek 
within the City of Redlands, California, in accordance with the 
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s~all. flood ~ontrol proje~t reconnaissance report developed by the 
DIstrict EngIneer. The MIssion Zanja Creek cuts through the down­
town core .of ~he City of the Redlands' Redevelopment District. The 
channel withm the area studied by the District Engineer is primar­
ily an undersized, man-made channel-a reinforced concrete box 
culvert-with approximately a 25-year discharge capacity. 

The Mission Zanja Creek overflows and the City of Redlands ex­
periences some degree of flooding nearly every year. As the City of 
Redlands and the Mission Zanja Basin grow, the flooding problem 
will only worsen if remedial action is not taken. The plan of im­
provement recommended by the District Engineer for the Mission 
Zanja Creek will consist of an inlet structure and a box culvert of 
sufficient size to provide protection against the 100-year flood. The 
estimated first cost of the recommended plan is $13,209,000. The 
provisions of Section 302 of this title shall apply to this project. 

Subsection (m) of Section 301 authorizes the Corps of Engineers 
to study the nature and scope of flood problems along the Rio 
Puerto Nuevo in Puerto Rico. This study shall take into account 
the objectives described in Section 1101 of the bill-including the 
objective of the prevention of loss of life-and it is to take into ac­
count benefits and costs attributable to any project considered to 
minimize such flood problems. The Corps is required within 18 
months to submit to Congress a report on the results of this study, 
including recommendations on measures necessary to minimize 
flood problems in the area. Nearly a quarter of a million people 
live in Rio Puerto Nuevo Basin in the City of San Juan, Puerto 
Rico. When the river overflows, it endangers over 6,000 families, 
numerous public buildings and facilities, and the City's major 
transportation arteries. Annual damages from floods are estimated 
to be $20,000,000, and if a major hurricane were to hit Puerto Rico, 
the costs of the resulting floods in terms of lives and property lost 
would be enormous. 

This subsection also authorizes and directs the Corps to under­
take, on an emergency basis, such structural and non-structural 
measures as the Corps deems necessary to prevent flood damage in 
the City of San Juan caused by the Rio Puerto Nuevo. This limited 
emergency work is to provide interim protection to the City of San 
Juan and is to be provided at full Federal expense. The Corps is to 
take into account the costs and benefits associated with this emer­
gency work in the analysis of any project studied by the Corps for 
flood protection for the City of San Juan. 

Subsection (n) of Section 301 authorizes the Corps to undertake 
such measures, including silt removal and channel modification, in 
the vicinity of the confluence of the Salt and Eel Rivers, California, 
as the Corps determines to be necessary to prevent recurring floods 
in that area. Approximately 3,000 acres of farmland are now affect­
ed by recurrent flooding due to major snags and debris that have 
virtually closed the mouth of the Eel River. Unless this junction 
point is opened and adjacent and upstream farmlands are allowed 
to drain, this flooding problem can only worsen in the future. The 
cost-sharing provisions of Section 302 of the bill will apply to this 
project. The estimated cost of this project is $800,000. 

Subsection (0) of Section 301 authorizes and directs the Corps to 
undertake such structural and non-structural measures as the 
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Corps of Engineers determines to be necessary t9 prevent flood 
damage resulting from rising lake levels at Malheur and Harney 
Lakes, Oregon. Malheur and Harney Lakes are in a closed basin 
with no natural outlets. The lakes have risen to more than 6 feet 
over the historical high levels. In April of 1984 Malheur was at ele­
vation 4,999 feet above sea level. This was a record level, the 
normal lake level for that time of year being 4,093. Harney Lake is 
normally the outlet sump from Malheur Lake and about 8 feet 
lower. In April of 1984 Harney Lake was only slightly lower than 
Malheur Lake. Normally the two lakes cover an area of 70,000 
acres, but at the time they were measured in April of 1984 they 
covered 150,000 acres. As a result of this rise, major flooding dam­
ages have already been sustained and even more extensive dam­
ages are anticipated as a result of snowmelt and rainwater runoff 
conditions. 

It is estimated that the structural work required will include a 
14-mile-Iong drainage canal with a control structure, from Malheur 
Lake into a reservoir at the Norman Branch. Approximately 7,500 
cubic yards of rock will need to be excavated, and approximately 
80% of the canal will require a concrete lining because of unstable 
soil conditions in the area. The estimated cost of this project is 
$15,000,000. The provisions of Section 302 of this title shall apply to 
such project. 

Subsection (p) authorizes the Corps of Engineers to construct the 
O'Hare portion of the Chicagoland Underflow Plan, substantially 
in accordance with the report of the Chief of Engineers, dated June 
3, 1985, at an estimated cost of $18,100,00, except that the reservoir 
is to provide a capacity of at least 1,050 feet to provide flood control 
optimum storage. The main project, which has been underway for 
a number of years, is commonly known as the Tunnel and Reser­
voir Plan, or TARP. The overall project provides a combination of 
flood control and water quality measures for the metropolitan Chi­
cago area. The authority in this subsection is fot a portion of the 
project which has recently been developed by the Corps. The provi­
sions of Section 302 of this title shall apply to this project. 

Subsection (q) authorizes and directs the Corps of Engineers to 
undertake a project including measures necessary to correct flood­
ing problems in the south end of the City of Louisville, Kentucky, 
within an area bounded by New Cut Road west of the city limits 
and Palatka Road south to the city limits. The estimated cost of 
the project is $1,200,000. The provisions of Section 302 of this title 
shall apply to this project. The subsection also authorizes the Corps 
to provide technical assistance to the City of Louisville, Kentucky, 
for correction of flooding caused by drainage problems in that City. 

Subsection (r) authorizes the Corps of Engineers to construct a 
project for flood control for Poplar Brook, New Jersey, including re­
construction of the Brook through the Borough of Deal, New 
Jersey, to accommodate the runoff from a storm having an average 
frequency of occurrence of once every fifteen years, replacement of 
the culvert through the Conrail railroad embankment with a new 
culvert designed to pass a maximum flow equivalent to the peak 
flow of a storm having an average frequency of occurrence of once 
every fifteen years, use of the area upstream of the embankment 
as an on-stream detention basin, and gabion or other lining as de­
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terI?ine? appropriate by the Corps. The estimated cost of the 
proJe~t IS $2,300,000. The cost-sharing provisions of Section 302 of 
the bIll ar.e to apply to this project. 
S~bsectIon (s) authorizes and directs the Corps of Engineers to 

deSIgn and construct-for the purpose of providing flood control for 
the Pearl River Bain in Mississippi, including, but not limited to, 
Carthage, Jackson, Monticello, and Columbia, Mississippi-a flood 
retarding dam on the Pearl River, upstream of the Ross Barnett 
Dam, in the vicinity of Shoccoe, Mississippi. It also authorizes and 
directs the Corps to design and construct a combination roadway 
crossing of the Pearl River and a floodwater detention of the Pearl 
River and a floodwater detention and storage facility in east cen­
tral Leake County, Mississippi; a levee system in the south part of 
Carthage, which will upgrade, extend, and improve the protective 
levee system on the south side of Highway 16 in Leake County and 
the City of Carthage; appropriate drainage structure and bridge 
modifications to expand and improve the storm water conduits 
under Mississippi Highway 35, south of Carthage, for the purpose 
of reducing backwater influence for areas upstream of that high­
way; upstream reservoirs on the Pearl River; other structures, as 
necessary, to alleviate unforeseen flooding in the Leake County 
area as a result of the construction of the Shocce Dry Dam; and 
channel improvements on the upstream Pearl River. Prior to initi­
ation of construction of the work authorized in this subsection, the 
appropriate non-Federal interests are to agree to hold and save the 
United States free from damages due to the construction and oper­
ation of the projects, and to operate and maintain the projects in 
accordance with regulations prescribed by the Corps. The cost shar­
ing provisions of Section 302 of the bill are to apply to this project. 

Subsection (t) of Section 301 makes inapplicable any provision in 
any of the reports designated in Title III which recommends that a 
State contribute, in cash, 5 percent of the construction costs allo­
cated to non-vendible project purposes and 10 percent of the costs 
allocated to vendible project purposes. Such contributions were in­
cluded in some Corps of Engineers reports on water. resources 
projects during the preceding Administration. The Committee has 
adopted a cost sharing policy for local flood protection projects, 
which is set forth in section 302. Section 301(t) is designed to 
remove any doubt as to whether the recommendations for 5 and 10 
percent cash contributions are still applicable. . 

SECTION 302 

The 1936 Flood Control Act, as amended, requires that in the 
case of local flood protection project, non-Federal interests shall 
provide necessary lands, easements, rights-of-way and relocations, 
hold and save the United States free from damages due to the 
project, and operate and maintain the project after completion. 

The non-Federal share of the costs of these projects varies 
widely, depending on the value of the lands to be acquired, the 
amount of lands needed for the project and the quantity and types 
of relocations required for the project, such as roads, bridges, ~~ili­
ties and structures. It is important to note that all of these cr~tICal 
factors vary based on proximity to urban and rural areas, regIOnal 
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location and the relative economic wealth of the surrounding 
locale. For the projects included in subsection (a) ofSection 301, for 
example, non-Federal costs under traditional cost sharing princi­
ples ranged from less than 5 percent to more than 50 percent. 

The Committee determined that it was neither logical nor equita­
ble to base cost sharing on accidents of geography and the extent of 
development, and has included a new, uniform costs sharing formu­
la for local flood protection projects. The establishment of such a 
formula will ensure that regional needs are addressed with fa.irness 
and will result in the equitable distibution of national water re­
sources investments where needed throughout the Nation. 

Subsection (a) of Section 302 establishes Federal and non-Federal 
cost sharing for local flood protection projects. These are projects 
which protect specific, localized areas where the beneficiaries of 
the project are readily identifiable. 

The non-Federal share of any project for local flood protection 
which is authorized by section 301(a) of this title, or which is au­
thorized by any other law enacted before the date of enactment of 
this bill and for which a contract for construction has not been en­
tered into as of the date of enactment, is established as 25 percent. 
Included witin the non-Federal share is a requirement that non­
Federal interests provide five percent of the total project costs allo­
cated to flood control purposes and that this amount be provided in 
cash during project construction. 

Paragraph (2) of subsection (a) places a cap of 30 percent on the 
non-Federal share when the costs of the lands, easements, rights-of­
way and relocations, plus the required cash contribution of 5 per­
cent of total project costs, exceed 25 percent of the project costs. In 
the case of non-structual projects, the non-Federal share will be 25 
percent, as provided in paragraph (1) of subsection (a). The major 
portion of the costs of non-structural projects are land costs, and 
applying the 30 percent cap to them would act in some cases as a 
disincentive to the consideration of non-strucural alternatives. 

Subsection (a) provides that if the Secretary estimates before con­
struction that the costs of lands, easements, rights-of-way and relo­
cations will exceed 25 percent of the project costs, the Secretary 
shall, upon request of the non-Federal interests, acquire lands, 
easements and rights-of-way and perform necessary relocations to 
the extent the costs of these items exceed 25 percent of the cost of 
the project (20 percent in the case of a non-structural project). With 
this provision, the non-Federal interests, at their option, can avoid 
having to pay more than their required share and then having to 
wait for reimbursement. 

Subsection (c) provides that if the Secretary determines after 
project completion that the costs of the lands, easements, rights-of­
way and relocations provided by the non-Federal interests are less 
than 20 percent, the non-Federal interests, shall pay the amount 
necessary to meet the required non-Federal share, with interest, 
over a period of 15 years, beginning after completion of the project 
and the Secretary's determination. 

Subsection (c) also provides that if the costs of lands, easements, 
rights-of-way and relocations furnished by the non-Federal inter­
ests exceed the non-Federal share, the Secretary shall pay to the 
non-Federal interests an amount equal to the excess, with interest. 
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Subsection. (d) provides that the Secretary shall transfer to the 
nO!l-Federal mterests any lands, easements, and rights-of-way ac­
qUired by the Secretary under subsection (b). Local flood protection 
projects are generally constructed on lands owned by non-Federal 
interests, and this provision gives the Secretary the needed author­
ity to transfer to them lands which were acquired on their behalf. 

Subsection (e) establishes the interest rate to be used for repay­
ment of costs under section 302. 

Subsection (f) provides that, for purposes of section 302, the cost 
of a project includes, but is not limited to, the value of lands, ease­
ments, rights-of-way and the costs of relocations necessary to carry 
out the project. This makes it clear that these item are included in 
the total project costs, as well as Federal costs such as costs for 
construction, in determining the amount of the non-Federal share. 
Also, the value of lands, easements, and rights-of-way furnished by 
non-Federal interests shall be their value on the date on which 
actual construction of the project is begun. Non-Federal interests 
may have acquired lands many years before project construction. 
The proper credit to be given toward the non-Federal share is the 
present value of the lands. The value of lands acquired by the Sec­
retary is the price paid for them. 

Subsection (g) of section 302 provides a means for non-Federal in­
terests to proceed with measures of flood control without jeopardiz­
ing the economic evaluation of a more comprehensive project stud­
ies by the Corps of Engineers. When the Secretary analyzes the 
costs and benefits of a proposed flood control project, he is to take 
into account the costs incurred in and the benefits produced by any 
local flood protection work carried out by non-Federal interests. 
The Secretary must determine that the non-Federal work can rea­
sonably be expected to be compatible with the project being consid­
ered by the Secretary. A cut-off date is established for non-Federal 
work to be considered. It must be carried out within the five-year 
period preceding the date of enactment of this bill, or within the 
five-year period preceding the first obligation of funds for the 
Corps' study, whichever is later. rrhese provisions do not apply to 
any study for a project if that project is authorized for construction 
by this bill or a prior Act. 

Paragraph (2) of subsection (g) provides that the cost of any non­
Federal local flood protection work which is part of an authorized 
project shall be credited as part of the non-Federal contribution for 
the project. The non-Federal work must be carried out after the 
date of the project authorization or after the date of enactment of 
this bill, whichever is later. 

Where non-Federal interests carry out local flood protection 
work prior to authorization of a project and after the first obliga­
tion of funds for the Corps study of the project, the Secretary is di­
rected to recommend in any report submitted to Congr~ss relating 
to the project that the cost of the non-Federal work be mcluded as 
part of the non-Federal contribution if the Secretary determines 
that the work is reasonably compatible with the prop?sed proje.ct. 
This provision does not apply to non-Federal work carrIed ou~ pr~or 
to the five-year period preceding the date of ~nactment ~f thIS bIlL 

Subsection (g) thus provides a comprehensIve mechamsm to ~n­
courage non-Federal interests to undertake local flood protection 

http:proje.ct
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work in order to alleviate flood damages in the period preceding 
authorization and construction of a Federal project, and to ensure 
that they will not be penalized for doing so. If non-Federal interests 
perform work prior to a study, the benefits and costs are included 
in the study. This is important because the local work often is the 
first increment which captures many of the benefits for a relatively 
low cost, and the Corps would otherwise be able only to consider 
remaining benefits and remaining costs, which would adversely 
affect the benefit-to-cost ratio. 

If the non-Federal interests perform the work during the study, 
the project report is to include a recommendation that it be count­
ed toward the local share. 

Finally, if the non-Federal interests construct part of an author­
ized project, their costs are to be credited toward their required 
contribution. 

SECTION 303 

This section requires that non-Federal interests agree to partici­
pate in and comply with applicable flood plain management and 
flood insurance programs before construction of any project for 
local flood protection is commenced. This formal agreement will 
provide added assurance of compliance with these programs. 

SECTION 304 

Section 2 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 provided that the 
words "flood control" as they appeared in the 1936 Act, should be 
construed to include channel and major drainage improvements. 
This section constitutes a further definition of the term "flood con­
trol" as it is used in the 1936 Act, and establishes a Federal inter­
est in flood control work which includes improvements for protec­
tion from groundwater-induced damages. Groundwater-induced 
damages have been experienced, for example, in Arcadia, Wiscon­
sin. This amendment will permit the Corps of Engineers to investi­
gate and provide flood control protection for Arcadia and other 
communities with similar groundwater problems. 

SECTION 305 

This section authorizes and directs that the Secretary undertake 
local flood protection measures to prevent flood damage to the resi­
dents of the Pine Brook section of the Manalpan Township, New 
Jersey. The plan of improvement is to be in accordance with the 
Report of the Division Engineer for the North Atlantic Division, 
published in September of 1977 and shall include such channel wid­
ening and deepening and environmental measures as the Secretary 
and the Governor of the State may agree upon. The estimated cost 
of the project is $1,400,000. 

SECTION 306 

This section authorizes the Secretary to undertake construction 
of a comprehensive project for flood control in the Las Vegas 
Valley and tributaries area, Nevada, at an estimated cost of 
$80,000,000. 
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SECTION 307 


This section authorizes and directs the Secretary to design and 
construct flood control works for the protection of Brockton, Massa­
chusetts, at an estimated cost of $12,500,000, including improve­
ments, to the D. W. Field Park area ponds and the existing Brock­
ton-Avon Reservoir to provide additional storage, improvements to 
miscellaneous bridges and utilities, and any other downstream im­
provements which the Secretary considers necessary. The project 
authorized by this section shall be subject to the cost sharing provi­
sions of section 302. 



TITLE IV 

SHORELINE PROTECTION 

SECTION 401 

This section authorizes 18 projects for the protection of shore­
lines. Descriptions of the projects follow. 

ROCKAWAY INLET TO NORTON POINT, NY 

Location-South shore of Long Island in Brooklyn (Kings 
County), New York, approximately nine miles south of the New 
York City Battery. 

Authority for Report.-Section 2 of Public Law 71-520, approved 
July 3, 1930, as amended, and Public Law 71-84, approved June 15, 
1955, (hurricane protection). 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan pro­
vides for beach erosion control by restoring the Coney Island public 
beach to its historic shoreline; extending the westerly terminal 
groin, and constructing a terminal groin at the easterly end of the 
restored beach. The groins would include walkways and railings for 
recreational fishing. The recommended plan also provides for main­
tenance of the restored beach by periodic beach nourishment. No 
plan is recommended for protection against hurricane tidal flood­
ing, due to the lack of local support for the plans found economical­
ly feasible. 

Physical Data on Project Features: 

Structural 
(1) 2% miles of beach fill restoring the beach 80 feet beyond the 

existing shoreline. 
(2) A terminal groin at each end of the fill, one 510 feet long and 

one 640 feet long. 
(3) Periodic nourishment. 

Recreation 
(1) Current beach recreation capacity (per day) 132,800. 
(2) Improved beach recreation capacity (per day) 156,200. 
Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of New 

York gave assurances to cooperate in the recommended plan. The 
State also indicated that the City of New York believes the recom­
mended plan falls short of its recreational needs in this area. The 
State and City prefer the beach erosion control plan, Plan II, which 
includes beach fill up to 250 feet beyond the historical shoreline. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-No significant issues 
were raised. 

(214) 
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Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final EIS 
was filed with the Environmental Protection Agency on November 
27,1978. 

Projects Costs.­
Federal: $9,400,000. 
Non-Federal: $9,400,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio. -1.4. 
Remarks.-The Committee has included in the project authoriza­

tion beach fill up to 250 feet beyond the historic shoreline. This 
plan maximizes the benefits of the project and will enable it to 
better serve the needs of the metropolitan area. The non-Federal 
share of the cost of construction and nourishment of the additional 
beach fill is established at aO percent, the same as for the other 
portion of the project, in view of the fact that the shore is public. 
Federal law provides for 50 percent cost sharing for protection of 
public shores. 

CAPE MAY INLET TO LOWER TOWNSHIP, NJ 

Location.-The study area is located on the Atlantic Coast of 
New Jersey, approximately 38 miles southwest of Atlantic City. 

Authority for Report.-Section 101(a) of the Water Resources De­
velopment Act of 1976. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-This recommended plan con­
sists of a weir-breakwater at Cape May Inlet with construction 
being deferred pending demonstration of need, and improvements 
in Cape May City consisting of beachfill, two new groins, mainte­
nance of the two new and seven existing groins, periodic beach 
nourishment obtained from a deposition basin located on the north­
east side of the inlet, and a shoreline monitoring program for 
Lower Township. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
(1) Weir-breakwater-2,560-linear-foot rubble mound structure 

which will function to provide wave protection to dredging equip­
ment working in the deposition basin during sand bypassing oper­
ation to trap littoral material for periodic beach nourishment, and 
stabilize the updrift shoreline. Construction of this feature recom­
mended in a deferred status pending demonstration of need. 

(2) Beachfill-section will have an elevation of 8 feet above Na­
tional Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD) and will vary in width 
from 25 to 180 feet with a foreshore slope of 1 on 25. This will be 
the primary feature of the project serving to mitigate for shore 
damages (erosion) caused by the Federal navigation project at Cape 
May Inlet. 

(3) Seven existing and two new groins, varying in length from 
360 to 786 feet will serve to stabilize the Cape May shoreline, main­
tain the beachfill design section and minimize the periodic nourish­
ment requirement for the project. 
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Recreation 
Peak day recreational beach use age in Cape May City is expected 

to increase from 25,300 to 47,000 visitor days (ultimate capacity) by 
the 27th year of the project. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests and Other Counties.­
The State of New Jersey concurred with the Chief of Engineers' 
recommendation. The project is also supported by county govern­
ment, Cape May City, and the general public. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies. -The Department of the 
Interior expressed disappointment with the recommendation of the 
Chief of Engineers, but did not object to the recommended plan. 
The Environmental Protection Agency concurred with the Corps' 
ranking of beachfill borrow sites and suggested that more than one 
site be used for project construction. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-The final EIS 
was submitted to CEQ on June 8, 1976. The final Supplement to 
the Final EIS was filed with EPA on August 6, 1981. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $40,000,000. 
Non-Federal: $7,200,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-1.1. 
Remarks.-The proposed project will enhance community aes­

thetics through restoration and maintenance of the beach, protect 
the Cape May Historic District from possible future erosion, and 
provide additional aquatic habitat. 

The Committee has included as part of the project the area from 
Cape May Inlet to Lehigh Avenue in Cape May Point Borough. 
Cape May City and Lower Township are suffering severe erosion 
problems. Lower Townshp contains a bird sanctuary and supports 
Federal lands which the State of New Jersey manages as a State 
Park. The area also serves a residential community for many re­
tired persons. The Committee considers it an appropriate project. 

ATLANTIC COAST OF MARYLAND <OCEAN CITY) 

Location.-Fenwick and Assateague Islands form the Atlantic 
coast of Maryland, extending in a north-south direction from Dela­
ware Bay, Delaware, to Chincoteague Inlet, Virginia. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee Resolu­
tion adopted in June of 1963; Senate Public Works Committee Res­
olution adopted February 3, 1967. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan for 
Ocean City consists of widening and raising the beach, and con­
structing a dune line and sheet pile bulkhead. 

Physical Data on Project Features. -33,500 feet of sand dune and 
9,600 feet of steel sheet pile bulkhead will provide 100-year storm 
protection. A beach width of 165 feet will be provided to insure the 
integrity of the dune and for beach erosin control. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Mary­
land concurred with the proposed Chiefs report. The State of 
Maryland stated its intention to provide the necessary items of 
non-Federal participation. 
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Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior had no objections to the report. The Environmental Protec­
tion Agency had no objections to the project. ' 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The Final EIS 
was filed May 22, 1981. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $22,718,000. 
Non-Federal: $12,482,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-2.3. 
Remarks.-Major portions of the beaches of Ocean City, Mary­

land, have been subjected to erosion, which has averaged over two 
feet per year. This entire reach of shoreline is subject to severe 
damage from high tides and wave attack during major storms, such 
as the storm of 1962 and the hurricane of 1933. 

WILLOUGHBY SPIT, VA 

Location.-The Willoughby-Ocean View study area is 7.3 miles of 
shoreline along the southern shore of the Chesapeake Bay, in the 
City of Norfolk, Virginia. 

Authority for Report.-Resolution adopted September 15, 1971, by 
the Senate Public Works Committee. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The project would protect 
the shore from erosion by building up the beach with sand. The 
sand would be replenished periodically. This project would extend 
from the tip of Willoughby Spit to Little Creek Inlet, a distance of 
7.3 miles. The source of the sand would be the Thimble Shoal­
Horseshoe Bank area in the Chesapeake Bay. The plan would also 
include five nonstructural measures, including the development of 
open space for uses compatible with the potential flood hazard, and 
the placement of warning signs on the flood plain. It also would in­
clude the continuation of Norfolk's participation in the National 
Flood Insurance Program, and continued use of flood plain and 
subdivision regulations. There would be further review and devel­
opment of an improved forecasting, warning, and temporary evacu­
ation system. Periodic beach surveys would also be accomplished. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-There are no objec­
tions to the selected plan based on comments received from State 
and local agencies on the draft feasibility report and Final Envi­
ronmental Impact Statement. Reactions of State and local officials 
at the Stage III public meeting were favorable. The City of Norfolk 
has submitted a letter of intent regarding the items of local coop­
eration. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-There are no objec­
tions to the recommended plan from any Federal or regional 
agency. Several comments were received concerning suggested time 
of year restrictions on dredging at the selected borrow site, the 
need for biological monitoring and other engineering, economic, en­
vironmental, social, and cultural studies during advanced engineer­
ing and design stage. In addition, concern was expressed about the 
potential impacts of proposed non-Corps projects on the recom­
mended plan. In each case, explanations were made, and the report 
revised where appropriate. 
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Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final En­
vironmental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental 
Protection Agency on October 7, 1983. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $2,583,000. 
Non-Federal: $1,647,000. 
Benefit-Cost Ratio. -1.4. 
Remarks.-The Willoughby-Ocean View area face two related 

problems. First, it is vulnerable to flood and wave damages from 
hurricanes and northeasters, and second, it is subject to beach ero­
sion. Over the past several years, the local government and individ­
ual property owners have made many attemps to combat the ero­
sion and storm problems. Some property owners have constructed 
individual bulkheads, but most are inadequate against storms of 
any consequence. The City of Norfolk has taken various nonstruc­
tural measures to alleviate storm damages in Willoughby-Ocean 
View. They include a flood insurance program, storm forecasting, 
and various flood plain regulations. These measures are worth­
while and will be continued. However, the potential for large prop­
erty losses and safety hazards still exists. 

VIRGINIA BEACH, VA 

Location.-The study area is comprised of 38 miles of shoreline 
in the city of Virginia Beach. Included are 10 miles of shoreline 
along the Chesapeake Bay from Little Creek Inlet to Cape Henry, 
and 28 miles along the Atlantic Ocean from Cape Henry to the Vir­
ginia-North Carolina state line. 

Authority for Report.-Section 1.(a) of the Water Resources De­
velopment Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-251). 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The plan consists of a 
stepped-faced seawall from Rudee Inlet to 57th Street, enhance­
ment of the existing dune line from 57th Street to 89th Street, and 
continuation of the existing Federal Project of beach nourishment 
to maintain a beach berm 100 feet wide at elevation 5.4 feet NGVD 
(Rudee Inlet to 49th Street). The protective beach and dune line 
would be maintained by periodic sand replacement. The plan would 
also include the continuation of the city's participation in the Na­
tional Flood Insurance Program, and continued use of flood plain 
and subdivision regulations. Periodic beach surveys would also be 
accomplished. 

Physical Data on Project Features.-20,300 feet of stepped-face 
Seawall, maintenance of 100 feet wide protective beach berm for 
32,000 feet, and enhancement of existing dune line for 11,700 feet. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-There are no serious 
objections to the recommended plan based on comments received 
from state and local agencies on the draft Phase I GDM and Sup­
plemental EIS. Environmental concerns were raised about the ef­
fects of dredging on recreational fishing at the proposed offshore 
borrow area. No significant impacts are anticipated and the Phase 
I GDM report and Supplement EIS have been revised to address 
these concerns. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-There are no serious 
objections to the recommended plan. Similar to the views received 
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from non-Federal interests, comments were received on dredging at 
the offshore borrow site and the need for biological monitoring and 
additional engineering, economic and environmental information 
relating to the project. The final report and supplemental EIS have 
been revised where appropriate to address these issues. 

Status ofFinal Environmental Impact Statement.-The FEIS was 
filed with the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) on 19 Sep­
tember 1972. The Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
will be filed with the EPA. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $27,344,000 
Non-Federal: $9,115,000 
Benefit/Cost Ratio-1.9 
Remarks.-The problems, needs, and opportunities addressed by 

the study concern property damages and beach erosion caused by 
natural forces, particularly during severe coastal storms, and beach 
needs for recreational uses. Measures taken by local interests have 
been worthwhile and will be continued. However, the potential for 
large property losses and potential hazards to life due to violent 
coastal storms still exists. Since Virginia Beach is the nation's larg­
est resort inland area and it continues to experience one of the 
fastest growth rates on the Atlantic Seaboard, the availability of 
suitable beaches will have a significant influence on the future 
growth of this area. 

WRIGHTSVILLE BEACH, NC 

Location.-Wrightsville Beach is located in New Hanover County 
in the Southeastern section of North Carolina. Wilmington is the 
principal city in the county. 

Authority for Report.-House Committee on Public Works Reso­
lution adopted December 2, 1970. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan pro­
vides for modification of the existing shore and hurricane wave 
protection project to extend the period of Federal participation in 
the periodic nourishment of the project from 10 years to the life of 
the project. It provides for average annual nourishment of 70,000 
cubic yards per year along the authorized project at Wrightsville 
Beach. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of North 
Carolina, New Hanover County, and the Town of Wrightsville 
Beach support the project.

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-Resource management 
agencies have expressed concern over the effects of the project on 
the biota of the beach and the borrow area, but have agreed that 
these impacts should be minor. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statements.-Due to 
minor impacts associated with the project, an environmental as­
sessment was prepared in lieu of an EIS. The environmental assess­
ment was furnished to EPA on August 18, 1982. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $260,000 (annual). 
Non-Federal: $295,000 (annual). 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-1.4. 
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Remarks.-Continued erosion, without nourishment, will result 
in gradual and continual deterioration of the effectivness of the ex­
isting project to a point where a significant threat to life and prop­
erty will exist. 

The Corps of Engineers is directed to continue to study the ef­
fects of the project on fish and wildlife habitat and the benthic en­
vironment, and incorporate such modifications as deemed appropri­
ate by the Secretary to mitigate any adverse effects. 

The beach erosion control/hurricane protection project for 
Wrightsville Beach was constructed in 1965. Authority for Federal 
participation in nourishment of the project expired in April 1981. 
The recommended plan would extend Federal participation in nour­
ishment for the life of the authorized erosion control/hurricane 
protection project. 

FOLLY BEACH, sc 

Location.-Folly Beach is a seashore resort on Folly Island locat­
ed about 10 miles south of Charleston, South Carolina. 

Authority for Report.-Resolution adopted June 15, 1972, by the 
Committee on Public Works of the United States Senate. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan is a 
structural plan for beach development in combination with non­
structural measures that have been established in the study area. 
It consists of providing a beach berm having a width of 25 feet and 
an elevation of four feet above mean sea level and a gradually slop­
ping beach face to provide a combined recreational beach width of 
61 feet at the time of nourishment. The beach would require peri­
odic renourishment ever five years, 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
The selected plan provides for beach restoration and periodic 

nourishment for that 16,860-foot developed reach of Folly Beach in 
which manmade improvements are in greatest jeopardy. This reach 
would have a berm width of 25 feet. The berm would be construct­
ed to an elevation of four feet above mean sea level and would be 
fronted by a beach having its face slope at about 30-horizontal to 1­
vertical. The beach fill section would provide an average usable 
width above the mean high water line of 50 feet. The slope of the 
beach face would be formed by natural forces during and subse­
quent to material placement. Machines may be necessary to slope 
the berm depending upon the skill of the contractor in placing ma­
terial. 

Periodic renourishment would be required at approximately five­
year intervals. Each of these efforts would require the borrowing of 
approximately 354,000 cubic yards from the same self-restoring 
sources. Materials dredged from shoals occurring in the Folly River 
small navigation project would be utilized when practical for initial 
construciton and renourishment efforts. Material taken from 
Charleston Harbor entrance channel via hopper dredge mas also 
be utilized if pumpout capability is developed sufficiently to make 
this operation economical. . 
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Nonstructural 
Project construction will result in the establishment of a proper­

ty "hold line" which will separate public from private property. 

Recreation 
No specific recreational features are inchided. However, in­

creased use of beach facilities will result from implementation. 
Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State has no ob­

jection to the recommended plan. The City of Folly Beach supports 
the project and expressed intent to provide the traditional items of 
local cooperation. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior stated the position that the report is not an adequate bio­
logical assessment with regard to endangered species. The Chief re­
plied that no endangered species would be affected in any way by 
the recommended project. EPA expressed concern that the project 
may induce additional beach front development. Most of the shore­
line is already developed for residential purposes. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). -Final EIS was 
filed with EPA on July 25, 1980. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $1,174,000. 
Non-Federal: $2,161,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio. -1.6. 
Remarks.-Implementation of the selected plan would produce 

several beneficial effects, including improved appearance of the 
beach, increased recreational dry beach area, and improved protec­
tion of shore structures against erosion. 

Recent encroachment of the ocean has damaged or destroyed 
many beach front structures, especially along the northern two­
thirds of the island. Overcrowded recreation conditions are already 
being experienced along many areas of the beach because of ero­
sion. With public visitation of other nearby beaches being limited 
by inadequate parking and access areas, the amount of visitation at 
Folly beach is expected to continue to grow. 

PANAMA CITY BEACHES, FL 

Location.-The 18.5 miles of coastline in Bay County, Florida, be­
tween the Panama City Harbor entrance channel and Philips Inlet. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee Resolu­
tion dated April 21, 1970. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Provide a sandfill storm 
dune, stabilized by vegetation, and a protective beach along the 
Panama City beaches to provide protection from each erosion and 
hurricane storm surge. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 

The proposed plan consists of the placem~nt of a protective ~e~ch 

to elevation 4 with a storm berm to elevatIon 7, together proVldmg 
a llO-foot wide beach with an artificial dune system having a top 
width of 30 feet at ele'vation 15, all for the 18.5 miles of the studied 
reach. 
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Nonstructural 
The report suggests that beach access be restricted to protected 

access routes, that construction in exposed flood areas be regulated, 
and that a hurricane preparedness plan be provided. Such a plan 
was being prepared concurrently with the report by local interests. 
The Florida Coastal Construction Setback Line has been imple­
mented in Bay County since report submittal. 

(1) Local interests are expected, as part of the local cooperation 
requirements, to provide appropriate access and facilities, including 
parking and sanitation, for realization of the public benefits upon 
which Federal participation is based. 

(2) The proposed new beach would provide a daily carrying capac­
ity of 214,700 visits, an increase of 48,100 visits over the existing 
beach capacity in 1976. 

Environmental Features 
The selected plan is aesthetically pleasing and provides both 

active and passive recreation opportunities. The project provides 
for protection of dune grasses, prevention of removal or relocation 
of sand fill from beach or dune, prohibiting dune traffic and provid­
ing designated beach access points. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Florida 
expressed approval and support for the proposed project. No signifi­
cant comments were received from other interests. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies. -Comments were re­
ceived from the Department of the Interior, Department of Trans­
portation, Department of Health, Education and Welfare, and the 
Environmental Protection Agency. All comments were favorable 
with minor disagreement on a few technical points. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The final EIS 
was filed with EPA on February 12, 1979. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $28,085,000. 
Non-Federal: $13,646,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-2.6. 

ST. JOHNS COUNTY, FL 

Location.-St. Johns County's 41.3 miles of Atlantic shoreline 
lies on the upper Florida east coast within 50 miles of Jacksonville, 
Florida, to the north. St. Augustine, Florida, is located in the study 
area. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee Resolu­
tion adopted June 22, 1973. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan pro­
vides for restoration of 2.5 miles of beach fronting the oceanshore 
of the City of St. Augustine, Florida, and subsequent periodic nour­
ishment of the restored beach. 

Physical Dqta on Project Features.­

Structural 
Provides for initial beach fill of 1,800,000 cubic yards of material 

along 2.5 miles of oceanshore fronting the City of St. Augustine, 
Florida. 
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Nonstructural 

Construction set back line established by State. 

Recreation 

The restored beach would accommodate about 30,000 beach visi­
tors per day. 

Views of State and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Florida 
and St. Johns County endorse the recommended plan. The State 
Department of Environmental Regulations supported the project 
but requested that preconstruction planning and engineering stud­
ies address its concerns regarding impacts from turbidity, siltation 
and/or oxygen depletion and release of toxic gases. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior is concerned about the need to protect sea turtle eggs and 
nesting. EPA shares these concerns. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-Filed with 
EPA June 26, 1981. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $8,140,000. 
Non-Federal: $1,539,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio. -1.1. 
Remarks.-The Committee has included a provision in the au­

thorizing language directing the Secretary, to the maximum extent 
feasible, to construct the projects so as to avoid adverse effects on 
sea turtle nestings. 

CHARLOTTE COUNTY, FL 

Location.-Charlotte County is on the lower Gulf Coast of Flori­
da about 75 miles south of Tampa, Florida. The 14 miles of study 
shoreline are located on barrier islands fronting the Gulf of 
Mexico. 

Authority for Report.-House Committee on Public Works Reso­
lution of December 3, 1971. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The erosion control plan 
would provide a beachfill and periodic nourishment along the Port 
Charlotte Beach State Recreation Area, 1.1 miles long, and periodic 
nourishment. 

Physical Data on Project Features.-The beach would be raised to 
elevation 5 feet above mean low water with a level berm 30 feet 
wide. An upper berm 20 feet wide at elevation 9 feet above mean 
low water would be constructed landward of the level berm. The 
beachfill would require about 105,000 cubic yards, with annual 
nourishment estimated at 11,000 cubic yards. 

A 1,250-foot-Iong terminal groin would be constructed at the 
south end of the beachfill. 

Views of State and Non-Federal Agencies.-The State of Florida 
agreed to provide the traditional items of local cooperation for the 
project.

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-No Feder~l agency op­
poses the project, but concerns were expressed regardmg effects of 
borrow areas and reefs. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-Final EIS 
filed with EPA on September 4, 1981. 
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Project Costs.­
Federal: $1,466,000. 
Non-Federal: $789,000. 
Benefit Cost Ratio.-2.7. 
Remarks.-The Committee has included in the authorizing lan­

guage the provision that the Secretary shall construct the project 
so as to mimimize the harm to marine borrow areas and reefs, to 
the maximum extent feasible. 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY, FL 

Location.-Indian River County is on the central east coast of 
Florida about midway between Jacksonville and Miami. 

Authority for Report.-Section 304, Public Law 89-298, October 
27,1965. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan pro­
vides for beach restoration with periodic nourishment along 1.7 
miles of shore fronting the City of Vero Beach and for initial beach 
fill and periodic nourishment of 1.7 miles of ocean shore fronting 
Sebastian Inlet State Park. 

Physical Data.­

Structural 
Initial beach fill of 202,000 cubic yards along the shores of Sebas­

tian Inlet State Park and 572,000 cubic yards of material along the 
shore fronting Vero Beach. 

Nonstructural 
Construction set back line established by State. 

Recreation 
The project for Sebastian Inlet State Park provides a beach that 

will accommodate about 11,000 visitors per day. Similarly the 
project beach for Vero Beach will accommodate about 10,000 visi­
tors. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State endorses 
the plan with reservations concerning endangered sea turtles and 
adjustments in traditional cost sharing fot the Sebastian Inlet 
State Park segment. The Chief replied that weather conditions 
suitable for nourishing the beach coincide with the nesting season 
and that daily inspections would be made of the entire beach work 
area at daybreak for the location, taking, incubation of turtle eggs, 
and release of hatchlings by personnel permitted by the State of 
Florida. The adjustments in cost sharing will be reexamined during 
preconstruction studies when the effectiveness of the State's sand 
trap operation is determined. 

The Board of County Commissioners agreed to local sponsorship. 
The State indicated its strong support and sponsorship for Sebas­
tian Inlet State Park. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-Interior, EPA, and 
Commerce have no objections. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-Filed with 
EPA June 2, 1981. 

Project Costs: 
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Federal: $2,545,000. 
Non-Federal: $2,389,060. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio. 2.3. 
Remarks.-The Committee has added a provision in the authoriz­

ing language specifying that the Federal share shall be 70 percent 
for the Sebastian Inlet State Park segment. This is in accord with 
existing law which states that the Federal share for shore protec­
tion projects shall be 70 percent where the shore fronts a public 
park. Also, the Committee has included the provision that the Sec­
retary shall construct the project so as to avoid, to the maximum 
extent feasible, adverse effects on sea turtle nesting. 

DADE ~OUNTY, FL 

Location.-Dade County is located on the southeast tip of the 
Florida Peninsula. Miami is the principal city in the county. 

Authority for Report.-House Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation Resolution adopted September 3, 1976. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan pro­
vides for modifications of the existing Dade County Beach Erosion 
Control and Hurricane Protection Project to provide for extension 
of the protective beach 2.5 miles north of Haulover Beach Park, for 
periodic nourishment of this reach of new beach and for extension 
of the period for Federal participation in the nourishment of the 
existing project from 10 years to the life of the project. 

Physical Data.­

Structural 
Initial fill of 1,253,000 cubic yards along 2.5 miles of coean shore 

north of Haulover Beach Park. 

Nonstructural 
Construction setback line established by the State. 
Views of State and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Florida 

supports the project but has concerns about the potential damage 
to the marine environment in the borrow areas. The Board of 
County Commissioners endorsed the project by resolution. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies. -Comments from the 
Fish and Wildlife Service and Environmental Protection Agency 
expressed concern over the effect of the dredging on marine envi­
ronment in the vicinity of the offshore borrow area. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-The EIS con­
cerning the Dade County Project was filed with the Council on En­
vironmental Quality in August 1976. A supplement for the EIS 
which concerns the recommended modification to the existing 
project was filed with EPA on March 18, 1983. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $7,490,000. 
Non-Federal:$8,115,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio. 2.7. 
Remarks.-The project involves potential adverse effects to coral 

in the borrow area-the area from which sand for the beach is pro­
posed to be taken. The Committee has therefore added a provision 
to the authorizing language directing the Secretry, to the maxi­
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mum extent feasible, to construct the project so as to mimimize ad­
verse effects on coral reefs. 

MONROE COUNTY, FL 

Location.-Monroe County lies on the southwestern tip of the 
Florida peninsula about 40 miles southwest of Miami, Florida. The 
primary study area is located at Key West in Monroe County. 

Authority for Report.-Resolution adopted by Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation of the House of Representatives 
on October 12, 1972. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Elements of the plan include 
construction of a beach berm through placement of fill along 9,400 
feet of the southern shore of Key West, construction of two rubble 
mound groins, periodic nourishment for 50 years, relocation of an 
existing boat ramp, and restoration of nearshore depression areas 
through filling with material removed during site preparation and 
transplanting of seagrass. 

Physical Data on Project Features. -Structural: 
Construction of a level beach berm at an elevation of 4 feet above 

mean low water with a width of 100 feet along the 3,000 feet of pre­
viously renourished Smathers Beach area and a width of 25 feet 
along the 3,000 feet of shoreline immediately east of Smathers 
Beach and the 3,400 feet of shoreline immediately west of 
Smathers Beach. 

Periodic nourishment of the beach fill to replace sand lost to ero­
sion. This renourishment would be accomplished approximately 
every 5 years, or as needed, for a period of 50 years following con­
struction. 

Construction of two rubble mound groins, one at each end of the 
beach fill, to stabilize the design section. 

Site preparation prior to beach fill along 6,400 feet of shoreline 
involving the removal of about 27,000 cubic yards of material. 

Nonstructural: 
The implementation of nonstructional measures of rezoning, 

modification of existing building codes, and establishment of a con­
struction setback line by local interests. 

Recreation 
Relocation of the existing boat ramp from the Smathers Beach 

area to the White Street pier area. 

Environmental Features 
Filling of several nearshore depressions with material obtained 

from the site preparation and beach fill. 
Transplanting of about 10 acres of seagrass from those areas to 

be covered with beach fill to the filled depression areas. 
Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Florida 

generally supports the selected plan for beach erosion control. It 
has expressed concern over the adverse environmental impact asso­
ciated with the loss of 23 acres of seagrass community. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The National Marine 
Fisheries Service, the Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department 
of the Interior, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
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object to the loss of seagrass community in the Key West area. 
These agencies prefer either a smaller project area (Le., restoration 
of Smathers Beach only) or no action. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact statement was filed with EPA on October 28, 1983. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $1,561,000. 
Non-Federal: $1,581,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-7.7. 
Remarks.-The Committee has included language directing the 

Secretary, in consultation with appropriate Federal, State and local 
agencies, to study the effects that construction, operation and 
maintenance of the project may have on the seagrass community 
in the area other than the portion of the project consisting of 
Smathers Beach. Not later than one year after the date of enact­
ment, the Secretary shall transmit a report on the results of the 
study, together with any recommendations of the Secretary for 
modifications to the project determined necessary and appropriate 
to minimize adverse effects on the seagrass community, to the 
House Committee on Public Works and Transportation and the 
Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works. Except for 
funds from the Environmental Protection and Mitigation Fund, no 
appropriations may be made for acquisition of lands for, or actual 
construction of, the project (other than the portion of the project 
consisting of Smathers Beach) until approved by resolutions of the 
two Committees. . 

The portion of the project consisting of Smathers Beach must in­
clude any measures which the Secretary determines, in consulta­
tion with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the Environ­
mental Protection Agency, and the National Marine Fisheries 
Service, are appropriate to minimize adverse effects from carrying 
out such portion on the seagrass community. 

PRESQUE ISLE PENINSULA, ERIE, PA 

Location.-Presque Isle Peninsula is located at Erie, Pennsylva­
nia, on the south shore of Lake Erie, 78 miles southwest of Buffalo, 
New York and 102 miles northeast of Cleveland, Ohio. According to 
the 1980 U.S. Census data, the City of Erie has a population of 
119,123. 

Authority for Report.-Section 101(a) of the Water Resources De­
velopment Act of 1976 (P.L. 94-587). 

Description of Recommended Plan. -The recommended plan of 
improvement provides for construction of a system of rubblemound 
breakwaters located offshore along the lakeward length of Presque 
Isle Peninsula, parallel to the shoreline, and positioned in the 
trough between the first and second offshore sand bars. Each struc­
tUre will be 150 feet long with a 350-foot gap betwe~n s~ructures. In 
addition, sand fill will be placed along the shorelme m the lee of 
the breakwaters to provide a recreational beach berm. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­
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Structural 
The project features consist of offshore breakwaters and beach 

replenishment. The beach replenishment would provide a beach 
berm with a minimum 60-foot width and crest evaluation of 10.0 
feet above low water datum along approximately 6.0 miles of lake 
frontage and would be protected by an estimated 58 rubblemound 
offshore breakwater segments. The breakwaters and beach berm 
will restore the eroded beaches and provide permanent protection 
to the peninsula and its recreational facilities. The project features 
will assure permanent protection to the peninsula and park facili­
ties provided that an annual replenishment requirement estimated 
at 38,000 cubic yards of sandfill is implemented. 

Views of the State.-During the project planning stages, State 
government agencies, the Pennsylvania Fish Commission and the 
Department of Environmental Resource expressed views favoring 
the segmented breakwater plan. The Pennsylvania Fish Commis­
sion feels that the breakwaters would be beneficial toward improv­
ing the fish habitat of an area that is now relatively unproductive 
as a fishery area. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-:-The U.S. Department 
of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, stated that it has no 
comments to offer on the study since it has no surface or subsur­
face mineral ownership responsibilities on or near Presque Isle Pe­
ninsula. The United States Coast Guard stated that it has no com­
ments or objections to offer on the project. The U.S. Department of 
the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, stated that it has no prob­
lem with the selected plan. The National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration suggested construction of a few prototype struc­
tures to check the design data and recommended model test be con­
ducted to develop breakwaters of lesser height. The U.S. Environ­
mental Protection Agency, Region III, stated that it has no objec­
tions to the project as presented in the report and classified the 
project in EPA's reporting category LO-l. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The 
Final EIS was filed with the Environmental Protection Agency on 
March 13, 1981. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $18,200,000. 
Non-Federal: $9,900,000. 
Benefit/cost Ratio.-l.7. 
Remarks.-In 1956, the Federal Government, in cooperation with 

the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, computed a beach erosion con­
trol project on Presque Isle Peninsula. Since that time, the project 
has proven to be inadequate and sand replenishment measures 
have been required periodically through the 1960's and 1970's and 
annually since 1975, in order to protect the Federal structures and 
State park facilities along the neck of the peninsula. Since the 
actual sand replenishment requirements have far exceeded the es­
timated requirements, a more effective method of protection and 
beach stabilization is needed. The park is a popular recreational 
area and provides facilities for a wide spectrum of recreational op­
portunities. The year-round attractiveness of the park is shown by 
the over 4 million persons who visit the park annually. 
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The system of offshore breakwaters allows sufficient wave energy 
to pass through the gap between breakwater segments to generate 
an alongshore current in the lee of the breakwater system. There­
fore, natural shore processes will continue to transport sand in 
quantities which will preserve the integrity of the natural environ­
ment, especially the sensitive and unique portion of the Ecological 
Reservation on the east end of the peninsula. An important ele­
ment of the recommended plan will be the operation of a post-con­
struction monitoring program which would note the presence of 
any adverse sediment transport impacts. Should adverse impacts 
arise, the annual replenishment program would be adjusted to pro­
vide sand in order to eliminate, minimize, or ameliorate possible 
adverse environmental impacts. 

The Committee is aware that the Corps of Engineers is proposing 
a modified project including approximately 10,000 feet of gravel 
beaches to be maintained with 38 offshore breakwaters in conjunc­
tion with annual sand nourishment. The Committee considers this 
action an inefficient means to control erosion. Continued delay of 
the original plan is causing extensive erosion and is threatening 
public and private facilities. The Committee directs the Corps to 
proceed with the original plan to construct 58 breakwaters as a 
permanent solution, in accordance with the report of the Chief of 
Engineers. 

CASINO BEACH, CHICAGO, IL 

Location.-The study area consists of a relatively short reach of 
shore (less than % mile) located within Jackson Park on the south 
side of Chicago, along the Lake Michigan shore, about seven miles 
south of down-town Chicago. 

Authority for Report.-This report has been prepared in response 
to two resolutions by the Committee on Public Works of the United 
States House of Representatives adopted on 2 December 1971 and 
11 April 1974. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan con­
sists of major reconstruction of the 2,500-foot long Casino jetty 
using steel sheet piling. Steel sheet piling would be driven along 
both sides of the existing structure for a length of about 1,800 feet 
and would be connected across the top to provide strength and sta­
bility. Any fill stone missing from the interior of the structure 
would be replaced. The structure would be capped with a concrete 
walkway with a steel handrail for safety. Existing riprap and cap­
stone, together with any new stone as required, would be used to 
protect the toe of the structure from scour. Any beach sand lost in 
the event the jetty should fail before the proposed project is con­
structed would be replaced. This could range up to 120,000 cubic 
yards.

Physical Data on Project Features.­

a. Structural: 
(1) The steel pile walls would PZ 22 sheet pile..T~e steel piles 

would be driven 2 feet away from the face of the eXlstmg structure 
and the space between the sheet. piles and the existing.structure 
would be filled with stone. The plIes would be rebedded m the ex­
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isting ground to an estimated depth of - 24 feet below lake Michi­
gan low water datum (LWD), and tied across with tie rods at the 
top to form a double wall cofferdam. The top elevation of the sheet 
pile walls would be +7.4 feet LWD. Existing riprap would be re­
handled to permit free driving of the steel sheet piling. The walls 
are designed as anchored steel sheet piles subject to the lateral 
earth pressure of the retained fill material, hydrostatic pressures 
and wave forces. 

(2) The toe of the structure would be protected from scour using 
existing riprap, capstone, and any new stone, as required, placed to 
the same slope as the existing riprap. The structure will be capped 
with a concrete slab 2 feet thick. A steel hand railing will be pro­
vided which will be located down the center of the concrete walk­
way for its entire length. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The Chicago Park 
District is strongly in favor of the project and has agreed to be the 
local sponsor as stated in a letter dated 15 November 1982. Corre­
spondence from the Illinois Department of Conservation, Illinios 
Bureau of the Budget, and the Illinois Environmental Protection 
Agency indicates that these agencies do not oppose the project. 

Views of Federal ane Regional Agencies.-Correspondence on the 
proposed project was received from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv­
ice, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the USEPA, the 
National Park Service, and the Soil Conservation Service. None of 
these agencies had any signifcant adverse comments regarding the 
project. 

Status on Environmental Impact Statement.-The Reporting Offi­
cers concluded that no EIS was necessary since the proposed 
project was determined to have no significant impact upon cultur­
al, aquatic, or terrestrial wildlife resources, or upon recreational fa­
cilities and opportunities. The Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI) was coordinated with all concerned agencies and other in­
terests in February 1983. None of these had any objections to this 
determination. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $3,320,000. 
Non-Federal: $2,050,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio. -1.7. 
Remarks.-Casino Beach at Jackson Park is suffering erosion 

damages. Casino Jetty, a rock-filled wooden pile structure capped 
with large stones, holds the beach in place. This structure had dete­
riorated significantly in recent years. Sand from the beach is wash­
ing through the deteriorated structure. In addition to the loss of 
beach, recreational boating benefits are being lost as the displaced 
beach sand is being deposited in the entrance channel to the recre­
ational boat harbor located immediately downdrift (south) of the 
jetty. The deteriorated condition of the jetty makes sportfishing 
from the top of the jetty unsafe. 

The rate of deterioration of the jetty has increased significantly 
in the last few years. There is now a high probability that a major 
failure will occur to a critical section of the jetty within the next 
ten years. If this occurs, the rates of beach loss and shoaling of the 
boat harbor entrance channel will increase SUbstantially and the 
entire swimming beach would be lost within a few years. Once the 
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entire swimming beach was lost, wave action would begin to erode 
the beachsho~e lands of the park, and a historic beach house would 
be lost. A project to reconstruct the deteriorated jetty would restore 
all the opportunities discussed above which would otherwise be 
lost. 

ILLINOIS BEACH STATE PARK, IL 

The project to provide shoreline protection at Illinois Beach State 
Park, Illinois, described as alternative 3A in Interim Report 1, Illi­
nois-Wisconsin stateline to Waukegan of the District Engineer, Chi­
cago District. 

The plan is intended to protect shoreline within the Illinois 
Beach State Park which extends from Waukegan on the South to 
the Illinois-Wisconsin state line of the north. The plan consists of a 
series of breakwaters each about 150 feet in length constructed in 
water depths of 4 to 5 feet. Each breakwater would be of rubble­
mound construction with crest elevation of 9 feet. An initial place­
ment of 100,000 cubic yards of coarse graded beach fill would be 
required, with additional placements of a like amount every 5 
years. 

The total of the first cost of the project costs is $14,300,000. The 
average operation and maintenance cost is $88,000. 

INDIANA SHORELINE, IN 

Location.-The study area lies along the southern tip of Lake 
Michigan between Michigan City Harbor, Indiana, and the Illinois­
Indiana State line. 

The entire shoreline from Michigan City Harbor to the Illinois­
Indiana State line was investigated in this study. The most serious 
shore erosion problem occurs· at the extreme eastern end of the 
study area in the four mile reach immediately downdrift of Michi­
gan City Harbor. Although erosion occurs along the remaining un­
protected shorelands located westward to the Illinois-Indiana State 
line, the preliminary feasibility report concluded that the problems 
along this reach are either not significant enough to warrant the 
Corps of Engineers' assistance or the solutions to correct the prob­
lems are not economically justified at this time, therefore, the 
report concentrates on the erosion problems immediately downdrift 
of Michigan City Harbor to the east boundary of the Indiana Dunes 
State Park. The shorelands along this entire reach are included in 
the Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore which is owned by the Na­
tional Park Service. 

Authority for Report.-This report has been prepared in response 
to two resolutions by the Committees on Public Works of the 
United States House of Representatives adopted on December 2, 
1970, and April 11, 1974, respectively, and to Section 111 of the 
1968 River and Harbor Act. 

Authority for Report.-This report has been prepared in response 
to two resolutions by the Committees on Public Works of the 
United States House of Representatives adopted on December 2, 
1970, and April 11, 1974, respectively, and to Section 111 of the 
1968 River and Harbor Act. 
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Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan con­
sists of construction of a beach berm along the shore from the 
Northern Indiana Power Company (NIPSCO) property west to the 
eastern end of the existing Beverly Shores revetment. An initial 
400,000 cubic yards of beach fill material would be obtained from a 
land borrow source trucked to the construction site, and distributed 
by bulldozers and scrapers. Periodic nourishment of 400,000 cubic 
yards at approximately six year intervals would be required to 
maintain a berm. Littoral drift from the beach berm is expected to 
move downdrift and maintain a limited beach lakeward of the east­
ern portion of the existing Beverly Shores revetment. A monitoring 
program would be undertaken in connection with the initial beach 
nourishment to monitor the movement of the beach fill and its im­
pacts. 

Physical Data on Project Features.-The top of the beach berm 
would be at an elevation of +9 feet above low water datum (LWD). 
Berm widths vary from 30 feet at the downdrift or west end to 110 
feet near the NIPSCO property. The beach slope will be ultimately 
determined by the local wave climate and grain size distribution of 
the sand used to build the beach berm. However, it is anticipated 
that beach slopes of approximately 1 on 12 will develop above low 
water datum (LWD) and 1 on 40 below LWD. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Indiana 
Department of Natural Resources provided a letter dated July 28, 
1978, indicating that the State would endorse the proposed beach 
nourishment plan subject to three conditions. These conditions re­
lated to use of land borrow source for the beach nourishment mate­
rials, implementation of suitable satisfactory monitoring programs, 
and execution of a license agreement with the State relative to the 
use of the bed of Lake Michigan for project purposes. The District 
Engineer has recommended us of a land borrow source and imple­
mentation of a five-year monitoring program. The District Engi­
neer also proposes to enter into a written agreement with the State 
regarding use of the Lake Michigan bottomlands.· 

The town of Beverly Shores, Indiana, reviewed the past erosion 
problems along its lakefront adn expressed its support of the rec­
ommended plan. The Save the Dunes Council indicated that it con­
tinued to support implementation of an alternative which would 
provide for full shore protection, as the most cost effective and re­
source-protective solution to the erosion problem in the study 
reach. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-During plan develop­
ment, the Superintendent of the Indiana Dunes National Lake­
shore emphasized continued support for the proposed beach nour­
ishment program. Close coordination was maintained with the Na­
tional Park Service in developing the plan recommended in this 
report. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service indicated that it did not oppose the 
project and offered recommendations to help accomplish the project 
with minimal adverse biological impacts. 

The United States Coast Guard indicated that it had no com­
ments or objections to offer. The U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency indicated that the draft EIS adequately assessed the envi­
ronmental impacts of the preferred plan and its alternatives. 
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Status. of Environmental Impact Statement.-The final environ­
mental Impact statement was filed with EPA on March 15, 1983. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $7,920,000. 
Non-Federal: $0. 
Note: Because the recommended plan provides for the mitigation 

of the erosion damages caused by the Federal harbor structures at 
Michigan City Harbor under the authority of Section III of the 
1968 River and Harbor Act, there is no cost sharing with local or 
state agencies. Erosion caused by natural forces would continue. 
The costs of mitigating shoreline erosion caused by Federal naviga­
tion projects have historically been 100 percent Federal. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio.-1.04. 
Remarks.-Storms, high winds and the waves they generate are 

the major causes of erosion damage in the study area. Fluctuations 
in lake levels also have an impact on the severity of erosion caused 
by wave action. During periods of high lake levels, storm waves di­
rectly attack the dunes that under normal or low water conditions 
are often located well back from the water's edge. The Michigan 
City Harbor structures have altered the littoral processes in the 
study area by intercepting the littoral drift and depriving the 
beaches immediately westward or downdrift of the harbor of 
needed beach building materials for a distance of about four miles. 
The harbor structures are responsible for about 60 percent of the 
erosion problem in this 4-mile reach. The remaining 40 percent is 
due to natural forces which cause a continuous, long-term rate of 
dune recession on the order or 2 to 4 feet per year. 

The shore property affected by the interruption of the littoral 
drift is located entirely within the Indiana Dunes National Lake­
shore owned by the National Park Service. The area within the 
National Lakeshore most significantly affected is Mt. Baldy. The 
adjacent Black Oaks dune area is also seriously affected. Mt. Baldy, 
a massive 125-foot-high sand dune, is the most significant feature 
and visitor attraction for short-term use in the National Lakeshore. 
The area is used for swimming, sunbathing, picnicking, hiking/ 
walking, hand gliding, and environmental education. Winter activi­
ties include cross-country skiing, tubing, and tobogganing. The Na­
tional Park Service estimates that after completion of its develop­
ment of facilities in 1985, annual visitation to Mt. Baldy will reach 
850,000 persons by 1990. 

Implementation of the recommended plan would mitigate the 
erosion damages attributable to the Michigan City Harbor struc­
tUres. The shore processes at the eastern end of the National Lake­
shore would be restored to a more natural state. The natural or 
background erosion would continue to occur. The future rate of ero­
sion of Mt. Baldy and the adjacent Black Oaks dunes would be re­
duced by 60 percent. This would save approximately 55 acres of 
dune erosion in the East Unit of the National Lakeshore over the 
next 50 years. The mitigation would be consistent with the intent 
of the 1966 authorization of the Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore 
to preserve portions of the Indiana Dunes ~or the educational, in­
spirational and recreational use of the publIc. It would also be con­
sistent with the shoreland management policy of the National 
Lakeshore which is to allow natural erosion to occur but to miti­

http:Ratio.-1.04


234 


gate damages attributable to man-made structures and processes. 
The physical life of Mt. Baldy would be substantially extended, pre­
serving its environmental, intrinsic, and recreational values for a 
much longer period of time. 

MAUMEE BAY, LA~E ERIE, OR 

Location.-Maumee Bay State Park is located on the south shore 
of Lake Erie, near Toledo, Ohio. . 

Authority for Report.-Committee on Public Works and Trans­
portation, House of Representatives, Resolution dated April 11, 
1974. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-A 5,500-foot-Iong protective 
sand beach over the western half of the park shoreline. 

A 6,200-foot-Iong rubblemound revetment along the eastern half 
of the park. 

A 250-foot-Iong jetty at the western end of the beach. 
Eight offshore rubblemound breakwaters. 
Fifty feet of turf on the landward side of the beach. 
Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Ohio 

has indicated intent to provide items of local cooperation. 
Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service has expressed concern about water quality behind 
the proposed wildlife revetment, fish passage to marsh areas, and 
the utilization of offshore sand resources. These matters will be 
studied further during future engineering and design studies. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $8,485,000. 
Non-Federal: $7,315,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-3.2. 
Remarks.-The Secretary is expected to study further the effects 

of the project on fish and wildlife, and to include recommendations 
as to measures deemed necessary and feasible to minimize any 
such effects when the final environmental impact statement is 
transmitted to the Committees. 

The Secretary is authorized to contract with the State of Ohio on 
the items of local cooperation for the project, notwithstanding that 
the State may elect to make its performance contingent upon the 
State's legislature making the necessary appropriations. This provi­
sion is included in light of the Ohio constitution's prohibition 
against the binding of future legislatures. This is consistent with 
Section 1167 of this bill, which amends Section 221 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1970 in this regard. 

Subsection (b) of Section 401 provides that, in the case of any 
project authorized in subsection (a) for which a final report of the 
Chief of Engineers has not been completed before enactment, the 
Secretary shall transmit a copy of any required final environmen­
tal impact statement, together with any recommendations of the 
Secretary with respect to the project, to the House Committee on 
Public Works and' Transportation and the Senate Committee on 
Environment and Public Works within one year of the date of en­
actment of the Act, Except for funds from the Environmental Pro­
tection and Mitigation Fund, no funds may be appropriated for ac­
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quisition of land for, or actual construction of, the project until ap­
proved by resolutions of the two Committees. 

Subsection (c) of Section 401 authorizes and directs the Secretary 
to design and construct an erosion control structure on the western 
shore of Tangier Island, Virginia, adequate to protect the island 
from further erosion, at an estimated cost of $3,500,000. This 
project, which is at full Federal expense in view of the national, 
cultural and historic value of the island and the need to protect the 
Federal investment in public facilities, is to be carried out on an 
emergency basis. 

Tangier Island, Virginia, is located in the Chesapeake Bay just 
south of the Virginia-Maryland State line. The island, which has 
been inhabited since early colonial times, is historically important 
and culturally unique. Its economy is primarily water-related. Be­
cause of centuries of isolation, much of the colonial culture re­
mains, including the hint of an Elizabethan dialect. In February 
1978, the Virginia General Assembly designated Tangier a unique, 
historic area. 

The western shore of the island is experiencing such a high rate 
of erosion, that within the coming decade the airport runway, a 
critical link with the outside world, will become inoperable. If ero­
sion, which is progressing at the rate of over 25 feet per year, is 
allowed to continue, the island will probably have to be evacuated. 
The assimilation of its roughly 800 inhabitants into other commu­
nities would be an irretrievable and unquantifiable cultural loss. In 
addition, such a move could have serious adverse social impacts on 
the inhabitants. 

In May 1975 and again in November 1978, the Secretary of Com­
merce and Resources of the Commonwealth of Virginia, convened 
intra-agency task forces to study the problems. These task forces 
were composed of representatives from Virginia Institute of Marine 
Science; Virginia Soil and Water Conservation Commission; Nor­
folk District, Corps of Engineers; Soil Conservation Service; Virgin­
ia Division of Aeronautics; Virginia State Water Control Board; 
Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development; 
Virginia Marine Resources Commission; Virginia Department of 
Highways; Department of Intergovernmental Affairs (formerly the 
Virginia Division of State Planning and Community Affairs); and 
the Town of Tangier. After investigating an array of alternative so­
lutions, the task force recommended construction of a detached 
riprap seawall along 8,200 feet of Tangier's western shoreline. It is 
this measure which is authorized by Section 40l. 

Subsection (d) authorizes the Secretary to carry out the project 
for shore protection at Coconut Point, Tutuila Island, American 
Samoa. The project is to include a 3,600-foot long rock revetment to 
protect communal lands and public facilities. The estimated cost is 
:$1,500,000. 

Subsection (e) of Section 401 makes inapplicable any provision in 
any of the reports designated in Title IV which re~ommend that a 
State contribute in cash 5 percent of the constructIOn costs allocat­
ed to non-vendible project purposes and 10 per~ent. of the cos~s allo­
cated to vendible project purposes. Such contnbutIOns ~ere mcl~d­
ed in Corps of Engineers reports on water r~sources projects durmg 
the preceding administration. The CommIttee has adopted new 
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cost-sharing policies for some types of projects, and reaffirmed ex­
isting policies for others. The recommendations for 5 and 10 per­
cent contributions have not been adopted. 

SECTION 402 

This section directs the Secretary to undertake demonstration 
projects for shoreline erosion control at six locations in the State of 
New Jersey-Fort Elsinboro, Sea Breeze, Gandys Beach, Reeds 
Beach, Pierces Point, and Fortescue. These demonstration projects 
are to be carried out in cooperation with Federal, State and local 
agencies, and private organizations. 

These beaches have suffered serious erosion problems typical of 
many beaches in the mid and northeastern sections of the United 
States. The information gained from devising effective, low-cost 
means of protecting these beaches, is expected to be widely applica­
ble. 

The demonstration projects may be carried out on private or 
public lands, except that privately owned lands shall not be ac­
quired under authority of Section 402. 

In the case of sites located on private or non-Federal public 
lands, the demonstration projects shall be undertaken in coopera­
tion with appropriate non-Federal interests who shall pay 25 per­
cent of the construction costs and assume operation and mainte­
nance costs upon completion of the project. 

The Secretary is directed to prepare and submit to Congress a 
report on each site during the fiscal year following completion of 
construction at that site. The report is to include an analysis of the 
technique or techniques used and an evaluation of their function­
ing at that point. 

Not to exceed $12,500,000 is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section. 



TITLE V 

WATER RESOURCES CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

Title V authorizes 82 projects for water resources conservation 
and development, including mitigation of damages to fish and wild­
life, water supply, hydroelectric power, streambank erosion control, 
navigation, and other purposes. Descriptions of the projects follow. 

SECTION 501 

This section authorizes the following projects: 

NEPONSET RIVER, MILTON TOWN LANDING TO PORT NORFOLK, MA 

The project area includes the Neponset River in the municipali­
ties of Boston, Quincy, and Milton, Massachusetts. 

The proposed navigation project for deepening and improving the 
Neponset River consists of dredging a channel 100 feet wide com­
mencing at the mouth of the Neponset River in the vicinity of the 
Port Norfolk Yacht Club and extending upstream to the Milton 
Town landing. Channel depths will be 10 feet deep below mean low 
water at Port Norfolk Yacht Club upstream to the Granite Avenue 
Bridge; tapering from 10 feet to 6 feet below mean low water over a 
distance of 1,050 linear feet upstream of the Granite Avenue 
Bridge; and continuing at a depth of 6 feet to the Milton Town 
Landing. 

The authorization in Section 501 will enable the Secretary to 
plan, design and construct a project for improvement of navigation 
in the Neponset River, subject to applicable requirements of Feder­
al and non-Federal cost-sharing. The estimated total cost of the 
project is $3,000,000 including $1,500,000 to be provided by non-Fed­
eral interests. 

MERRIMACK RIVER, MA 

Section 501 of the bill authorizes a navigation project for the 
Merrimack River. the project includes a 3,000 foot long channel 
and a lock, 100 feet long and 25 feet wide. The channel would be 
created by dredging and construction of a weir running eastward 
from the confluence of the Concord and Merrimack River parallel 
to the southern bank of the Merrimack River. 

The cities of Lowell and Lawrence in Massachusetts are older 
urban centers that helped initiate the industrial revolution in this 
country. Restoration and rehabilitation of this region is underway 
to preserve its place in history for future generations. This project 
will provide for navigation by shallow draft vessels from the exist­
ing canal system in Lowell, along the Merrimack River, to Law­
rence. 

(237) 
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BIG RIVER RESERVIOR, RI 

Location.-The study area is in central Rhode Island and consists 
of 17 communities, including Providence and most of the Provi­
dence metropolitan area. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee resolution 
adopted July 10, 1968, Senate Public Works Committee resolutions 
adopted March 29, 198, and February 2, 1970. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The overall recommended 
plan consists of a multiple purpose reservoir providing flood con­
trol, water supply and recreation at the Big River site, develop· 
ment of local groundwater in certain areas as water supply 
sources, and a water conservation program for the entire metropol­
itan area. Only a portion of the overall plan would be eligible for 
Federal implementation. The proposed project for Federal imple­
mentation consists of the Big River dam and reservoir project, ex­
luding treatment facilities and the finished-water aqueduct and 
any other elements not within Corps of Engineers implementation 
authority. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
(a) Dam-70 feet high, 2,240 feet long; reservoir-approximately 

3,400 acres surface area at maximum flood control pool; and a 90 
inch diameter, 3,200-foot-long aqueduct. 

(b) Lands (State-owned)-approximately 8,300 acres total. Several 
primary and secondary roads to be relocated. 

Nonstructural 
Downstream communities would continue to implement National 

Flood Insurance Program. 

Recreation 
(a) Facilities for boating, camping, fishing, hiking, horseback 

riding, hunting, picnicking and swimming. The project includes 
boat ramps, beaches, parking lots, trails, sanitary facilities, picnic 
areas, game fields, and campsites. 

(b) The project meets recreational needs of the study area 
throughout the study timeframe. 

Water Use and Control 
(a) Water Supply-73,600 acre-feet of usable storage provides 36 

million gallons per day safe yield. Multi-level water intake provides 
high degree of control over raw water quality. 

(b) Flood Control-9,500 acre-feet of storage equivalent to 6 
inches of runoff from watershed above dam. Conservation storage 
of 12,300 acre-feet. 

Environmental Features 
Mitigation on project lands-several sUbimpoundment areas are 

proposed to create wetlands and waterfowl habitat. Management of 
wildlife habitat will be undertaken to increase carrying capacity 
and quality of habitat. Cultural resources mitigation includes possi­
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hIe relocation of structures, and architectural and archeological re­
cording measures. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Rhode 
Island supports construction of the Big River Reservoir project. The 
State's Department of Environmental Management recommends 
the acquisition of 2,000 additional acres for mitigation. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The U.S. Department 
of the Interior expressed concerns regarding the need for and im­
pacts associated with the Big River Reservoir project. The U.S. En­
vironmental Protection Agency expressed similar concerns. The 
Fish and Wildlife Service does not support construction of the 
project, but recommends the acquisition of an additional 5,800 
acres of mitigation lands if the project is built. The U.S. Environ­
emntal Protection Agency notes that the project, because of its de­
struction of wetlands, does not comply with the guidelines promul­
gated pursuant to Section 404(b) of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (discharge of dredged or fill material). It also is con­
cerned about mercury levels in the watershed and possible pollu­
tion of the reservoir from a highway which will cross it. . 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-Final 
EIS filed May 10, 1982. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $39,900,000 ($31,700,000 of which will be repaid by the 

non-Federal sponsor pursuant to the Water Supply Act of 1958). 
Non-Federal: $44,800,000 in State-owned lands (plus above 

$31,700,000). 
Benefit/Cost Ratio. -1.2. 
Remarks.-The Committee has added a provision to the authoriz­

ing language directing the Secretary, in consultation with appro­
priatiate Federal, State and local agencies, to reevaluate the acqui­
sition of mitigation lands recommended in the report of the Chief 
of Engineers for purposes of determining the need for additional 
lands for mitigation of fish and wildlife losses. The report on this 
reevaluation is to be submitted within one year to the House Com­
mittee on Public Works and Transportation and the Senate Com­
mittee on Environment and Public Works. Except for funds from 
the Environmental Protection and Mitigation Fund, no appropria­
tion may be made for acquisition of land for, or actual construction 
of, the project until approved by resolutions of the two Committees. 
The project authorization includes any additional lands recom­
mended by the Secretary. 

OLCOTT HARBOR, NY 

Location.-Olcott Harbor is located on the south shore of Lake 
Ontario, at the mouth of Eighteenmile Creek, approximately 35 
miles northeast of the City of Buffalo, New York. The population of 
the affected Buffalo Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area is ap­
proximately 1.3 million. . . 

Authority for Report.-House PublIc Works CommIttee Resolu­
tion adopted on October 19, 1967. 
. Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommen~ed plan con­

SIStS of construction of breakwaters, channel dredgIng, a stone 
jetty, and recreation fishing facilities including a foot bridge, walk­
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ways and guard rails, access facilities, sanitary facilities and park­
ing areas. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
(a) A west detached breakwater and an east breakwater connect­

ed to shore by a 150-foot-Iong pedestrian bridge in Lake Ontario, 
the westerly breakwater 1,110 feet long and the easterly break­
water 1,650 feet long; 

(b) A jetty alongside the west side of the U.S. West Pier for a dis­
tance of 330 feet lakeward of the shore; 

(c) Dredging an irregular shaped entrance channel, where neces­
sary, between the breakwaters, 12 feet deep and minimum width of 
100 feet; 

(d) Dredging an access channel 9 feet deep, 100 feet wide and par­
allel to the long leK of the east breakwater for a distance of 1,040 
feet southeasterly from the entrance channel; 

(e) Dredging a channel in Eighteenmile Creek nine feet deep and 
generally 100 feet wide, with an 80-foot section in the constricted 
reach downstream from Main Street, channel to extend from up­
stream limit of the present project channel to the Route 18 bridge, 
a distance of about 1,500 feet; and 

(f) Dredging a turning basin at the upstream end of the 9-foot 
creek channel and downstream of the Route 18 bridge, also 9 feet 
deep and 150 feet square. 

All of the above features are required to provide an all-weather 
entrance channel and 800 additional berthing spaces for recreation­
al craft. The east breakwater is also required for fishing- access. 

(g) Lands required for disposal of dredged material, pipeline ease­
ments, appurtenances, and pipeline crossing Route 18. 

Recreation.-Recreation fishing facilities on the east breakwater 
including a foot bridge, walkways and guard rails on. the east 
breakwater, access facilities, sanitary facilities and parking areas. 
These features are required for fishing from the east breakwater. 
The facilities would provide 20,560 fisherman-user days annually. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The New York State 
Parks and Recreation Department (NYSP&R) is in favor of the 
general plan of improvements and indicated its willingness to pro­
vide the necessary items of local cooperation. The New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) indicated it 
favors opportunities for fishing access, but requested a model study 
to evaluate possible adverse impacts (thermal pollution, trapping 
sediments, alteration of stream flow and water quality). This will 
be done in post-authorization studies. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The United States 
COi:ist Guard furnished views and costs on necessary aids to naviga­
tion. The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare; the 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation; the Fish and Wildlife Service, the 
Geological Survey; the Federal Highway Administration; and the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency all approved the report 
with some minor comments. The National Park Service recom­
mended a survey of cultural resources of the area prior to construc­
tion. The cultural resources survey was completed and the recom­
mended plan would have no effect upon cultural resources. The 
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l!.S: Fish and Wildlife Service had concerns with adverse impacts 
SImIlar to those of the NYSDEC. A model study will be performed 
in postauthorization studies. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-Final EIS was 
filed with EPA on September 24, 1979. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $6,230,000. 
Non-Federal: $6,215,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-The State of 

New York would be required to pay costs for a share of the recre­
ational navigation and fishing features and all of the funds re­
quired for disposal of dredged material, pipeline easements, appur­
tenances, and pipeline crossing. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio. -1.2. 
Remarks.-There is a growing need for more berthing space 

along the entire lake, and Olcott Harbor can be enlarged to meet 
part of that need. In addition, the existing harbor is subject to 
heavy wave action from northerly storms, and new protective 
structures are required. These new structures will also provide an 
opportunity for more people to have access to the lake shore so 
they can enjoy fishing. 

The Secretary, in consultation with appropriate Federal, State 
and local agencies, is directed to conduct additional studies of the 
effects of the project on fish and wildlife resources. The studies are 
to include the development and testing of a physical model of the 
proposed plan. The Secretary is authorized to undertake any addi­
tional measures which he determines necessary and appropriate to 
minimize any adverse effects of the project on fish and wildlife pro­
duction and habitat. 

HAMPTON ROADS DEBRIS REMOVAL, VA 

Location.-Hampton Roads including the Harbors of Norfolk and 
Newport News, Virginia. 

Authority for Report.-Resolution adopted by the House Commit­
tee on Public Works on April 14, 1964. 

Description of Recommended Plan. -The proposed plan of im­
provement recommends modifying the existing Federal drift re­
moval program by initiating an operation that would include: (1) 
clearing Hampton Roads of the existing floating drift which is haz­
ardous to navigation; (2) removing sources of debris consisting of di­
lapidated waterfront structures, dilapidated portions of partially 
deteriorated structures, sunken and abandoned wooden vesels, 
loose onshore floatable debris, and nonfloatable materials that are 
a part of certain dilapidated structures and confined in hulls of 
sunken vessels; (3) landfilling the drift and debris in an ~xisting 
Federal disposal facility at Craney Island; and (4) preventmg the 
creation of future sources of waterfront drift and debris. 

Physical Data on Project Features. -The project requires the re­
moval and disposal of approximately 1,296,100 cubic feet of debris 
material as summarized below: 
Type ?~material to be removed: Cubic reet 

669,600
~~~~~t~'~~t~';~'::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 81,300 
Wooden vessels ................................................................................................ . 430,200 
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Shoreline debris ............................................................................................... 115,000 


Total ............................................................................................................... 1,296,100 


Views of States and Non-Federal Agencies.-The Commonwealth 
of Virginia's Council on the Environment (January 19, 1982), co­
ordinated the State's review of the draft feasibility study and EIS 
with the following agencies: Department of Health, Marine Re­
sources Commission, State Air Pollution Control Board, State 
Water Control Board, Office of Emergency and Energy Services, 
Virginia Institute of Marine Science, Virginia Port Authority, Vir­
ginia Research Center for Archaeology, Department of Planning 
and Budget. 

The review concluded that the Commonwealth concurs with the 
District Engineer's recommended plan and suggests the Corps take 
all reasonable steps to safeguard the environment and mitigate ad­
verse project impacts. The Virginia Port Authority has indicated 
its intent to provide the items of local cooperation. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The following views 
are the results of district coordination. 

The U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of the Secretary indi­
cated that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not ad­
dress the secondary and long-term environmental impacts of the al­
ternatives for removing pilings at the mudline. 

The U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, 
has no objections to the recommendation for a Federal project to 
remove drift sources from the Hampton Roads area and to dispose 
of the material in the Craney Island Disposal Facility. However, 
the Service does not concur in the selection of the pile removal 
option contained in the recommended plan. 

The V.S. Department of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, indicated concerns dealing with potential adverse impacts 
on marine life and the loss of marine habitat that would result 
with removal of debris. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, concurs 
that the recommended plan is the preferred alternative. 

The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Public 
Health Service, raised several questions concerning the legal as­
pects and motivational incentives required at the local level for re­
moval of debris sources and suggested that consideration be given 
to recycling debris material. 

The V.S. Fifth Coast Guard District, Marine Safety Office, stated 
concern that some abandoned vessels may contain oil or other po­
tential pollutants and that these wrecks should be surveyed prior 
to removal. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-Draft EIS 
filed with EPA on December 18, 1981. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $2,280,000. 
Non-Federal: $4,590,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-Pursuant to 

Public Law 94-537 and Section 202 of the Water Resources Devel­
opment Act of 1976, non-Federal interests will: (1) contribute in 
cash one-third of the first cost for removal of debris which cannot 
be attributed to an identifiable owner; (2) contribute in cash 100 
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percent of the first cost for removal of debris which is attributable 
to an identifiable owner; and (3) make necessary repairs to deterio­
rated waterfront structures in use. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio. -1.04. 
Remarks.-The report presents the results of the study on the 

drift and debris problem in Hampton Roads and its ributary 
waters. It was determined that the presence of floating debris origi­
nating from deteriorating waterfront structures, abandoned vessels, 
and shoreline facilities affects navigation safety and efficiency. The 
ongoing Federal drift removal program authorized in 1950 only 
provides for the removal of floating debris from authorized chan­
nels and connecting waterways. Continuing reports of collisions 
from recreational and commercial navigation interests suggest that 
drift collection as presently performed is not sufficient, in itself, to 
eliminate the problem. In this regard, the study gives consideration 
to locating and removing sources of debris before it can enter the 
waterways as drift. 

The alternative plans considered consisted of combinations of 
methods to accomplish the three main tasks of debris collection, re­
moval, and disposaL The collection and removal stages are general­
ly the same except for the method of pile extraction. Four methods 
were investigated which consider whether open pilings will be cut 
off at the bottom contour (mudline), pulled intact, or a combination 
of cutting and pulling. The disposal plans which were analyzed are 
divided into four categories: (1) destruction by burning; (2) reuse as 
a source of energy or recycling into lumber or other wood products; 
(3) burying in a landfill; and (4) disposal for habitat creation. 

The Secretary is directed to give further consideration to the pile 
removal alternatives, and to include any recommendations thereto 
in any report submitted pursuant to subsection (b) of Section 501. 

RUDEE INLET, VA 

Location.-Rudee Inlet is located on the Atlantic Ocean in the 
City of Virginia Beach, Virginia. 

Authority for Report.-The report on the feasibility of providing 
beach erosion and hurricane protection to the Virginia Beach 
shoreline was completed by the Norfolk District, Corps of Engi­
neers in 1970. It recommended protection to the beach front from 
Rudee Inlet north to 89th Street. As a result of the report, Con­
gress authorized in Section 1 of the Water Resources Development 
Act of 1974, a Phase I stage of Advanced Engineering and Design. 

On September 1, 1972, the Norfolk District was authorized to 
prepare an interim report for Rudee Inlet in connection with a 
study of Virginia Beach Streams authorized by the Committee on 
Public Works of the House of Representatives on June 21, 1965. 
The report was prepared in February 1974 and submitted to higher 
authority.

In view of the close relationship of Rudee Inlet to the beach ero­
sion and hurricane protection project, the Chief of ~n~~eers ap­
proved inclusion of Rudee Inlet as part of the VIrgInIa Beach 
Phase I study in July 1974. In December 1981, the Division Engi­
neer approved an interim report on the navigational features of 
Rudee Inlet. 
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Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan 
would include the construction and maintenance of a channel 3;675 
feet long. The entrance channel would be 10 feet deep mean low 
water (m.Lw.) and 110 feet wide from the Atlantic Ocean into 
Rudee Inlet up to the existing old south jetty adjacent to the pump 
house, thence 72 feet wide through the rest of the inlet. The chan­
nel west of the inlet would be 7 feet deep m.Lw. and 72 feet wide 
from the entrance channel to the General Booth Boulevard Bridge 
including a safety area just west of the entrance channel; 53 feet 
wide under the bridge; 200 feet wide in the safety areas just west of 
the bridge; and 175 feet wide thereafter to the upper limit of the 
project in Lake Rudee. The wood and steel sheet piling on the 
north bank of the entrance channel near the restaurant would be 
replaced initially and again every 30 years with new steel sheet 
piling. The fillet of sand south of the weir would be removed ini­
tially to enable the weir-sand trap system to operate properly. The 
wooden weir and stone jetties would remain intact. Initial dredging 
would involve the removal of 206,000 cubic yards of material. Mate­
rial from the entrance channel (38,000 cubic yards), sand trap 
(103,000 cubic yards), and fillet (35,000 cubic yards) is sand and 
would be used for beach nourishment on the downdrift beach north 
of the inlet. The remaining 30,000 cubic yards of fine-grained mate· 
rial would be placed in anoxic 38-foot (m.Lw.) depressions in Lakes 
Rudee and Wesley. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-There are no objec­
tions to the selected plan from any state or local agency. There is 
one letter of objection concerning disposal from local residents who 
own lake bottom in Lake Wesley. It was explained that the city 
would provide that land to the Federal Government as an item of 
local cooperation. Disposal techniques to minimize turbidity were 
also explained. Several minor comments were made regarding pos­
sible ground water leakage in Lake Rudee, lack of data from scien­
tific studies, possible beach erosion due to project construction and 
maintenance, interference with beach activities and adequacy of 
sand transfer, etc. In each case, explanations were made or the 
report was revised accordingly. The City of Virginia Beach has sub­
mitted a letter of intent regarding the items of local cooperation. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies. -There are no objec­
tions to the selected plan from any Federal or regional agency. Sev­
eral minor comments were made regarding possible ground water 
leakage in Lake Rudee, lack of references to scientific studies, pos­
sible future boat traffic, congestion in the navigation channel, pos­
sible future decrease in water quality, benefit analysis, and ques­
tions on policy, etc. In each case, explanations were made or the 
report was revised accordingly. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-The environ­
mental assessment is available at the district office. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $1,040,000. 
Non-Federal: $233,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-1.7. 
Remarks.-The City of Virginia Beach has spent about $5 million 

since 1965 for the construction and maintenance of the rock jetties, 
the weir-sand system, and the navigation channel at Rudee Inlet. 
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Almost continuous dredging is performed in an attempt to keep the 
entrance channel at a safe navigable depth. However the city­
owned hydraulic dredges are unable to operate in areas exposed to 
any signifIcant wave climate, especially the area from the inlet 
mouth seaward. The eductor system has not functioned well in the 
past; it has been subject to a considerable amount of down time 
and requires several supervisory personnel. These difficulties with 
the dredges and the eductor system, coupled with the large volume 
of northward moving littoral drift have created severe shoaling 
problems at the inlet. 

Boat operators continue to use Rudee Inlet in spite of the re­
stricted and dangerous conditions because it provides quick access 
to the ocean for fishing and boating. A substantial commercial fish­
ing fleet is based at the inlet for this reason. Because of the prox­
imity of Rudee Inlet to the Virginia Beach resort area, the charter 
and party boat fleet is quite active. In addition, a substantial 
number of very large recreational craft are also based here, and 
most operators believe that it is only a matter of time before some 
serious accidents occur. 

Boat operators along the east coast consider Rudee Inlet unde­
pendable and often quite dangerous to navigate. At least one tran­
sient boat sank at the entrance to the inlet. As a result, transients 
are reluctant to use the inlet. 

ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY BRIDGES, NC 

Location.-The three bridges are located in Eastern North Caro­
lina: Core Creek Bridge located approximately 8 miles north of 
Morehead City, N.C.; Fairfield Bridge located approximately 75 
miles east of Washington, NC.; and Hobucken Bridge located ap­
proximately 30 miles east of N~w Bern, NC. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tion adopted September 30, 1968; House Public Works Committee 
resolution adopted December 11, 1969. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Modification of the provi­
sions of local cooperation required by Section 101 of the River and 
Harbor Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-611) to relieve the State of North Caro­
lina from the obligation of contributing 25 percent of the cost of 
replacing the bridges. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of North 
Carolina has agreed to assume ownership and maintenance of the 
structures after completion. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-Not applicable to this 
proposal. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). -The original 
EIS covering all five bridges was filed in November of 1970. No en­
vironmental document is required for this proposal. 

Project Costs.-$8,800,000 (all Federal). 
Note: Additional work is already authorized by Section 101 of the 

River and Harbor Act of 1970 . 
. Description of Non-Federal Operation and Maintenance.-~ns~ec­

tlOn and upkeep of the entire structure and roadway, naVIgatIOn 
lights, fender system, and maintenance of adjacent grounds. 
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Remarks.-Replacement of five Federal substandard highway 
bridges was authorized in the 1970 River and Harbor Act with 75 
percent Federal funding and 25 percent shared by the State of 
North Carolina. In 1974 the State of North Carolina withdrew its 
cost-sharing offer due to lack of highway funds. A post-authoriza­
tion change report requesting 100 percent Federal funding for all 
five bridges was submitted in 1975. Section 110 of the Water Re­
sources Development Act of 1976 modified the terms of local coop­
eration to delete the non-Fedeal cost-sharing requirement for the 
Wilkerson Creek, the Coinjock Bridges. The three remaining 
bridges (Core Creek Fairfield, and Hobucken) were not included in 
this modification. All three bridges were constructed between 1930 
and 1935, are grossly inadequate from the standpoint of roadway 
width and design loadings and have restricted vertical clearances. 
These substandard features together with the poor physical condi­
tion present potential and growing traffic hazards. 

These bridges, which cross the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway, 
were constructed and are owned, by the United States. 

RICHARD B. RUSSELL DAM AND LAKE, GA AND SC 

Location.-The project is located in the Piedmont Plateau within 
Anderson and Abbeville Counties, South Carolina, and Hartwell 
and Elbert Counties, Georgia. 

Authority for Report.-Section 2(c) of the Fish and Wildlife Co­
ordination Act of 1958 (Public Law 85-624). 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan in­
cludes acquisition of about 11,400 acres of wildlife lands in Georgia; 
about 10,100 acres of wildlife lands in South Carolina; more inten­
sive wildlife management of 6,713 acres of Federally owned land at 
Clarks Hill Reservoir; fisheries studies to determine impacts of the 
Richard B. Russell Lake on existing fisheries; and the stocking of 
trout in South Carolina waters. Management and maintenance of 
wildlife lands will be by the State fish and game agencies. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-Georgia and South 
Carolina, as well as the environmental community, are in support 
of the recommended plan. South Carolina, however, wants a posi­
tion of flexibility maintained on the 3,940 acres of Federally-owned 
Clarks Hill lands. 'The Clarks Hill-Russell Development Authority, 
a creation of the state government, wants to develop land areas, 
identified for intensive wildlife management in the Plan, for limit­
ed and controlled private residential/recreational development in 
the area. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service fully supports the recommended plan. Other fed­
eral agencies also occurred. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-Notice of 
availability of the Final Environmental Impact Statement ap­
peared in the Federal Register dated December 11, 1981. 

Project Costs.-$20,200,000 (all Federal). 

Description of Non-Federal Operation and Maintenance Costs.­


The States will be responsible for operating and maintaining the 
mitigation sites. They will be responsible for any funds needed in 
excess of the annual reimbursements based on a plan of operation 
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as approved by the Chief of Engineers. Annual reimbursements 
shall be reduced by net revenues for sale of any timber off the miti­
gation sites. 

Remarks.-The Committee has added language directing the Sec­
retary and the State of South Carolina, in consultation with the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, to identify those Federal 
lands at Clarks Hill Lake to be utilized for purposes of fish and 
wildlife habitat mitigation. Not later than one year after the date 
of enactment of the bill, the Secretary is to transmit to the House 
Committee on Public Works and Transportation and the Senate 
Committee on Environment and Public Works a report describing 
the lands so identified. The authorized project includes the Federal 
lands described in this report by the Secretary. Except for funds 
from the Environmental Protection and Mitigation Fund, no funds 
may be appropriated for acquisition of land for, or actual construc­
tion of, the project until approved by resolutions of the two Com­
mittees. 

METROPOLITAN ATLANTA AREA, GA 

Location.-The Metropolitan Atlanta Area is located in the Pied­
mont Province of north-central Georgia, encompassing Clayton, 
Cobb, Douglas, Rockdale, DeKalb, Fulton, and Gwinnett Counties. 
Parts of contiguous counties were added to the study area to the 
extent that their problems and solutions were regionally interrelat­
ed to those of the 7-county study area. These counties are Forsyth, 
Hall, Fayette, Coweta, and Henry. . 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tion adopted March 2, 1972. 

Problems and Opportunities Identified in Study.-Because of 
rapid growth of the Metropolitan Atlanta Area, local governments 
are experiencing difficulty in providing adequate facilities for 
water supply, wastewater treatment, drainage and urban runoff, 
flood control and recreation. As a result, local interests desire a 
plan for development, utilization and conservation of water and re­
lated land resources. The study developed a comprehensive water 
management plan that will provide alternative choices in the use 
of water-related resources. 

Alternative Plans Considered.-Detailed plans consisted of devel­
opment of comprehensive water management alternatives includ­
ing (1) An areawide wastewater management plan; (2) A regional 
water resource and distribution plan; (3) A short- and long-term 
plan for managing the Lake Lanier/Chattahoochee River System; 
and (4) A plan for reducing flood damages in the Peachtree/Nancy 
Creek river basin. The recommended plan consists of that portion 
of these measures which is within the traditional responsibilities of 
the Corps of Engineers. . 

Description· of Recommended Plan. -The recommended plan In­

cludes construction of a reregulation dam and reservoir for water 
supply on the Chattahoochee River 6.3 miles downstream of Buford 
Dam. The project would have 4,100 acre-feet of storage at conserva­
tion pool elevation 921.75. 

Physical Date ofProject Features.­
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Reservoir: 
Storage at maximum conservation pool, acre-feet .................................. .. 4,100 

Storage at minimum conservation pool, acre-feet .................................... . 700 

Storage at spillway crest, acre-feet ............................................................. . 300 

Elevation of maximum conservation pool, feet m.s.! ............................... . 921.75 

Elevation of minimum conservation pool, feet m.s.!.. .............................. . 913.5 

Earth Embankment, Concrete Dam: Top elevation, feet m.s.! ...................... . 925.75 
Spillway: 

Net length feet ................................................................................................. 150 

Crest elevation, feet m.s.!............................................................................... 911.25 

Height of gates, feet ........................................................................................ 12.5 

Elevation of top of gates in closed position, feet m.s.!.............................. 923.75 

Required gate bottom clearance, feet m.s.!................................................. 927.75 


Views of State and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Georgia 
supported the plan contingent upon more detailed environmental 
studies during the advanced engineering and design phase of the 
project. The Chattahoochee River Coalition (eight environmental 
groups) has questioned the project need and economics and is 
strongly opposed to construction of the reregulation dam. The City 
of Atlanta wants detailed studies and planning authorized, with 
construction contingent on resolution of environmental problems. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recom­
mend additional studies to ·refine water quality predictions and to 
determine the effects of the changed flow regime on downstream 
recreation and on the downstream fishery. The National Park 
Service states that the project will compromise the usefulness of 
lands already acquired for park purposes. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The Final EIS 
was filed with EPA on December 24, 1981. 

Project Cost.­
Federal: $26,400,000 (All reimbursable from power companies 

($6,600,000) and local water supply agencies ($19,800,000).). 
Benefit/Cost Ratio. -1.1 
Remarks.-The Committee has included language requiring the 

Secretary, in consultation with appropriate Federal, State and local 
agencies, to further evaluate the possible effects of the proposed 
project on fish and wildlife habitat and related resources. Not later 
than one year after the date of enactment of the bill, the Secretary 
is to transmit to the House Committee on Public Works and Trans­
portation and the Senate Committee on Envinmment and Public 
Works a report of this evaluation, along with recommendations for 
additional measures which tp.e Secretary determines to be neces­
sary and appropriate to mitigate the adverse effects of the project 
on fish and wildlife habitat and related resources. Except for funds 
from the Environmental Protection and Mitigation Fund, no appro­
priations may be made for acquisition of land for, or actual con­
struction of, the project until approved by resolutions of the two 
Committees. 

The provision does not permit the construction of this project by 
the Corps of Engineers or any other public body or agency until ap­
proval has been obtained from the House and Senate Committees 
as provided by this section and until there is compliance with the 
provision of P.L. 95-344, the law which establishes the Chattahoo­
chee River National Recreation Area in the State of Georgia. 
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It is the intention of the Committee that the evaluation and 
report to be conducted by the Corps of Engineers shall include, but 
not be limited to, the following considerations: 

(1) Trout hatchery water supply; 
(2) Methods for mitigating and preserving downstream fisheries, 

including turbidity, water temperature and water regimes; 
(3) Reregulation dam design compatible with downstream fisher­

ies management; 
(4) Instream flows below the reregulation dam; 
(5) Land acquisition to mitigate losses of wildlife habitat and 

angler access, and for losses to the Chattahoochee River National 
Recreation Area; 

(6) Protection of state-listed threatened and endangered plants; 
(7) Impact on the distribution of development in the rivet corri­

dor; 
(8) Impact on recreational use within the Chattahoochee River 

National Recreation Area, within the river corridor, and on the 
river itself. 

The area to be studied should include the "river corridor" as de­
fined in the State of Georgia's "Metropolitan River Protection Act" 
(that is 2,000 feet on each side of the river), going from the site of 
the dam downstream to Standing Peachtree Creek. 

JACKSONVILLE HARBOR (MILL COVE) , FL 

Location.-Mill Cove is on the St. Johns River in Jacksonville, 
Florida. 

Authority for Report.-House Public Works Committee Resolu­
tion adopted July 10, 1968. 

Description of Recommendation Plan.-Existing openings into 
Mill Cove would be enlarged for more flow; diversion features 
would be provided to direct the flow within the cove; and a small 
boat channel would be provided to a depth of 6 feet for safe naviga­
tion. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
(a) Channelization to improve flows and reduce shoaling as well 

as navigation restrictions to small commerical and recreational 
boats; 

(b) Land masses to divert flow for better circulation and control 
of shoaling in Mill Cove. 

Environmental Features 
Mitigation on project lands to replace marsh areas destroyed by 

the project . 
. Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.--:-The State has no !>b­
Jection to presenting the report to Congress wIth the un~erst~ndmg 
that State concerns regarding areas for dredged materIal dIspo~al 
will be satisfied before construction and that State water qualIty 
permits will be obtained. The Governor believes the State's con­
cerns may be ameliorated through coord~nated efforts betvyeen the 
State and the Jacksonville Port AuthorIty. Non-Federal mterests 
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indicated a willingness to provide lands and dikes for disposal of 
dredged material. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The U.S. Departments 
of Interior and Housing and Urban Development have no objec· 
tions to the project. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency reo 
mains unconvinced that the overall environmental impact will be 
as inconsequential or as short-term as the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement indicates. However, the EPA does not object to 
the project but proposes that a postconstruction monitoring/evalua· 
tion program be conducted to provide an opportunity to resolve dif­
ferences of opinions on many typical water resources projects. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $6,600,000. 
Non-Federal: $0. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio. -1.5. 
Remarks.-Current problems relate to shoaling conditions in· 

duced within Mill Cove by construction of the Jacksonville Harbor 
navigation project. Shallow depths restrict small boat navigation 
and adversely impact on residential property values and recre­
ational resources in the area. 

The Dame Point-Fulton Cutoff is a completed portion of the 
Jacksonville Harbor project with a channel depth of 38 feet. Rec­
ommended modifications involve a larger opening in the control 
structure built as part of the cutoff to control cross currents. The 
larger opening would improve flow and help reduce shoaling in the 
Mill Cove area without impeding ship traffic. The recommended 
navigation channel would restore navigable conditions previously 
available in the cove before harbor-induced shoaling reduced 
depths. The cost of the project is entirely Federal because the pur­
pose of the project is to mitigate adverse effects of the Jacksonville 
Harbor navigation project. 

Because of the concerns expressed about the possible lack of ade­
quate disposal sites in the area, the Committee has added the re­
quirement that the Secretary, in consultation, with the State of 
Florida, study the adequacy of available dredged material disposal 
areas for construction, operation, and maintenance of the project 
and the potential of such disposal areas for recreational develop­
ment. Not later than one year after the date of enactment of the 
Act, the Secretary is to transmit to the House Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation and the Senate Committee on Environ­
ment and Public Works a report on the results of the study, along 
with recommendations for modifications in the project which the 
Secretary determines necessary and appropriate to assure that ade­
quate dredged material disposal areas are available. The project 
authorization includes any such recommended modifications. 
Except for funds from the Environmental Protection and Mitiga­
tion Fund, no appropriations may be made for the acquisition of 
land for, or the actual construction of, the project until approved 
by resolutions of the two Committees. 

The Committee notes that under the cost sharing provisions con­
tained in Section 105, the Federal share of construction and oper­
ation of ports with a depth of fourteen feet or less is 100 percent. 
Also, the purpose of the Jacksonville Harbor-Mill Cove project is 
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to mitigate damages caused by the Jacksonville Harbor project. For 
these reasons, the Federal share of the Mill Cove project is 100%. 

PORT CANAVERAL HARBOR, FL 

Location.-Port Canaveral is located on the Atlantic coast of 
Florida in Brevard County. 

Authority for Report.-Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 
1958. 

Description of Project.-This provision authorizes a fish and wild­
life mitigation project in accordance with a plan developed by the 
Secretary, other Federal, State, and local interests. The Secretary 
is directed to submit a copy of the plan to the House Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation and the Senate Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. Except for funds appropriated to 
the Environmental and Protection Fund, no appropriations may be 
made for acaquisition of land for or actual construction of the 
project until approved by resolutions of the two Committees. 

Implementation of the tentatively selected plan for construction 
of the Port Canaveral West Turning basin will result in both bene­
ficial and adverse environmental effects. The more significant and 
long lasting adverse impacts concern the loss of about 105 acres of 
marsh, intertidal, and shallow water habitat. The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service considered these losses, some of which involve 
losses to habitat resources which are rated as scarce to nearly irre­
placeable. In developing the mitigation plan for fish and wildlife 
losses, alternative proposals will be evaluated in terms of cost effec­
tiveness in accordance with established mitigation goals and objec­
tives. 

YAZOO BACKWATER AREA, MS 

Location.-The Yazoo Backwater Area is located in west-central 
Mississippi between the east bank Mississippi River levee on the 
west and the hills east of the Yazoo River. The area extends from 
Vicksburg to the vicinity of Greenville. The Yazoo Area portion of 
the backwater area lies on the west bank of the Yazoo River and 
the W. M. Whittington Auxiliary Channel and contains about 
539,000 acres within the 100-year frequency flood plain. 

Authority for Report.-Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 
1958. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan of 
the Chief of Engineers consists of the purchase of 11,300 acres of 
woodlands in perpetual land use easements or any other combina­
tion of easements and fee title that would provide the same level of 
mitigation. The recommended plan would provide mitigation for 
wildlife habitat losses attributable to the proposed Yazoo Area 
Pump Project. The state of Mississippi favors mitigation for the 
completed features of the Yazoo Backwater Area as well as the pro­
posed Yazoo Area Pump Project. . . 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of MISSIS­
sippi and local interests favor land use easements as opposed to fee 
title acquisition. Major local support was expressed for easements 
that would be for the life of the project instead of perpetual. 
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Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The U.S. Fi~h and 
Wildlife Service concurs in the recommended mitigation plan for 
the proposed Yazoo Area Pump Project if it does not provide miti­
gation for completed features' of the Yazoo Backwater Area. 

Status ofFinal Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final EIS 
was filed with EPA on April 15, 1983. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $17,700,000. 
Non-Federal: $0. 
Since the recommended mitigation plan is for a project which is 

the responsibility of the Federal Government, there would be no 
non-Federal cost sharing for the mitigation measures. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio.-Not applicable to mitigation projects. 
Remarks.-Since 1966, when soybeans became the major cash 

crop in the Nation, productive bottomland forests that provide 
forest products and habitat for a variety of wildlife have been 
sharply reduced. Approximately 75 percent of the 539,000 acres of 
lands to be protected from the 100-year frequency flood by the 
Yazoo Area Pump Project have been cleared leaving about 141,000 
acres of woodlands. It is estimated that about 27,000 areas of these 
remaining woodlands would be cleared in the next 50 years. There 
is a need to maintain quality habitat to support fish and wildlife 
resources. 

The Committee has determined that mitigation for the overall 
Yazoo Backwater Project is desirable, and has accordingly included 
the requirement that 40,000 acres of mitigation lands be acquired 
in fee and easement as recommended by the District Engineer. A 
portion of the land to be acquired for the mitigation project may be 
acquired in the State of Arkansas as the Secretary determines ap­
propriate after consultation with the Governors of Mississippi and 
Arkansas. Any land to be acquired in Arkansas must be acquired 
from willing sellers. 

GREENVILLE HARBOR, MS 

Location.-The study area is located about 2.5 miles downstream 
from Greenville, Mississippi, and 1 mile from the Mississippi River 
navigation channel on the east bank of Lake Ferguson, an old Mis­
sissippi River bendway. 

Authority for Report.-Water Resources Development Act of 
1974. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The plan includes widening 
the existing channel into Greenville Harbor and dredging an off­
river inner harbor channel. Material from the channels would be 
placed to raise the adjacent lands to flood-free and 25-year flood 
frequency elevations. Improvements would be constructed in two 
stages. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­
(1) Navigation improvements include widening the channel into 

Greenville Harbor from 250 to 500 feet, dredging an inner harbor 
channel 500 feet wide in two stages and 13,300 feet long into unde­
veloped lands adjacent to existing port area, and dredging a chan­
nel 300 feet wide by 1,500 feet long into La Grange Crevasse Area. 
All channels would have a minimum depth of 12 feet at lowest Mis­



253 


sissippi River stages, with a 9-foot depth to be provided until a 
greater depth is maintained on the Mississippi River. 

(2) The material dredged from the channels would be used to pro­
vide 360 acres of landfill for development by water transportation­
oriented industries. 

(3) The proposed improvements would require 900 acres of rights­
of-way, all of which are owned by the Greenville Port Commission 
and dedicated to port development. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The State of Missis­
sippi does not agree with staged construction, the initial dredging 
to 9 feet instead of 12, and the non-Federal cost for fleeting areas. 
It states that the channei depth in the Mississippi River is 9 feet 
only during periods of low water, and most of the time barges with 
a 12-foot draft are used. With regard to staged construction, the 
State believes development of the area will occur sooner than the 
Corps estimates. Also, the State disagrees with the Corps' designa­
tion of the fleeting areas as being associated with localized oper­
ations and, therefore, being a non-Federal responsibility. The State 
of Mississippi feels they are properly a project cost because they 
serve the many barge lines operating throughout the inland water­
way system. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-EPA is concerned 
about pollution of the bay in which the harbor is located which 
could result from surface runoff, and recommends that a culvert or 
ditch be constructed at the head of the harbor area to provide cir­
culation. 

The Department of the Interior has no objection. 
Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final En­

vironmental Impact Statement was filed with the Council on Envi­
ronmental Quality in August of 1973. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $30,300,000. 
Non-Federal: $12,300,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-Lands, ease­

ments and rights-of-way for construction and maintenance; reten­
tion works for dredged material; construction of fleeting and berth­
ing areas; and cash contribution for land enhancement. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio.-7.6. 
Remarks.-All suitable waterfront industrial sites in the Green­

ville, Mississippi, area have been developed or committed to devel­
opment, and the present public terminal is approaching capacity. 
There is a need for additional general navigation facilities to serve 
the area's projected water-oriented industrial growth and expan­
sion of the public terminal. 

The Committee agrees with the need to construct the project to 
its full dimension initially, rather than ~n stages, and has accord­
ingly included this direction in the authorizing language. 

The Corps of Engineers is also directed to further investigate the 
water quality concerns raised by EPA during preconstruction plan­
ning, and include any necessary project provisions, to ensure the 
protection of water quality. 
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VICKSBURG HARBOR, MS 

Location.-The study area includes lands along the Yazoo and 
Mississippi Rivers in the vicinity of Vicksburg, Mississippi. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee Resolution 
adopted September 11, 1969. . 

Description of Recommended Plan.-An off-river navigation 
channel would be dredged to provide water access to new industrial 
lands Dredged material from the channel would be placed to raise 
the lands adjacent to the channel to a flood-free elevation. Existing 
channels would be enlarged to improve access to the new port area 
and relieve existing congestion. Improvements would be construct­
ed in two stages. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
(a) The navigation improvements include a slackwater harbor 

channel 500 feet wide and 12,000 feet long, a 500-foot-wide channel 
on the Yazoo River Diversion Canal along the city front, a distance 
of about 15,000 feet; a 300-foot-wide channel on the remainder of 
the Yazoo River Diversion Canal to the slackwater harbor, a dis­
tance of about 10,000 feet; and widening the existing- approach 
channel into the Warren County Industrial Center from 150 feet to 
300 feet. The channels would have a minimum depth of 12 feet at 
the lowest Mississippi River stage with 9 feet of depth to the pro­
vided until greater depth is maintained on the Mississippi River. 

(b) The material dredged from the channels will be used to pro­
vide 500 acres of landfill for development by water transportation­
oriented industries. 

(c) Over the 50-year economic life, 1,800 acres of rights-of-way 
will be required. Warren County presently owns about 820 acres of 
~~e lands required. About 190 acres are located in the State of Lou­
ISIana. 

Environmental Features 
The acquisition of 1,000 acres of wooded lands is included as a 

project feature to offset the losses associated with the wooded lands 
required for project construction and maintenance. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.~The State of Louisi­
ana had no specific comments or recommendations. The State of 
Mississippi supports the project. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The U.S. Environmen­
tal Protection Agency expressed concern over various aspects of 
water quality associated with the harbor improvements. Additional 
water quality studies will be undertaken during advanced engi­
neering and design studies. The Department of the Interior ex­
pressed objection to proposed mitigation (cash payment), and rec­
ommended land acquisition. The Chief of Engineer's response 
stated that the proposed mitigation was being modified to provide 
for the acquisition of 1,000 acres. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final EIS 
was submitted to Secretary of the Army along with the feasibility 
report on August 20, 1979. 

Project Costs.­
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Federal: $60,700,000. 
Non-Federal: $17,000,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-Non-Federal 

interests' provide lands, easements, and rights-of-way for construc­
tion and maintenance; retention works for dredged material; beau­
tification features; construction of fleeting and berthing areas; cash 
contribution for land enhancement; and share in mitigation first 
costs. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio.-2.3. 
Remarks.-Essentially all suitable waterfront industrial lands in 

the Vicksburg, Mississippi area are being used or are committed to 
development. There is a need for general navigation facilities to 
serve the area's projected water-oriented industrial growth. The 
Yazoo River Diversion Canal and approach channel to the existing 
harbor project have approached capacity, and increased channel 
widths are needed to ensure safe operation of existing and project­
ed vessel traffic. 

The authorization provides for initial project construction to the 
full project dimensions, rather than in stages, so that the full bene­
fits of the project may be realized at the earliest date. 

MEMPHIS HARBOR, TN 

Location.-Memphis Harbor is an addition to the existing facili­
ties and is located on President's Island south of Memphis, Tennes­
see. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tion adopted April 30, 1965. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-A new channel will be 
dredged into President's Island for a slackwater harbor with place­
ment of dredged material to create a 1,000-acre floodfree fill for in­
dustrial development. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
(a) A navigation channel 500 by 9 feet, and 4.9 miles long will 

provide for 1,000 acres of floodfree fill for industrial development 
and meet projected navigation and harbor needs. The proposed 
navigation channel and landfill will require the purchase of 2,028 
acres of rights-of-way and the relocation of an interceptor sewer 
line. The channel will be deepened to 12 feet when a minimum 12­
foot channel exists in the Mississippi River. 

Environmental Features 
The recommended plan will include landscaping and erosion con­

trol features which will improve the esthetics of the project area. 
Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-:The State of .Tennes­

see concurred with the recommended plan, wIth the exception that 
it recommended a 500-foot by 12-foot navigation channel. The State 
of Arkansas expressed no objection to the plan. A letter of intent to 
comply with the local cooperation requirements as outlined in the 
District Engineer's report was provided by the Memphis and 
Shelby County Port Commissions. 
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Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The United States 
Coast Guard expressed no objection to the project a.s recommended. 
The Department of Agriculture requested a description of this 
project's relationship to the Nonconnah Creek Project and dedica­
tion of a green strip around President's Island to provide for wild­
life and recreation opportunities. The Nonconnah Creek Project is 
not related to this project and no significant impacts will result 
from this project. The U.S. Department of the Interior disagreed 
with no mitigation being included with the recommeded plan. 

EPA has concerns about the water quality of the proposed dead­
end canal and wants measures installed for flushing. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The Final EIS 
was filed with EPA on February 5, 1980. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $40,500,000. 
Non-Federal: $65,600,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-Non-Federal 

interests will provide overdepth and overwidth dredging necessary 
to create 1,000 acres of floodfree fill; landscaping and erosion con­
trol measures; land enhancement costs; lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way; dikes and appurtenances for retention of dredged ma­
terial; and necessary relocations. 

Benefit/Cost Ration.-4.4. 
Remarks.-The project authorization provides for initial con­

struction of the project to the full project dimensions. Barges re­
quiring a depth of 12 feet operate on the Mississippi except during 
periods of low water, and constructing the project to 12 feet deep 
initially will enable it to accommodate these barges immediately. 

The Secretary is directed to reevaluate, in consultation with the 
Fish and Wildlife Service, the need for mitigation of project-in­
duced losses of bottomland hardwood habitat. The Secretary is also 
directed, in consultation with the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, to conduct further studies of the quality. of the water in 
the project area and the need for measures to prevent adverse ef­
fects on the quality of the water. Not later than one year after the 
date of enactment of the Act, the Secretary is to transmit to the 
House Committee on Public Works and Transportation and the 
Senate Committee on Enviroment and Public Works a report on 
the reevaluation and studies, together with recommendations for 
additional lands and measures to prevent adverse effects on water 
quality. The project authorization includes these additional lands, 
but not to exceed 500 acres, and the measures for water quality. 
Excecpt for funds from the Environmental Protection and Mitiga­
tion Fund, no appropriations may be made for the acquisition of 
land for, or the actual construction of, the project until approved 
by resolutions of the two Committees. 

LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN NORTH SHORE, LA 

Location.-The study area is in southeastern Louisiana on .the 
north shore of Lake Pontchartrain, vicinity of New Orleans. 

Authority for Report.-Section 206 of the Flood Control Act of 
1958; Section 209 of the Flood Control Act of 1962; Senate Public 
Works Committee resolutions adopted JUly 22, 1966 and November 
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25, 1969, and House Public Works Committee resolution adopted 
December 2, 1970. 

Description of Recommended Plans.-The entrance channel, 
mooring area and jetties at the mouth of Bayou Castine would be 
maintained by the Federal Government. 

The shoreline along Fontainebleau State Park would be restored 
by the provisions of a 24-acre dry sand beach, which would be peri­
odically nourished. 

Physical Data on Project Features.-The maintenance work in­
cludes maintaining the Bayou Castine jetties and requires removal 
of about 40,000 cubic yards of material which would accumulate 
every 4 years. The silty sand material to be dredged would be 
placed at Fountainebleau State Park as a base for beach construc­
tion. The width of the dredged channel would vary from 140 feet in 
the lake to 240 feet at the north end of the east jetty to about 50 
feet at the boat launching ramp. Its length would be 2,100 feet. 

The plan involves the placement of sand over a 57-acre area 
lakeward from the existing shoreline fronting the developed facili­
ties and a large portion of a natural wetland area at Fontainebleau 
State Park, together with a beach nourishment program over the 
life of the project. The initial construction would provide a 24-acre 
dry sand beach which would be reduced to 14 acres by erosion of 
the shoreline between nourishment periods. Initial construction 
would involve the transfer of about 175,000 cubic yards of sands, 
most of which would be pumped from Milton's Island Trend in 
Lake Pontchartrain to the beach site, a distance of about 6 miles. 
To offset erosion of the sand fill material, which would occur at a 
rate of 20 feet per year, a beach nourishment program is required 
comprising the placement of between 80,000 and 100,000 cubic 
yards of sand every 4 to 5 years. 

Views of State.-The State of Louisiana concurred with the 
report. The Louisana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries has of­
fered no objection to the recommended improvements. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The U.S. Department 
of the Interior concurs in the report, except as it relates to . the al­
ternatives of using onshore sand for beach replenishment at Fon­
tainebleau State Park. The U.S. Department of Agriculture offered 
no objections. The U.S. Department of Commerce transmitted com­
ments from the National Marine Fisheries Service requesting fur­
ther consideration of adopting use of any upland source of sand. 
The U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Public 
Health Service, noted that if the dredged material is essentially 
sand, the project will not pose any vectorborne disease problems. 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency offered no objections to 
the project as it relates to EPA's legislative mandates. The Depart­
ment of Transportation, United States Coast Guard, offered no 
comments or objections. Comments will be addressed during post­
authorization studies. 

·Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The final EIS 
was filed with EPA on March 6, 1981. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $1,260,000. 
Non-Federal: $885,000. 
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Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-Lands with 
traditional cost sharing would be provided, including borrow and 
disposal areas, prior to Federal assumption of maintenance of the 
Bayou Castine entrance channel, mooring area and jetties. Lands, 
easements and rights-of-way will be provided, plus a cash contribu­
tion for periodic beach nourishment. 

Estimated Annual Operation and Maintenance Costs (October 
1982 price levels).­

Traditional financing/cost·sharing 

Bayou Castine entrance channel maintenance: 
Federal: Corps of Engineers..... ...................................................................... $38,000 

Non-Federal: Louisiana .................................................................................. 0 

Fontainebleau State Park Beach: 
Federal (beach nourishment): Corps of Engineers .................................... 63,700 

Non-Federal (beach nourishment): Louisiana ............................................ 27,300 


Description of Non-Federal Responsibilities.-Non-Federal inter­
ests will maintain berthing areas, mooring facilities, launching 
ramps, parking areas, and access roads open and available to all on 
equal terms at the mouthof Bayou Castine and maintain access fa­
cilities including parking and recreation facilities at Fontainebleau 
State Park. Local interests will also provide a cash contribution for 
periodic nourishment for the life of the project. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio. -7.5. 

ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, LA 

Location.-The study area is located in south-central Louisiana 
in parts of 11 parishes and encompasses the Red River backwater 
area above Old River, the area between the East and West Atcha­
falaya Basin Protection Levees from Simmesport to the Gulf of 
Mexico, and the backwater area east and northeast of Morgan City. 
Population centers of Baton Rouge (east) and Lafayette (west) are 
adjacent to the study area at the latitude of Interstate Highway 1­
10. 

Authority for Report.-This study was authorized by the follow­
ing resolutions and action by the Chief of Engineers: Resolution­
June 1968, Committee on Public Works, United States Senate: 
Review Old River Control System. 

Resolutions-1972, Committees on Public Works, United States 
Senate-March 1972, and House of Representatives-June 1972. 

Chief of Engineer's action-June 1976: Combined Phase I GDM 
for authorized features with studies authorized by U.S. Congress to 
develop a comprehensive multipurpose plan for the Atchafalaya 
Basin Floodway System. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan con­
tains three groups of features: those authorized and ongoing, those 
authorized which require the Chief Engineer's approval, and those 
which require Congressional authorization. The ongoing feature en­
compass continuation of the Old River complex operation for 70/30­
percent distribution of flows to the Mississippi and Atchafalaya 
Rivers; modification of existing features, where required, to pass 
the project flood; and construciton of bank stabilization measures 
along the Atchafalaya River main channel. Authorized features re­
quiring approval by the Chief of Engineers are basically flood con­
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~rol measures and are associated with improvement of flow capabil­
Ity of channels and outlets, sediment control, flood protection, 
backwater flooding east of the floodway, and freshwater distribu­
tion. Features requiring Congressional action generally cover the 
environmental protection aspects and include nonstructural real 
estate interests, recreation, and management units. 

The Chief of Engineers has addressed the three groups of fea­
tures as follows: 

(1) Features authorized and ongoing will continue to be imple­
mented by the New Orleans District Commander. 

(2) Features authorized and approved by the Chief of Engineers 
will be implemented under the discretionary authority of the Chief. 
Concerning backwater flooding east of Morgan City, the Chief has 
directed further studies for the engineering and biological param­
eters affecting the complex, dynamic, and delicate ecosystem of the 
Atchafalaya Bay-Terrebonne Marsh-backwater complex prior to 
construction of extensions of the east Atchafalaya Basin Protection 
Levee beyond the Avoca Island Cutoff Channel and/or other struc­
tural or nonstructural measures. 

(3) Features requiring Congressional action are recommended for 
authorization and implementation. 

Physical Data on Project Features Recommended for Authoriza­
tion.­

Structural 
(a) As a part of the management unit feature in the recommend­

ed plan, low-level weirs would be built at selected outlets from de­
fined hydrologic units. They would serve to help maintain a hy­
draulic regime, in the future, similar to the existing one in each 
area for purposes of fish and wildlife enhancement. 

(b) The recommended plan contains some limited canal and levee 
construciton as a part of the management unit feature discussed 
above. Limited channelization of the Atchafalaya River, Wax Lake 
Outlet, and major basin distributaries would occur as a part of the 
channel training and distributary realignment feature for purposes 
of sediment control and to increase channel capacity to insure 
future passage of major floods. 

(c) The recommended plan requires limited acquisition of lands 
in fee title or easements for such features as distributary realign­
ments, levee raises, channel training, and possible future extension 
of the Avoca Island Levee. Numerous relocations would occur due 
to raising of existing levees. These real estate rights are for flood 
control purposes. Easements and/or rights-of-way would also be re­
quired for management units and miscellaneous improvements for 
environmental purposes. 

Nonstructural 
The recommended plan calls for Federal acquisition of flowage 

easements deelopmental control easements, and enviromental 
easements' over most of the lower floodway south of Krotz Springs 
to insure unhampered use of the floodway during major fl<;>o.ds 8;nd 
to protect the biological resources of the area. Federal parbcIpatlO~ 
with the State of Louisiana in the fee title purchase of apprOXI­
mately 50,000 acres of lands identified by the State as being avail­

http:fl<;>o.ds
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able from "willing sellers" was recommended for public access. 
Federal fee title acquisition of 1,500 acres was recommended for ne­
creational facilities development. 

Recreation 
Recreational development would consist of three developed and 

seven primitive campgrounds, one interpretive facility, boat­
launching ramps, and other facilities complementary to outdoor 
recreational activities. These facilities would be located in the prox­
imity of the Lower Atchafalaya Basin floodway on 1,500 acres to be 
acquired in fee title. 

Water Use and Control 
The management unit future would retain water in separate and 

distinct hydrologic units which would facilitate recreational access 
into some of the areas. 

The management unit feature would retain water for possible 
fish and wildlife enhancement purposes. 

Environmental Features 
The previously discussed easements, management units, and the 

like, would protect environmental values. The proposed environ­
mental features losses to fish and wildlife resources. 

Views of States.-The Louisiana Department of Transportation 
and Development, Office of Public works (OPW), the agency desig­
nated by the Governor to coordinate water resources development 
project studies with Federal agencies, officially supports all the fea­
tures of the recommended plan, except further studies of the Avoca 
Island Levee extension. OPW recommends immediate constrution 
of the 14,000-foot interim levee extension. 

The Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries supports the 
recommended action of the Chief of Engineers, opposes immediate 
extension of the Avoca Island Levee, and urges expendient initi­
ation of the land acquisition/easement features. 

The Louisiana Department of National Resources, Office of For­
estry, acknowledged satisfactory resolution of its comments on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. It also commented that 
during construction marketable timber present should be harvested 
and used rather than destroyed. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The U.S. Department 
of the Interior, Office of the Secretary, supported the recommenda­
tions of the Chief of Engineers and urged submission of the recom­
mended plan to Congress. Special comments were included regard­
ing opposition to extending the Avoca Island Levee and support for 
the real estate features. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region VI, support­
ed the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers and commented 
that, "The recommendation is an environmentally sound plan 
which is responsive to the full range of socioeconomic and ecologi­
cal planning objectives." 

The U.S. Department of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, Southeast Region, review comments concentrated on the 
project features which would impact fishery resources and habitats. 
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Support was indicated for the decision to delay construction of the 
Avoca Island Levee extension. 

The U.s. Department of Agriculture of Agriculture. Office of the 
Secretary, commented that the management unit concept is feasi­
ble and that the plan would result is lower crop production in the 
project area; but indicated that the recommendations are a bal­
anced approach and workable plan for addressing the water re­
sources problems in the Atchafalaya Basin. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-The final En­
vironmental Impact Statement was filed with EPA on August 20, 
1982. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $1,011,720,000 1 

Non-Federal, State of Louisiana: $55,500,000 1 

1 Total implementation cost for entire plan, including previously authorized features and fea­
tures authorized in this Act. Federal requirement for implementation of work authorized in this 
Act is $200,000,000. 

Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-Non-Federal 
cost under traditional cost-sharing for the Mississippi River and 
Tributaries project includes costs for recreation development and 
fish and wildlife resource enhancement. 

Estimated Annual Operation and Maintenance Costs.­
Corps of Engineers..................................................... ................................... 2 $17,011,000 

Non-Federal: State of Louisiana ................................................................ 2472,000 


Total .................................................................................................... . 17,483,000 


• Total O&M costs for entire plan, including previously authorized features and features au­
thorized in this Act. 

Description of Non-Federal Operation and Maintenance Costs.­
Non-Federal interests will be responsible for all operation and 
maintenance activities associated with recreation facilities and fish 
and wildlife resources of the recommended plan. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio.-The flood control features of the recom­
mended plan are integral, inseparable features of the authorized 
comprehensive Mississippi River and Tributaries project. Separable 
benefit-cost analyses are not computed for inseparable features of 
the project. The benefit-cost ratio for this comprehensive project is 
16.7 to 1. 

Remarks.-Implementation of the recommended plan would 
make a highly positive contribution to' the protection and enhance­
ment of areas of natural beauty and enjoyment; preservation of the 
quality of land and water resources; prevention of irreversible com­
mitment of resources for future uses; and preservation and en­
hancement of valuable archeological, historical, biological, and geo­
logical resources and ecological systems. 

RED RIVER WATERWAY, LA 

Location.-In the vicinity of the Red River in the Parishes of 
Avoyelles, Natchitoches, Winn, .Grant an~ R~d River. . . 

Authority for Report.-The FIsh and WIldlIfe CoordmatIon Act of 
1958. 

Description of the Recommende~ Plan.-Con~truction of the R~d 
River Waterway project, authonze~ by PublIc ~aw ~0-~83, wI~1 
result in the direct loss or degradatIOn of terrestnal wIldlIfe habl­
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tat in the States of Louisiana, Texas, Arkansas, and Oklahoma. 
Public Law 96-285 authorized the Secretary of the Army and the 
Secretary of the Interior to acquire land located along the Tensas 
River in Madison, Tensas, and Franklin Parishes, Louisiana, for 
the Tensas River National Wildlife Refuge. That portion of the 
Refuge acquired by the Secretary of the Army was to serve as fish 
and wildlife habitat loss mitigation for that element of the Red 
River Waterway project below river mile 104 and for other desig­
nated Corps of Engineers projects. Public Law 96-285 does not pro­
vide authority to use Refuge lands for mitigation of fish and wild­
life impacts due to the Red River Waterway project above river 
mile 104. . 

Construction of the Red River Waterway Project above river mile 
104 is expected to result in the loss of degradation of approximately 
28,000 acres of terrestrial wildlife habitat, including bottomland 
hardwoods, pasture, rowcrop land, willow-sandbar, mixed pine­
hardwoods, and cypress-tupelo swamp, and there is a need to miti­
gate the expected losses attributable to that portion of the project. 
The mitigation plan recommended by the Chief of Engineers in­
cludes fee acquisition, development, and management of approxi­
mately 14,000 acres of land to compensate for terrestrial wildlife 
losses above river mile 104. Mitigation areas will be located in the 
Red River flood plan on separable lands in A voyelles Parish and 
near St. Maurice in the Pool Number Three area of the project. De­
velopment and management of the mitigation lands will include 
providing access roads; fencing to prevent grazing by cattle and 
trespassing; selective tree cutting to enhance survival and produc­
tivity; mass producing trees; enhancing undergrowth; establishing 
food lots; erecting woodduck boxes; and converting 500 acres of 
open area to bottomland hardwoods. This plan will increase habitat 
diversity in the population of key wildlife species on the mitigation 
lands and will fully mitigate for the wildlife resources lost due to 
the project above river mile 104. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The local sponsor, 
Red River Waterway Commission, by letter dated September 6, 
1983, has agreed to the cost sharing formula for the mitigation 
plan and to fulfill all responsibilities of the local sponsor relative to 
wildlife mitigation. The Louisiana Department of Wildlife and 
Fisheries, by letter dated July 22, 1983, has agreed to assume oper­
ation and maintenance responsibilities for acquired lands. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-All Federal and re­
gional agencies have favorably commented on the project. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final En­
vironmental Impact Statement was filed with EPA on July 27, 
1984. 

Projects Costs.­
Federal: $10,500,000. 
Non-Federal: $670,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Responsibilities.-The cost of mitiga­

tion measures are shared in the. same ratio, 6 percent, as the Red 
River Water project. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio~-Not applicable. 



263 


CABIN CREEK, WV 

Location.-Within the Cabin Creek drainage area of Kanawha 
County, West Virginia. 

Authority for Report.-Section 233 of the Flood Control Act of 
1970, Public Law 91-611, approved December 31, 1970. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The plan involves measures 
for erosion and sediment control, flood damage reduction, water 
quality control, water supply, recreation, fish and wildlife enhance­
ment, and social, economic and environmental improvements. 

Physical Data ofRecommended Project Features.­

Structural 
(a) Erosion and sediment control measures would include remedi­

al, or basic reclamation, on 31 major slide areas encompassing 
about 828 acres of unstable outslopes. Similar, but less extensive 
treatment would be given to 1,786 acres of minor outslope disturb­
ances and 100 miles of abandoned haul roads. Treatment of mine 
refuse banks would be initiated on an estimated 318 acres. Partial 
sediment control would be provided by a trap structure located in 
the channel of Cabin Creek. The structure would consist of a steel 
sheetpile weir, primarily designed to trap coarse grain bedload ma­
terials and capable of holding about 10,000 cubic yards of materi ­
als. 

(b) Flood damage prevention measures would embody both struc­
tural and nonstructural components. The structural components 
would consist of a channel rehabilitation project, 10.5 miles in 
length and a bottom width of 70 feet. About 48 acres of land along 
the present streambank would be cleared. Stone slope protection 
would be employed where necessary and about 72 acres would be 
seeded. 

(c) The water quality control program would include measures 
for acid mine drainage abatement and treatment and the collection 
and treatment of domestic wastes. 

(d) The water supply program would consist of upgrading some 
existing private systems and the development of additional distri­
bution and storage f~cilities. 

(e) The proposed project would require approximately 40 acres of 
permanent right-of-way, 1,.528 acres of restrictive easements, and 
2,908 acres of work easements. Construction of the project would 
necessitate the relocation or removal of 28 residential and 3 com­
mercial structures. In addition, 21 mobile homes would be moved. 
Also, four vehicular bridges and one foot bridge would be replaced 
or modified. 

Nonstructural 
(a) The plan would include the development of flood plain man­

agement guidelines to provide for efficient use of the flood plain 
lands, and flood proofing of about 54 structures by either raising in 
place or relocation. 

(b) The nonstructural plan would require 54 tracts of work ease­
ments. 
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Recreation 
The recommended program for recreational development in­

cludes the establishment of three mini-parks and one community 
park with a comfort station. The three mini-parks would be located 
on one-acre sites adjacent to population clusters, and the communi­
ty park would be located on a 2-acre site near the mouth of Cabin 
Creek. The parks would be day-use oriented, and include the usual 
playground equipment and picnic facilities. Fishery enhancement 
would occur as a beneficial side effect of acid mine drainage abate­
ment, reduction of sedimentation, and the wastewater management 
program. Wildlife enhancement would be insured through the es­
tablishment of a demonstrational wildlife enhancement area on 
about 2,125 acres of land. 

Views of State.-The State of West Virginia supports the pro­
posed project. 

Views of Federal Agencies.-The Departments of Agriculture; 
Health, Education and Welfare; and Transportation commented fa­
vorably on the project. The Department of the Interior expressed 
no objection to the flood control measures if the final program solu­
tions are flexible so that the Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
Bureau of Mines are consulted in final planning and design. The 
Chief of Engineers replied that such consultation will be sought. 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency expressed environmen­
tal reservations due to a lack of information on the impact of 
project measures. The Department of Housing and Urban Develop­
ment suggested that more information should be included on the 
National Flood Insurance Program. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The Final EIS 
was filed with EPA on July 17, 1981. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $5,100,000. 
Non-Federal: $1,700,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-Non-Federal 

interests must provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations, 
and disposal areas required for construction, operation, and main­
tenance. Non-Federal interests will also be required to assure 
maintenance and repair during the useful life of the works as re­
quired to serve the projects' intended purposes, and to hold and 
save the United States free from damages other than those due to 
the fault or negligence of the United States or its contractors. 

Remarks.-The Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 
1977 was enacted after completion of the basic report. This Act pro­
vides authority for reclamation and restoration of land adversely 
affected by coal mining practices. Other authorities of other agen­
cies are also available to implement various aspects of the overall 
plan. Accordingly, section 501 authorizes only the flood control fea­
tures of the plan, including channel improvement on Cabin Creek, 
establishment of flood plain management guidelines, and supple­
mental flood proofing. The construction of the flood control fea­
tures is to be coordinated with any construction by other Federal 
agencies of other features described in the report. The estimated 
Federal cost of authorized features is approximately $4,000,000. 
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OBION CREEK, KY 

Location.-The Obion Creek watershed comprises an area of 
about 321 square miles in Graves, Hickman, Carlisle, and Fulton 
Counties in southwest Kentucky. 

Authority for Report.-The flood control project was authorized 
by the Flood Control Act of 1965 (P.L. 89-298). Under the authority 
of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1985 (Public Law 85­
624), the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Report was prepared. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended mitiga­
tion plan includes acquisition and development of about 6,000 acres 
of woodland-wetland habitat. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-During formulation 
of the recommended plan presented in the District Engineer's Miti­
gation Report, the Obion Creek Watershed Conservancy District in­
dicated that it would sponsor the construction of the channel. im­
provement of Obion Creek as presently proposed and would also 
sponsor the provisions for the mitigation of damages as required in 
the proposed plan. The Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Resources stated that if Congress sees fit to authorize the 6,000 
acres of fish and wildlife mitigation lands and provide the Federal 
share of operation and maintenance funding, the Department 
would be willing to operate and maintain these lands for fish and 
wildlife purposes. During coordination of the draft mitigation 
report by the Office of the Chief of Engineers, the Kentucky De­
partment of Fish and Wildlife Resources provided the following 
comments: 

(a) The Department stated that funds for mitigation should not 
only be authorized but approved. The Department further stated 
that no construction activities should be initiated until funds are 
specifically approved. Authorization and subsequent funding 
needed for implementation are recognized as being the discretion of 
the Congress; however, present plans include the selection of all 
mitigation lands within the first year of construction in accordance 
with the agreement reached between the EPA and the Corps of En­
gineers. No land acquisition for mitigation purposes is contemplat­
ed within the first year of construction. Acquisition of the mitiga­
tion lands is planned to occur concurrently, as much as possible, 
with project construction. 

(b) The Department expressed concern involving stream bend­
ways and other reaches of natural channel which may be cut off by 
the improved channel. As requested by the Department, the pre­
liminary design will be coordinated with EPA, the Fish and Wild­
life Service and the Department for suggestions of modifications to 
make the construction plan more environmentally acceptable. 

(c) The Department expressed concern with regard to including 
the 4,200 acres of woodland projected for conversion to croplands as 
part of the 6,000 acres of mitigation lands. The plans are to acquir~ 
a total of 6 000 acres of the highest quality woodland-wetland habI­
tat remaining with the Obion Creek fl.o,?d plain. The selection. of 
the mitigation lands is planned to be a Jomt effort by.the U.S. F!Sh 
and Wildlife Service the Kentucky Department of FIsh and WIld­
life Resources, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 
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(d) The Department stated that it does not believe that the man­
days use within the basin or the value of furs taken in the basin 
are accurately reflected in the Mitigation Plan. The amount of fish 
and wildlife oriented man-day usage and the value of furs expected 
to be taken within the Obion Creek Basin with and without project 
construction were based on the information presented in the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service's report, dated January 1971. 

Views ofFederal and Regional Agencies.­
(a) U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.-Comments received 

from EPA on the draft copy of the Chief of Engineers Mitigation 
Report primarily concerned the EPA-Corps agreement reached 
June 28, 1978, during reconciliation of Section 404 matters on the 
West Kentucky Tributaries (Obion Creek) project. The first part of 
the agreement concerns the acquisition of 6,000 acres of fish and 
wildlife mitigation lands. Authorization for Federal acquisition of 
these lands and the subsequent appropriation of funds are subject 
to the discretion of the Congress. Concurrent funding for imple­
menting the mitigation plan and the flood control plan is presently 
contemplated. The second part of the agreement involves the ex­
pected induced conversion of 4,200 acres of woodlands to croplands 
due to the project. The West Kentucky Tributaries Project is not 
dependent upon benefits to the 4,200 acres for its economic justifi­
cation. The projected clearing can be prevented by including these 
woodlands in the acreage to be acquired for mitigation. The Corps 
of Engineers will rely heavily on the expertise of the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and the Kentucky Department of Fish and Wild­
life Resources in the designation of areas to acquire for mitigation. 

(b) U.S. Department of the Interior.-The Department of the Inte­
rior stated seven mitigation measures which should be employed 
with regard to the draft copy of the Chief of Engineers Mitigation 
Report. These are summarized as follows: 

(1) Project-induced habitat losses. 
(2) Habitat losses should be replaced on an acre-for-acre 

basis. The Corps' analysis indicated that 6,000 acres of mitiga­
tion lands, along with related development, would effectively 
offset the anticipated project induced fish and wHdlife related 
recreational losses. 

(3) Mitigation lands should be purchased concurrently with 
and in proportion to progress of project construction. Plans in­
clude concurrent implementation of the flood control and the 
mitigation features. 

(4) No construction should commence until mitigation lands 
are identified and acquisition funds appropriated. Plans in­
clude joint selection (identification) of mitigation lands within 
the first year of construction by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, the Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Re­
sources, and the Corps of Engineers. 

(5) Each departure of the newly constructed channel above 
the valley mouth (Mile 10) should be subject to review. As re­
quested, the preliminary design will be coordinated with EPA, 
Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources, and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

(6) Channel alignment should be changed below valley 
mouth to avoid wetlands. Changing the alignment to the north 
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and west of its proposed alignment through the wetlands 
would create design problems due to the markup of the soils. 
The planned alignment is located in a clay soil which has less 
scouring potential. 

(7) Project maintenance should be limited to selective clear­
ing and snagging, and stream banks should be allowed to reve­
getate. Channel excavation, woodland clearing and placement 
of excavated material will be confined to one side wherever en­
gineeringly feasible; thus leaving desirable land features on 
the opposite side undisturbed. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The Final EIS 
covering the authorized flood control project and the fish and wild­
life mitigation plan was filed with the U.S. Environmental Protec­
tion Agency (EPA) on January 27, 1978. The EIS Supplement No.1, 
covering wetlands information and project changes made to allevi­
ate deposition of material into wetlands, was filed in final form 
with EPA on October 16, 1978. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $4,000,000. 
Non-Federal: $926,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-The Chief of 

Engineers' present policy on sharing the cost of fish and wildlife 
mitigation measures at local protection projects provides that the 
entire cost for mitigation construction, lands, and present worth of 
future operation and all maintenance (including any replacement 
costs) shall be shared in the same proportion as for the basic 
project. The operation, maintenance and management costs for 
mitigation, for the project life, would be shared in the same propor­
tion. However, since the local interests will operate, maintain and 
manage the mitigation features, the Federal Government would 
provide, in a single capitalized payment, the present worth of the 
Federal share of these costs over the life of the project. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio.-Not applicable to mitigation projects. 
Remarks.-Preservation of significant portions of existing hard­

wood bottomlands and wetlands within the floodplain is a primary 
concern because these areas represent unique habitat within the 
Commonwealth of Kentucky and because they are an important 
part of the Mississippi Flyway between Canadian waterfowl pro­
duction areas and southern wintering areas. Means are needed to 
preserve as much of the existing wildlife habitat as practicable 
within the region. Implementation of the mitigation plan will 
assure the continual preservation of at least 6,000 acres of existing 
hardwood bottomlands and wetlands. 

In view of the concerns expressed about the adequacy of the miti­
gation acreage and the need for yearly acquisition of mitigation 
lands, the Committee has added two provisions to the authorizing 
language. The Secretary, in consultation with the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, is directed to acquire and preserve not less than 6,000 nor 
more than 9 000 acres of woodland for mitigation of project-induced 
woodland a~d wetland habitat losses. Also, the land is to be ac­
quired as soon as possible from available funds, including the Envi­
ronmental Protection and Mitigation Fund established in Section 
1104. 
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MUDDY BOGGY CREEK, PARKER LAKE, OK 

Location.-The study area is the upper portion of the Muddy 
Boggy Creek basin in Coal, Pontotoc, and Atoka counties in Okla­
homa. 

Authority for Report.-Resolutions of the Senate Committee on 
Public Works and the House Committee on Public Works, adopted 
September 12, 1959, and February 24, 1960, respectivley. 

Description of Recommended Plan. -The recommended plan pro­
vides for the construction of a multiple-purpose impoundment on 
Muddy Boggy Creek. The lake would have a total storage capacity 
of 237,000 acre-feet. The plan includes the purchase of 1,050 acres 
of land in addition to that required for the dam and lake. These 
lands, together with 3,200 acres of project lands above the conser­
vation pool, would be made available to the Oklahoma Department 
of Wildlife Conservation for wildlife management purposes to miti­
gate wildlife habitat losses resulting from the project. 

Physical Data on Project Features.-The project would be located 
on Muddy Boggy Creek, Coal County, Oklahoma, about twenty 
miles east of Ada, Oklahoma. 

Structural 
The dam would be about 2,100 feet long with a maximum height 

of about 100 feet above the streambed. The lake created would 
have a total storage capacity of 237,000 acre-feet, consisting of 
115,400 acre-feet for flood control; 114,650 acre-feet for water 
supply; and 6,950 acre-feet for sediment reserve. 

Approximately 13,800 acres would be required. Three miles of 
county road, 3.1 miles of power lines, 4.9 miles of telephone line, 
and 100 graves would be relocated. 

Nonstructural 
Recommendations include wise use of the floodplain; preserva­

tion of features of historical, cultural archeological, scientific, eco­
logical and esthetic importance; expansion and improvement of 
technical data collection programs; and continued study in a 
number of areas pertinent to planning for the development of 
water and related land resources. 

Recreation 
Basic facilities would be provided to insure the health and safety 

of visitors to the project. These would include barricades at six 
road ends, three turnarounds, three vault toilets, and trash recep­
tacles. An additional 500 acres would be acquired for future recre­
ational use. 

Water Use and Control 
Municipal and industrial storage and features: Water supply 

storage of 114,650 acre-feet (42 mgd) will be provided which repre­
sents the maxirp.um development of the site. 

The lake will include 115,400 acre-feet storage for flood control 
and 6,950 acre-feet for sediment reserve. 

http:maxirp.um
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Environmental features 
The recommended project includes a wildlife mitigation plan con­

sisting of the management of 3,200 acres of project land above the 
conservation pool and 1,050 acres of additional adjacent lands for 
wildlife purposes. ' 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-This project is listed 
as the number one priority in the category Continuation of Plan­
ning and Engineering Studies by the Oklahoma Water Resources 
Board. The Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation recom­
mends that the costs of operating and maintaining the mitigation 
lands be funded by the Federal Government. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service agrees with the mitigation plan, which provides 
4,250 acres of land for wildlife management purposes, but recom­
mends Federal funding for operation and maintenance of those 
lands. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The Final EIS 
was filed with EPA on March 10, 1981. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $43,000,000 ($38,300,000 of which will be reimbursed by 

non-Federal interests pursuant to the Water Supply Act of 1958 for 
costs ofthe project allocated to water supply). 

Benefit/Cost Ratio.-1.17. 

FORT GIBSON LAKE, OK 

Location.-The study area is located in east-central Oklahoma 
around the existing Fort Gibson Lake, which is about eight miles 
northeast of Muskogee, Oklahoma. 

Authority for Report.-The Flood Control Acts of 1938 and 1941 
authorized the existing Fort Gibson Project. It was determined that 
the Flood Control Act of 1941 did not specifically authorize the con­
struction of additional power units. Therefore, the Chief of Engi­
neers, by letter dated July 19, 1976, directed that a preauthoriza­
tion survey scope report on the feasibility of constructing addition­
al units be submitted to Congress. ' 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan calls 
for the installation of two additionalll,250-kw hydroelectric gener­
ating units similar to the four existing units, in the existing lake, 
preservation of cultural reasources at archeological sites around 
the lake, and raising the top of the conservation pool two feet in 
the winter. The plan provides for construction and implementation 
of features which would preserve project archeological resources 
and fish habitat without restricting hydropower operations. The 
project shoreline would be surveyed, all archeological and histori­
cal sites would be evaluated, and a mitigation plan to preserve the 
data sites would be developed. A seasonal pool operation would be 
established to permit the top of the conservation pool to be raised 
from elevation 554.0 to elevation 556.0 in mid-December and low­
ered to elevation 554.0 in mid-February.

Although the 1l,250-kw units w~re determined to 'provide the 
maximum benefits recent changes In hydropower deslgn concepts 
indicate that additional studies should be conducted during precon­
struction planning to reaffirm the optimum size of units. 

http:Ratio.-1.17
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Views of States.-As of' July 1982, the following State agencies 
have indicated concurrence in or had only minor comments on, the 
recommended plan: Oklahoma State Department of Health, the 
Oklahoma Natural Heritage Program, and the Oklahoma State 
Grant-in-Aid Clearinghouse. 

In its comments on the draft report, the Oklahoma Department 
of Wildlife Conservation preferred Alternative 16, which included 
most of environmental quality features of the Plan. The depart­
ment also requested that the Tulsa District mitigate losses in man­
days of fishing time in the tailwater because of a proposed decrease 
in generating time from 12.5 to 10 hours, and that fish and wildlife 
conservation be added as a project purpose. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The regional and na­
tional offices of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and 
the State office of the U.S. Soil Conservation Service concur with 
the recommended plan. The regional office of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development had no comments on the draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. The U.S. Environmental Protec­
tion Agency had classified the Environmental Impact Statement as 
adequate and had no opposition to the proposed project. 

The Southwestern Power Administration of the Department of 
Energy concurred with the installation of additional units. 

The Office of Environmental Project Review of the U.S. Depart­
ment of the Interior requested that the Tulsa District mitigate 
losses in man-days of fishing time in the tailwater because of a de­
crease in generating time and that fish and wildlife conservation 
be added as a project purpose. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on October 14, 1983. 

Project Costs.-$24,100,000 (All Federal). 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-l.08. 
Remarks.-The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and the 

Southwestern Power Administration stated that additional generat­
ing capacity is needed in Power Supply Area 33 which includes 
Fort Gibson Lake. A state power agency, the Grand River Dam Au­
thority, agrees with the Federal agencies and desires to purchase 
the additional power. 

Enhancements to terrestrial and aquatic habitats are needed to 
preserve and maintain existing fish and wildlife resources. The Sec­
retary is directed to give this matter further consideration in con­
nection with any recommendations made pursuant to subsection (b) 
of section 501. 

HARRY S. TRUMAN DAM AND RESERVOIR, MO 

Location.-The channel and overbank areas along the Osage 
River from the Harry S. Truman Dam near Warsaw, Missouri, 
downstream for approximately 90 lake-miles to Bagnell Dam. 

Authority for Report.-Public Law 83-780 authorized the flood 
control portion of the Truman Project, then known as the Kay­
singer Bluff. Public Law 87-874 authorized hydropower and recrea­
tion and fish and wildlife as added project purposes. The Fish and 
Wildlife Coodination Act of 1958 provides authority for the Corps 

http:Ratio.-l.08
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to. re~on;tmend. the. authorization of land acquisition for fish and 
wlldlIfe .m .conJunctIon with authorized water resource projects. 

Descr!ptwn of the Recommended Plan.-The report of the Chief 
of Engmeers recommends fee acquisition of approximately 510 
acres of land and wetlands immediately downstream of Harry S. 
Truman Dam and Reservoir to be operated to mitigate the loss of 
wildlife resources resulting from hydropower operations of the up­
stream project. Mitigation acreage would be located behind right 
and left bank levees to be constructed under existing authority. A 
management plan would be developed in consultation with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service and the Missouri Department of Conser­
vation. 

Views ofStates and Non-Federal Interests.-The Missouri Depart­
ment of Natural Resources and the Missouri Department of Con­
servation maintain that management of the 510 acres proposed for 
acquisition and management will not adequately offset the identi­
fied losses to fish and wildlife associated with the hydropower oper­
ation of the upstream Federal project. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service maintains that management of the 510 acres pro­
posed for acquisition and management will not adequately offset 
the identified losses to fish and wildlife associated with the hydro­
power operation of the upstream Federal project. The Southwest­
ern Power Administration of the Department of Energy, marketer 
of the power produced at the upstream project, opposes the alloca­
tion of the full cost of the acquisition and management to the hy­
dropower purpose of the upstream project. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-Filed with 
the Environmental Protection Agency November 28; 1980. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $2,100,000. 
Non-Federal: $0. 
Remarks.-Hydropower operations at Harry S. Truman Dam and 

Reservoir will affect overbank vegetation downstream. The portion 
of the affected acreage to be preserved structurally as part of the 
authorized project offers the opportunity, through management, to 
replace some of the wildlife resources that will be lost. The Govern­
ment investment in the structures to preserve the present wildlife 
value of that acreage affords the opportunity to maximize the 
return of the structural investment by increasing the wildlife car­
rying capacity of the acreage through management. 

In order to assure that fish and wildlife losses are adequately 
mitigated, the Secretary, in consultation with the State of Missouri 
and the U.s. Fish and Wildlife Service, is required to acquire 
lands-or designate project-use lands-for mitigation of such losses 
in addition to those lands recommended in the Chief of Engineers' 
report of December 21, 1981; except that the total acreage of lands 
acquired for mitigation shall not exceed 1,000 acres. 

TRIMBLE WILDLIFE AREA, SMITHVILLE LAKE, LITTLE PLATTE RIVER, MO 

Location.-The 2 610-acre replacement site (Jackass Bend) lies in 
the Missouri River' floodplain about 20 miles east of Kansas City, 
Missouri (1980 popUlation 448,159). 
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Authority of Report.-Flood Control Act of 1965 (Public Law 89­
298) and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 (Public 
Law 85-624). 

Description of the Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan 
is to acquire 2,610 acres of land located at Jackass Bend in Jack­
son, Ray, and Clay Counties, Missouri, for reconveyance to the 
State to replace the Trimble Wildlife Area. An additional lump 
sum payment would be made to the State to compensate for loses 
of capital improvements, hunting fee, and giant Canada goose pro­
duction, and to reestablish the giant Canada goose flock at the re­
placement site. 

Views of States and Other Non-Federal Interests.-The Missouri 
Department of Conservation participated in the study process and 
has given its strong endorsement to the replacement site at Jack­
ass Ben. The Governor of Missouri endorsed the Trimble Wildlife 
Area relocation. Landowners at the replacement site oppose the 
recommended plan. 

View of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The replacement plan 
is supported by the Regional Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv­
ice. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the replace­
ment of the Trimble Wildlife Area was filed with the Environmen­
tal Protection Agency on September 26, 1978. 

Project Cost.­
Federal: $7,870,000. 
Non-Federal: $0 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-Not applicable to mitigation projects. 
Remarks.-Smithville Lake inundates a critical portion of the 

Trimble Wildlife Area, formerly operated by the Missouri Depart­
ment of Conservation, making the area unsuited for the type of 
management the Department had established. Therefore, it is nec­
essary to replace the area. 

ST. LOUIS HARBOR, MO AND IL 

Location.-The area corresponds to the limits of the Port of Met­
ropolitan St. Louis and is the main stem of the Mississippi River 
between river Mile 138.8 and 208.8. 

Authority for Report.-Resolution adopted by the House Public 
Works Committee on June 23, 1964, and Resolution adopted by the 
Senate Committee on Public Works on May 26, 1971. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan con­
sists of two parts: (1) A structural solution to the most severe sedi­
mentation problem in the study area at River Mile 182 on the Mis­
souri bank and (2) Harbor improvements along the east bank of the 
Chain of Rocks Canal in Illinois. 

The recommended solution to the sedimentation problem entails 
the construction of an tiL" dike, or a similar structure, designed to 
provide reliable water transport access to the St. Louis municipal 
Dock area. This reliable water access would also facilitate redevel­
opment of approximately 300 acres by industies needing water 
transportation. Extensive model testing of the ilL" dike, including 
other configurations, is needed before the project is initiated. 
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The r~commended harbor improvements along the east bank of 
the Cham of Rocks Canal would provide docking facilities approxi­
mately one mile north of the existing harbor. This portion of the 
recommended plan consists of excavating the canal bank 210 feet 
for a length of 6,900 feet, thereby providing direct water access to 
approximately 1,080 acres of industrially zoned land. Construction 
would take place in two phases, the first occurring at the onset of 
plan implementaiton and the second phase projected to be needed 
about 10 years later. Each phase would involve excavating 3,450 
feet of canal bank, resulting in a total harbor length of 6,900 feet. 

The plan also includes environmental features, such as wildlife 
management practices, and incorporates a recreational component 
in the form of public scenic overlooks. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
(a) An "L" dike, extending 200 feet from bank, 2,800 feet long, to 

reduce primary sedimentation problems and facilitate redevelop­
ment of 300 acres. (Note: To be extensively model-tested along with 
other configurations and alternatives.) 

(b) Bank excavation and levee relocation, 210 feet wide, and 6,900 
feet long to expedite interstate commerce by reducing transporta­
tion costs through facilitating development of 1,080 acres. 

Recreational Features 
Two scenic public overlooks constructed along east bank of canal. 

Environmental Features 
(a) Wildlife management in over 100 acres. 
(b) Habitat improvement-bank grading and tree planting along 

slough portion of project area. 
Views of States and Other Non-Federal Interests.-the Governors 

of Missouri and Illinois support the report's conclusions and recom­
mendations. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-No agencies have ex­
pressed opposition to the recommended plan. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The Final EIS 
was filed with the Environmental Protection Agency on June 17, 
1983. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $11,300,000. 
Non-Federal: $19,100,000. . 
Non-Federal annual O&M Costs: $388,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-The St. Louis 

Port Authority would pay one-half of the construction cost of th~ 
dike. The Tri-City Port District would be required to pay apprOXI­
mately one-half of fish and wildlife manage~~nt features, chl;'-nI?-el 
excavation, levee relocation, and bank stabIlIzatIon. The TrI-CIty 
Port District would be required to pay for 10~ percent of tl,le land~, 
road and railroad relocations, and constructIon of a publIc termI­
nal. 

Description of Non-Federr'-l Operation and Ml!intenance Costs.­
The St. Louis Port AuthOrIty would be responSIble for on~-half of 
maintenance dredging costs and placement costs of the dIke. The 
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Tri-City Port District would be responsible for one-half of mainte­
nance dredging costs and all replacement costs. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio. -1.4. 
Remarks.-The authorization provides for initial project con­

struction to the full project dimensions, rather then phased excava­
tion of the canal bank, so that the full benefits may be realized at 
the earliest possible date. 

MISSOURI RIVER MITIGATION, MISSOURI, KANSAS, IOWA, AND NEBRASKA 

Location.-Missouri River floodplain between Sioux City, Iowa, 
and St. Louis, Missouri. 

Authority for Report.-There were seven Acts of Congress which 
authorized the construction, operation and maintenance of a navi­
gation channel and bank stabilization works on the Missouri River. 
The most important of these Acts were passed in 1912, 1925, 1927, 
and 1945 (Public Laws 62-241, 68-585, 70-560, and 79-14, respec­
tively). The latter three Acts amended the 1912 Act. The Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 provides authority for the Corps 
to recommend measures to benefit fish and wildlife in conjunction 
with authorized water resource projects. 

Description of the Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan 
does not address all the project-induced fish and wildlife losses, but 
includes only those which are justifiable in terms of tangible and 
intangible benefits and which maximize overall project benefits. 
The plan would restore and preserve 2,500 and 700 acres respec­
tively of aquatic areas and 28,000 acres of timber-brush habitat, 
and develop 16,900 acres of public lands. An estimated 29,900 acres 
of mostly undeveloped land would need to be acquired to imple­
ment the plan. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
Sidechannels (chutes) resulting from the meandering of the river 

channel will be restored through dredging and notching of closure 
structures; new structures will be constructed to regulate flaws 
through chutes; pumping systems will be installed where direct 
flow connections to the river are not practical. 

Structures would be placed on public land or land to be acquired. 

Nonstructural 
Timbered acreage will be acquired and managed for wildlife. Ex­

isting unmanaged state-Federal lands will be managed similarly. 

Recreation 
(1) Initial and ultimate facilities including campsites, boat 

launching sites, etc.: Minimal facilites for public health and safety 
will be provided on acquired tracts where deemed appropriate; to 
include roads, river access points, and boat ramps. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-The proposed report 
of the Chief of Engineers is being reviewed by the affected States 
and other Federal agencies. Previously, the Governors and conser­
vation departments of the States of Missouri and Kansas and the 
conservation department of the State of Nebraska have indicated 



275 


support of the recommended plan. The State of Iowa expressed con­
cern over the fish and wildlife impacts associated with the lowering 
grade of the Missouri River within the State. In general landown­
ers along the Missouri River have opposed the plan. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The recommended 
plan has been supported by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-the Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on December 23, 1982. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $50,500,000. 
Non-Federal: $0. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-Not applicable to mitigation projects. 
Remarks.-The recommended plan does not address all of the 

mitigation needs associated with the Missouri River project. The 
Committee regards it as a first step, and has included language di­
recting the Corps of Engineers to conduct further studies on the 
needs for mitigation and to report to Congress within three years 
on the results of the study and recommendations for additional 
mitigation measures. 

DAVENPORT,IA (NAHANT MARSH) 

Location.-Nahant Marsh is a natural wetland located in the 
downstream end of the Federal project for the protection of the 
City of Davenport from floods on the Mississippi River. In 1980 the 
population of Davenport was 103,264. 

Authority for Report.-1970 Flood Control Act, Public Law 91­
611, dated December 31, 1970. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan in­
cludes acquisition and preservation of approximately 163 acres of 
marshland, and construction of control structures to regulate water 
levels in the marsh and flows into the marsh. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­
Lands and Relocations.-Acquisition of 163 acres of marsh wet­

land. 
Environmental Features.-Project features include two closure 

gates to regulate water flow through the marsh; 1,000 feet of ditch 
excavation to improve water flow; 2,000 feet of low levee to im­
prove water retention; and gravel parking area lot for 10 cars. 

Views of States and other Non-Federal Interests.-The Iow~ Nat­
ural Resources Council expressed support for the preservatIOn of 
Nahant Marsh. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The U.S. Fish ~nd 
Wildlife Service has expressed strong support for the preservatIOn 
of Nahant Marsh. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final En­
vironmental Impact Statement on the flood protection project was 
submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency on March 13, 
1978. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $414,000. 
Non-Federal: $83,000. 
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Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-Provide ~f 
lands, easments, rights-of-way, and share mitigation costs. ill 

Benefit/Cost Ratio.-Not applicable to mitigation projects. ~ 
Remarks.-The Davenport flood protection project consists of 5 ~1 

miles of levees and floodwalls to provide protection against the 200­
year flood. The project would adversely impact the Nahant Marsh, 
which is unique in that it provides the only wetland area within 
the urban community. It is presently used by groups for wildlife 
study. 

HELENA HARBOR, PHILLIPS COUNTY, AR 

Location.-East central Arkansas in Phillips County, just south 
of Helena, Arkansas, along the west bank of the Mississippi River. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Public Works Committee resolu­
tion adopted May 19, 1972. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-A slackwater harbor would 
be constructed consisting of a 9 by 300-foot channel 5.5 miles long 
at site II, providing 685 acres of fill available for development. 
Eight hundred twenty-five acres of bottomland hardwood would be 
purchased for mitigation purposes. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
A 9 by 300-foot navigation channel 5.5 miles long will provide 

685 acres of flood-free fill for harbor development purposes. The 
proposed navigation channel and landfill will require the purchase 
of 1,835 acres of right-of-way. No relocation of existing facilities or 
utilities will be required. The project will provide water access to 
proposed industrial sites and will allow for safe operation of exist­
ing and projected increases in vessel traffic. 

Recreation 
Initial and ultimate recreation facilities will consist of an over­

look park to provide the populace with an aesthetically pleasing 
view of the Mississippi River. 

Environmental Features 
The recommended plan includes the acquisition and manage­

ment of an estimated 825 acres of bottomland hardwoods for miti­
gation of project-induced fish and wildlife damages. 

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.-States generally con­
curred in the recommended plan. . 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior expressed opposition to the plan because of the amount of 
mitigation land recommended for authorization. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The Final EIS 
wqs filed with the Environmental Protection Agency on December 
14, 1979. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $37,800,000. 
Non-Federal: $18,700,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-Non-Federal 

interests are required to furnish all lands, easements and rights-of­
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way, I?rovide all necessary retaining dikes and appurtenances for 
rete~tlOn of .d~edged material, provide berthing and fleeting areas, 
provIde addItional public terminal transfer facilities and public 
access, a~complish all alterations and relocations required for the 
construction works, provide a cash contribution for the general 
navigation facilities equal to 100 percent of the final construction 
costs allocated to land enhancement, provide a cash or in-kind con­
tribution equal to 50% of the first cost for recreation facilities and 
share in the migitiation costs in the same proportion as in the 
project cost. 

Description ofNon-Federal O&M Costs.­
Maintain retaining dikes and appurtenances for the retention of 

dredged material. 
Maintain berthing and fleeting areas for the full length of indus­

trial fill. 
Operate, maintain and replace mitigation and recreation fea­

tures. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio. -1.5. 
Remarks.-The authorization provides for initial project con­

struction to the full project dimensions, rather than in stages, so 
that the full benefits may be realized at the earliest possible date. 
Furthermore, the Committee recognizes that even though a 9-foot 
channel is presently maintained on the Mississippi River, the 
project has an authorized depth of 12 feet. Barges with a 12-foot 
draft are used in the Mississippi except during periods of low 
water. Therefore, the authorized depth for improvements at Helena 
·Harbor is also 12 feet. The Secretary, in consultation with the Fish 
and Wildlife Service, shall evaluate the adequacy of the recom­
mended measures for mitigation of losses of wildlife habitat and 
shall within one year after the date of enactment of this bill, trans­
mit to the House Committee on Public Works and Transportation 
and the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works a 
report of such evaluation, along with recommendations for addi­
tional lands which the Secretary determines to be necessary and 
appropriate to mitigate the adverse effects of the project on fish 
and wildlife habitat. The project authorization includes acquisition 
of such additional lands as may be recommended by the Secretary 
in such report. Except for funds from the Environmental Protec­
tion and Mitigation Fund, no funds may be appropriated for acqui­
sition of land for, or actual construction of, the project until such 
activity is approved by resolutions by the two Committees. 

WHITE RIVER NAVIGATION TO BATESVILLE, AR 

Location.-The White River area is located in east central Ar­
kansas and covers the lower 300 miles of the White River. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Committee on Public Works Reso­
lution adopted May 25, 1967. 

Description of Recommended Plan. -Channel deepening and wid­
ening to achieve a 200-foot-wide channel and a 9-foot depth 95 per­
cent of the time up to Newport, ~rkansas (mile 254). The .c~an~el 
would be achieved by dredging, dIkes and bank pavmg. MItigation 
of wildlife habitat losses will consist of about 1,865 acres bottom­
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land hardwoods and reconsideration of aquatic management meas­
ures. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
The recommended plan consists of dredging, dikes, and bank 

paving to provide a 200-foot by 9-foot channel 95 percent of the 
time up to Newport, Arkansas. This would provide a safe, naviga­
ble channel to meet future barge transportation needs. The naviga­
tion feature will require the acquisition of 993 acres of right-of-way, 
the relocation of three pipelines, and alteration of one railroad 
bridge. 

Recreation 
The recommended plan consists of parkland, scenic overlooks 

and campground areas. The recommended recreation features will 
provide recreation benefits for camping, sightseeing and picnicking. 

Environmental Features 
The recommended plan includes the acquisition in fee title of up 

to 1,865 acres of bottomland forest habitat to offset terrestrial habi­
tat losses. 

Views of States and Other Non-Federal Interests.-Response of 
the Governor to the Office of the Chief of Engineers stated support 
for the project. The Missouri Pacific Railroad has expressed opposi­
tion to the project in numerous letters. The Arkansas Waterways 
Commission transmitted a letter stating its intent to furnish the 
local cooperation requirement. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Fish and Wildlife 
Service opposes the project unless the final plans include provision 
of 1,865 acres of mitigation lands, aquatic mitigation, compatibility 
with refuge lands and no cutoffs. The Service objects to an authori­
zation which would allow discretionary modifications by the Chief 
of Engineers. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The Final EIS 
was filed with EPA on January 16, 1981. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $23,400,000. 
Non-Federal: $6,630,000. 
Non-Federal Annual O&M Costs: $53,600. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-Non-Federal 

interests will: (1) provide all lands, easements and rights-of-way re­
quired for construction and maintenance of the recommended im­
provement; (2) accomplish alterations and relocations to existing fa­
cilities (roadways, buildings, utilities, sewers, etc.) and share in al­
terations or replacement costs of obstructive railroad bridges in ac­
cordance with Sec. 6, Bridge Alteration Act of June 21, 1940, as 
amended; (3) pay at least 50 percent of the first costs associated 
with the development of recreation facilities; (4) pay for a portion 
of fish and wildlife mitigation features. 

Description of Non-Federal O&M Cost.-Non-Federal interests 
must maintain the disposal areas during construction and during 
the first five years of maintenance, must operate and maintain the 
park/scenic overlook and campground areas, and must manage 
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that part of mitigation lands and facilities which will be turned 
over to the State. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio.-1.16. 
Remarks.-In order to adequately mitigate the effect of the 

project on fish and wildlife resources, the Committee directs the 
Secretary to: 

(a) acquire 1,865 acres of habitat mitigation lands; 
(b) evaluate, in consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Serv­

ice the effect of the project on the Fat Pocketbook Pearly 
Mussel; 

(c) evaluate, in consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Serv­
ice, the feasibility of including weirs in the tributary areas to 
benefit aquatic habitat and include them in the project as he 
determines appropriate. 

Within one year of enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall 
submit a report of the evaluation required in (b) and (c) above to 
the House Committee on Public Works and Transportation and the 
Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, along with 
recommendations for additional measure to mitigate adverse ef­
fects of the project on the Fat Pocketbook Pearly Mussel and for 
weirs. The project authorization includes such additional measures, 
if approved by the two Committees. Except for funds from the En­
vironmental Protection and Mitigation Fund, no funds may be ap­
propriated for acquisition of land for, or actual construction of, the 
project until such activity is approved by resolutions of the two 
Committees. The Committee emphasizes that this authorization 
shall not be cons~rued to effect the requirements of P.L. 89-669, as 
amended, and that if applicable, the Secretary must obtain a 
permit from the Fish and Wildlife Service, taking into consider­
ation the compatability of the project with the purposes for which 
the White River National Wildlife Refuge was established. 

The authorizing language further provides that the Federal 
share of the cost of relocating pipelines, electric transmission lines 
or cables, communications lines or cables, and related facilities 
should be 50 percent, provided such relocation is necessary for the 
project and provided further that the pipeline, cable, line and relat­
ed facilities require authorization under Section 10 of the River 
and Harbor Act of March 3, 1899. The non-Federal share of such 
relocation cost shall be pa,id by the facility's owner. Any project re­
quirement for lands, easements, and right-of-way, including land 
required for the disposal of dredged material, shall be at full Feder­
al expense. 

TRINITY RIVER, TX 

Location.-The area consists of the Trinity River floodplain, del­
taic marsh, and bay from river mile 45, just upstream of Liberty, 
Texas, to the Houston Ship Channel in Galveston Bay. 

Authorityfor Report.-Public Law 85-624, The Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act of 1958. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan to 
mitigate losses caused by the Multiple-Purpose channel to river 
mile 45, a feature of the Trinity River Project, inlcudes acquisition 
of 10,546 acres of good quality wildlife habitat in the Redmond and 

http:Ratio.-1.16
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Big Caney Creek drainages of the project study area. The plan also 
includes initial fencing and posting to control access and an oper­
ation plan which would involve control of grazing and public access 
and management of a public hunting program. 

Environmental Features.-Mitigation on separable lands, as ap­
proved by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, includes 
acquisition and low intensity management of 10,456 acres in the 
following habitat types: 

Acres 
Bottomland hardwoods.................................................................................................. 7,950 

Cypress/Tupelo ............................................................................................................... 1,000 

Disturbed/Grassland ..................................................................................................... 880 

Upland wooded ............................................................................................................... 716 


Views of States and Other Non-Federal Interests.-By letter dated 
January 4, 1982, the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) 
concurred in the Corps recommendation and expressed a willing­
ness and desire to manage the area. TPWD did, however, request 
reimbursement of funds for operation and maintenance. During 
public review, the Texas Department of Water Resources expressed 
opposition to mitigation in general. Advocates of the Multiple-Pur­
pose Channel generally oppose the mitigation plan. Environmental 
groups generally oppose the channel plan but support the terrestri­
al mitigation plan. 

Views ofFederal and Regional Agencies.-Fish and Wildlife Serv­
ice concurred that the recommended mitigation plan should ade­
quately offset losses to terrestrial habitats and recommended its 
implementation in the event that the project proceeds to construc­
tion. The Service further recommended that the TPWD manage 
the area and the O&M funding be provided by the Corps. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final EIS on 
the Trinity River Project was filed with the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency on October 30, 1981. 

Project Costs­
Federal: $9,460,000. 
Non-Federal: $381,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-Non-Federal 

costs of the recommended mitigation plan are incurred in the same 
proportion as the overall costs of other project components. The 
non-Federal share, including land and relocation costs, is 3.87 per­
cent while the Federal share is 96.13 percent. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio.-Non applicable to mitigation projects. 
Remarks.-Post authorization investigations by the U. S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the Texas Parks and Wildlife De­
partment (TPEWD), and the Corps of Engineers indicate that sig­
nificant habitat losses would occur with construction of the Trinity 
River Project. Losses include the direct loss of 5,033 acres and al­
tered hydrology on about 57,600 acres of significant wetlands. 

The Secretary is required to transmit, within one year of enact­
ment of the bill, his recommendations regarding the authorized 
plan to the House Committee on Public Works and Transportation 
and the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works. 
Such recommendations shall include any additional mitigation 
measures the Secretary may find appropriate. The project authori­
zation includes such additional measures if approved by the two 
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Committees. Except for funds from the Environmental Protection 
and Mitigation Fund, no funds may be appropriated for acquisition 
of land for, or actual construction of, the plan until such activity is 
approved by resolutions of the two Committees. 

COOPER LAKE AND CHANNELS, TX 

Location.-The area for the Cooper Lake and Channels project is 
the Sulphur River Basin, Texas. Cooper Lake is to be located near 
Commerce, Texas, in the upper basin, while the proposed mitiga­
tion area is located in the mid-basin on the upper end of Wright 
Patman Lake. 

Authority for Report.-Public Law 85-624, The Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act of 1958. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan in­
cludes fee acquisition, development, and management for wildlife 
of approximately 25,500 acres of land (White Oak Bayou area) cur­
rently under flowage easement at Wright Patman Lake. Habitat 
improvements would include fencing along the boundary line, de­
velopment of three 0.5-acre water holes per section, clearing and 
thinning of three 1.0-acre tracts per section in bottomland hard­
wood habitats, vegetative plantings on 50 acres per section in open 
lands, and development of two ground denning areas per section in 
semi-wooded and open land habitats. 

Physical Data on Project Feature.-Mitigation on separable lands 
would include acquisition, development, and management of 25,500 
acres of flowage easement lands at Wright Patman Lake for fish 
and wildlife purposes. 

Mitigation on project lands would include management of about 
6,500 acres (2,000 acres of that on an interim basis) for fish and 
wildlife purposes. A "tailing-off' of the bottom 5 percent of the des­
ignated flood pool would provide mitigating flows of 50, 45, or 30 
cfs when such waters are available. This feature does not require 
Congressional authorization. 

View of State and Other Non-Federal Interests.-The State of 
Texas generally concurs with the recommended plan but. ques­
tioned whether all the recommended acquisition is needed and ex­
pressed reservations about being able to fully fund the non-federal 
share of O&M costs. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Fish and Wildlife 
Service recommended that the Corps of Engineers pr@ceed with the 
terrestrial habitat mitigation plan as presented in the Draft Sup­
plemental EIS and described above. Additional, the Service recom­
mended staged filling of Cooper Lake and a release schedule for 
mitigating aquatic (stream) habitat losses. The Environmental Pro­
tection Agency concurs with the plan.

Status ofEnvironmental Impact Statment (EIS).-A Final EIS for 
the Cooper Lake and Channels project was filed with the Council 
on Environmental Quality on June 24, 1977. On December 8, 1978, 
the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Texas issued a 
Memorandum Opinion detailing five inadequacies of the Final EIS 
and permanently enjoined further construction pending correction 
of the inadequacies. A final Supplemental EIS correcting the inad­
equacies of the Final EIS was filed with the Environmental Protec­
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tion Agency (EPA) on March 27, 1981. The Record of Decision was 
signed on June 11, 1981. On July 22, 1981, a motion was fIled to 
have the permanent injunction dissolved. On December 30, 1982 
however, the Court denied the request, finding the EIS still to b~ 
deficient. 

On March 22, 1983, the Court revised its earlier order and issued 
an Amended Memorandum Opinion and a Permanent Injunction 
against construction of Cooper Lake. The Government appealed the 
Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals reversed the District Court Opinion 
dissolving the injunction against construction of the project. ' 

Project Costs-
Federal: $14,700,000. 1 

Non-Federal: $6,630,000. 1 

1 These costs include $6,630,000 to be reimbursed by local interests in accordance with the 
Water Supply Act of 1958. 

Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-Non-Federal 
costs of the recommended mitigation plan are incurred in the same 
proportion as the overall costs of other project components. The 
non-Federal share, including land and relocation costs, is 45 per­
cent. The bill further provides that the non-Federal share of any 
portion of the costs of mitigation of fish and wildlife losses attribut­
able to water supply features of the project shall be rapid in ac­
cordance with the Water Supply Act of 1958 and the non-Federal 
share of any portion of the costs of mitigation of fish and wildlife 
losses attributable to recreation features shall be repaid in accord­
ance with the Federal Water Project Recreation Act. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio.-Not applicable to mitigation projects. 
Remarks.-Post authorization investigations by the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service, the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, and 
the Corps of Engineers indicate that significant habitat losses Goss 
or degradation of about 25,400 acres) would occur with construction 
of the Cooper Lake Project. Those evaluations and the subject 
report identifty a plan to mitigate those habitat losses, which in­
volves land acquisitions. 

Although construction of the project is presently enjoined, the 
Committee feels that authorization of the mitigation plan is appro­
priate at this time, in order to avoid unnecessary delay once the 
injunction is lifted. 

SACRAMENTO RIVER BANK PROTECTION, CA 

Location.-Sacramento River in the vicinity of Phase I of the 
Sacramento River Bank Protection Project on Sacramento River 
Flood Control Project levees upstream from Sacramento. 

Authority for Report.-Public Law 85-624, Fish and Wildlife Co­
ordination Act of 1958. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Acquisition of 668 acres of 
lands and developing wildlife habitat thereon for mitigation. 

Views of States and Other Non-Federal Interests.-The State of 
California concurred in the proposed fish and wildlife program of 
the acquisition and development of 668 acres of mitigation land. 
The State agreed to acquire land interests, operate and maintain 
the completed mitigation work, and pay 37 percent of the total 
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mitigation costs. These are the same requirements and percentage 
payments as for overall project. ­

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Secretary of the 
Interior, the Secreta.ry of Commerce and the Regional Administra­
tor of EPA concurred in the proposed program. 

Status ofFinal Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final EIS 
on the overall project was filed on June 15, 1973. The EIS described 
the need for remedial mitigation measures. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $1,700,000. 
Non-Federal: $1,194,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-Non~Federal 

interests would acquire all lands, easements and rights-of-way, and 
provide a cash contribution. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio.-Not applicable to mitigation projects. 
Remarks.-The first phase of the Sacramento River Bank protec­

tion project was authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1960 and 
was completed in 1974. Wildlife mitigation lands acquisition was 
not authorized for the first phase of the project. The First Phase 
work resulted in wildlife losses, which should be mitigated by ac­
quiring and developing lands for wildlife habitat. 

SWEETWATER RIVER, CA 

Location.-The cities of Chula Vista and National City, Califor­
nia, and adjacent unincorporated areas in San Diego County, about 
8 miles south of the City of San Diego. 

Authority for Report.-Public Law 85-624, The Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act of 1958, as amended; Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973, as amended; and Section 4 of the Flood Control 
Act of 1944, as amended. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Acquisition and limited de­
velopment of 188 acres of marshland habitat (44 acres for mitiga­
tion and 144 acres for preservation); bicycle, horseback riding and 
pedestrian trails; rest areas; and a beach park. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Recreation 

2.7-mile bicycle trail along the north side of the flood control 

channel. 
2.5-mile horseback riding trail along the south side of the flood 

control channel. 
0.7-mile Sweetwater Marsh bicycle and nature trail adjacent to 

Sweetwater Marsh and Gunpowder Point. 
Horseback riding rest area at the western end of the horseback 

riding trail. 
Gunpowder Point bicycle rest area at Gunpowder Point Park. 
Beach Park at the western end of the bicycle trail. 

Environmental Features 
Acquisition of 188 acres of the Sweetwater-Paradise Marsh. A 

buffer zone at least 100 feet wide will surround the Marsh. Bird­
viewing blinds will be installed at selected prominent view points 
in the buffer zone. 

http:Secreta.ry
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Views of States and Other Non-Federal Interests.-The State of 
California supports the recommended plan, as indicated in the 
most recent letters from the Department of Fish and Game, the 
Department of Transportation, the Coastal Commission, the De­
partment of Parks and Recreation, Office of Historic Preservation, 
and the Resources Agency Final State views will be requested 
during the review of the proposed Chief of Engineers' Report. The 
San Diego County Board of Supervisors expressed its intent to pro­
vide the necessary items of local cooperation. San Diego County, 
the Cities of Chula Vista and National City, and a landowner have 
expressed intent to donate the land recommended for mitigation 
and preservation in order to hasten implementation of the project. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Fish and Wildlife 
Service supports the recommended plan. Final Federal agency 
views will be requested during the review of the proposed Chief of 
Engineers' Report. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-The Final En­
vironmental Impact Statement was filed with the EPA on August 
6, 1982. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $3,477,000. 
Non-Federal: $1,443,000 consisting of lands acquired by the non­

Federal interests. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-Non-Federal 

fish and wildlife mitigation costs would be in the same proportion 
as the non-Federal share of the costs of the flood control purpose of 
the basic project. Recreation costs would equal 50 percent of the 
recreation implementation costs including the cost of lands, reloca­
tions and any additional contributions necessary to bring the non­
Federal share to at least 50 percent. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio.-Not applicable to mitigation projects. 
Remarks.-The Sweetwater River flood control project was au­

thorized by the 1968 Flood Control Act to provide protection 
against flooding along the river's urbanized lower 3.2 miles. During 
the course of the project's detailed engineering work, numerous 
Federal, State and local agencies and members of the public ex­
pressed concern over possible impacts on the Light-Footed Clapper 
Rail and California Least Tern bird species. Mitigation for adverse 
effects on the marshland and means to preserve remaining signifi­
cant habitat had not been included in the authorized project. It was 
also determined that the project provided an opportunity to devel­
op a westward extension of San Diego's proposed Sweetwater Park 
and provide a recreational corridor between recreational facilities 
from San Diego Bay to the Cleveland National Forest. The Commit­
tee feels this mitigation project is appropriate to protect environ­
mental values. 

LAVA FLOW, CONTROL, HAWAII 

Location.-The area is the elongated zone extending from an 
area near the summit of Mauna Loa to Hilo, Hawaii. 

Authority for Report.-Senate Committee on Public Works reso­
lution adopted November 14, 1975. 
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Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended action is 
an emergency reaction plan to be carried out only if a volcanic 
eruption occurs and the consequent flows threaten lives and prop­
erty. The plan, which would become an integral part of the State's 
emergency plan, provides for construction of earthen diversion bat­
riers to direct lava flows into a flow corridor and away from inhab­
ited areas. The estimated maximum total lengths of the diversion 
barriers is about nine miles. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
Barrier requirements would be constructed on an "as needed" 

basis. Depending on the flow location, the barriers' combined total 
length could range from 1 mile to approximately 9 miles, and their 
height would range from 15 to about 20 feet. The physical output 
would be in the control of lava flow damage to the urban area in 
Hilo. 

Nonstructural (land requirement) 
Based on a maximum condition, a 23-mile cleared flow path and 

flowage easement would be required. Additionally, six areas have 
been identified as staging areas to support construction operations. 
The maximum area to be impacted by barrier construction and re­
lated activities would be about 2,500 acres. 

Views of State and Other Non-Federal Interests.-The State De­
partment of Planning and Economic Development (DPED) stated 
that the recommended plan would be the preferred alternative 
from the coastal zone management standpoint; however, as a Fed­
eral action directly affecting Hawaii's coastal zone, a determination 
of consistency in accordance with 15 CFR, Part 930, is required. 
The Federal Consistency Determination was completed, and the 
DPED concurred that the activity is consistent with the relevant 
provisions of the management program. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies. -Six agencies responded 
to the proposed Chief of Engineers' report and Final EIS. No objec­
tions were expressed. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The 
Final EIS was filed on March 20, 1981. 

Project Costs.­
Federal: $5,030,000. 
Non-Federal: $440,000 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-Non-Federal 

costs are related to local interests providing lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way for project implementation. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio. -8.7. 

WAILUA FALLS, WAILUA RIVER, KAUIAI, HI 

Location. -On the east side of the island of Kauai, the Hawaiian 
Islands. 

Authority for Report.-The Flood Control Act of 1962 . 
. Description of Recommended Plan.-T~e ~nergy problem on the 
Island of Kauai is due to the lack of mdigenous fuels or large 
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energy efficient utility networks. As a result, the island is highly 
dependent on imported petroleum for its electrical utility systems. 

The recommended plan is a non-reservoir, conduit-type small hy­
dropower facility prinicpally sited in the vicinity of the Wailua 
Falls. The facility would include a diversion dam, various water 
conveyance and control structures and a powerplant. Other fea­
tures would include a diversion modification to existing facilities 
on the North Fork Wailua and powerlines located from the pro­
posed powerplant eastward to the coast. The powerplant would 
have a capacity of 5.65 megawatts and would produce 13.84 million 
kilowatt hours of average annual energy. 

Physical Data on Project Features. -[Structural] The recommend­
ed plan would provide a new intake gate and box culvert at the 
confluence of the North Fork Wailua River and the Stable Storm 
Ditch. On the South Fork Wailua River, the concrete diversion 
dam would be 13.5 feet high with a crest length of 220 feet sited 
approximately 300 feet upsteam of the falls. The major water con­
veyance features located on the left side of the river would include 
a buried 108-inch diameter, 3,l00-foot long reinforced concrete pipe 
and a 72-inch diameter, 467-foot long exposed steel penstock. Other 
control and water conveyance structures would include an intake 
structure, gate wall, headbox and tailrace. The powerplant encom­
passing an area of approximately 1,900 square feet would be sited 
at the base of the cliff, approximately 9,000 feet downstream of the 
falls. In the powerhouse would be two turbo-generators, the fIrst 
rated at 3.8 megawatts and the second rated at 1.85 megawatts. A 
12-kilovolt, 2.2 mile long pole-mounted powerline would extend 
from the powerhouse around the periphery of the bluffs and would 
be connected to the existing Lydgate substation near the coast. 

[Water Use and Control] There would be an impoundment of 23.5 
acre-feet upstream of the proposed ~iversion dam covering an area 
of 4.4 acres. This hydropower storage would not be significant for 
long-term flow stability. There are not other project purposes. The 
maximum diversion discharge for hydropower development would 
be 350 cubic feet per second (cfs). The diversion dam would be de­
signed to withstand the estimated Probable Maximum Flood of 
115,000 cfs. 

Environmental Features 
Approximately nine acres of prime agricultural land, along the 

conduit would be temporarily disrupted. However, the area would 
be restored for continuation of agriculture. 

Views of the State.-The State of Hawaii strongly supports the 
project. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-Federal and Regional 
agencies commented favorably on the project. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement.-The fInal En­
vironmental Impact Statement was filed with EPA on September 
27, 1983. 

Project Costs.-Federal: $13,400,000. These costs are to be reim­
bursed by non-Federal interests to the United States. 

Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-The project costs will be 
fully repaired to the Federal Treasury by revenues collected by the 
marketing agencies. 
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Benefit/Cost Ratio. -1.7. 

CITY WATERWAY, TACOMA, WA 

Location.-City Waterway, one of eight waterways situated at 
the head of Commencement Bay, is located on the southwestern 
side of Tacoma Harbor, within the City of Tacoma, Washington. 

Authority for Report.-The report was prepared under authority 
of Section 216 of the 1970 River and Harbor Act. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan en­
tails the following waterward relocation of the present navigation 
channel project boundaries (bulkhead and pierhead lines): 

a. Western boundary moved 190 feet eastward from the en­
trance of the project to 730 feet south of the centerline of 11th 
Street Bridge. 

b. Western boundary moved 100 feet eastward from the 
Union Pacific Railroad Bridge (15th Street) south 1,720 feet, 
thence less than 100 feet eastward south to the south limit of 
the project such that a minimum channel width of 100 feet is 
maintained with approximately a 130-foot-wide turning basin 
at the end of the project. 

c. Eastern boundary moved 100 feet westward from Union 
Pacific Railroad Bridge (15th Street), south, to end of the 
project. . 

Views of States and Other Non-Federal Interests.-During public 
review of the draft report distributed in August of 1981, three 
Washington State agencies commented upon the project modifica­
tion proposal. The Department of Natural Resources endorsed the 
proposal. The two other agencies expressed no comment in their 
correspondence. The City of Tacoma, the project's local sponsor, en­
dorsed the recommended plan. The Port of Tacoma, the Tacoma 
Chamber of Commerce, and numerous waterway property owners 
and shippers also endorsed the project modification. There is no 
known opposition to the recommended plan. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Fish and Wildlife 
Service expressed satisfaction with the recommended plan. 

Status of Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The 
preparation of EIS was not required for this project modification. 
The recommended plan will have no significant adverse impact on 
the environment. Accordingly, an environmental assessment and 
finding of no significant impact has been prepared and is included 
in the report. 

Project costs.­
Federal: $5,000. 
Non-Federal: $0. 
Benefit/Cost Ratio.-Not applicable. . 
Remarks.-The City of Tacoma requested that the Corps of EngI­

neers study the feasibility of modifying the. presen~ navigation 
channel in City Waterway to enhance recreatIOn boatmg opportu­
nities and marina development consistent with the City's $26 mil­
lion comprehensive waterway redevelopment plan. The City's rede­
velopment program permits a mixture of public and private water 
related and water dependent uses within the waterway. Due to 
changed economic conditions within the Waterway, the full project 

50-67' - -­
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dimensions are not required with current and future waterway 
uses. Project modification was principally requested to partially 
remove a Corps of Engineers performance bond requirement associ­
ated with private development encroaching into the authorized 
project. This bonding requirement poses certain financial restric­
tions on waterway developers and constrains the City in the efforts 
to attract such development. 

The Committee finds that, due to the limited scope of the project, 
review and approval of the Secretary's recommendations by the 
House Committee on Public Works and Transportation and the 
Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works pursuant to 
Section 501(b) of this Act is not warranted. 

MC NARY LOCK AND DAM, WASHINGTON AND OREGON 

Location.-At McNary Lock and Dam on the Columbia River, 
two miles east of Umatilla, Oregon. 

Authority for Report.-Section 101 of the Water Resources Devel­
opment Act of 1976, Public Law 94-587. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Construction of a second 
powerhouse at McNary Dam, with provisions for an additional 
future installation when such need is demonstrated. The plan also 
includes fish passage devices, a fish hatchery, beautification of ex­
isting levees, improved public-use facilities, and features for protec­
tion of fish and wildlife resources. 

Physical Data on Project Features.­

Structural 
The second powerhouse would consist of six units having a total 

generating (peaking) capacity of 742 megawatts. The hydraulic ca­
pacity would be 150,000 cfs. The average annual energy production 
from this powerhouse is estimated to be 7,902,000 megawatt-hours. 
The new hydraulic capacity at McNary, 360,000 cfs, would attain 
approximate hydraulic balance with the existing John Day project 
(360,000 cfs) and could be operated at 8 hours per day and 40 hours 
per week for peak power generation. There will be no change in 
the storage capacity of the reservoir. 

The second powerhouse would be connected to the existing pow­
erplant with a composite dam consisting of a concrete non-overflow 
section and a rockfill section with a concrete cutoff wall..A section 
of concrete non-overflow dam and an earthfill embankment dam 
would be constructed at the south end of the second powerhouse so 
as to allow for future powerhouse expansion without a need for an 
upstream cofferdam. A cofferdam is required at the confluence of 
the new tailrace with the old to allow for the excavation of the tail­
race area. 

Construction of the second powerhouse would require the reloca­
tion of approximately 0.6 mile of UPRR spur line track located on 
the left abutment. The power transmission line from the existing 
powerhouse to the BPA substation must also be relocated. This 
project will be totally constructed on existing project land; there­
fore, no land acquisitions are necessary. 
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Recreation 

Recreation facilities attributed to the construction of the second 
powerhouse involve: 

(1) Levee access and beautification in the Pasco-Kennewick­
Richl~nd area will include shelters, paths, grass and shrub 
plantmgs. 

(2) New visitor facilities will be constructed at the dam. 
These will include displays, educational exhibits (on power pro­
duction control and fish facilities), fish viewing area, and re­
placement of the existing visitor area along the tailrace. 

(3) Some excavated material will be placed upstream of 
McNary Beach Park to form a breakwater jetty to prevent 
beach erosion. Excavated material will also be used to con­
struct islands upstream from the project to be used by boaters 
and wildlife. 

(4) The existing boat launching facilities just upstream from 
the dam on the south shore will be relocated upstream of the 
port facilities. This improves boating safety by removing boats 
from the powerhouse forebay area and by reducing the need 
for boats to cross barge traffic patterns. 

Water Use and Control 
With the addition of the second powerhouse, having a hydraulic 

capacity of 150,000 cfs, the total capacity of both powerhouses is 
380,000 cfs. With this increased capacity, the forebay fluctuations 
will become more rapid, but the amount of fluctuation will not 
exceed the existing maximum. Tailwater fluctuations and velocities 
will increase but would not produce excessively adverse conditions 
for fish migration or navigation. The maximum tailwater velocity 
will be 6 feet per second. 

Environmental Features 
Fish and mitigation will include fish facilities, both temporary 

and permanent, to allow the passage of both adult and juvenile fish 
at the dam. Holding facilities for migrant juveniles for downstream 
transportation wil also be provided. Two shoals areas at the mouth 
of the Walla Walla River will be isolated by dikes (subimpound­
ments) to minimize water level fluctuations. The sUbimpoundments 
will provide stabilized areas to maintain suitable habitat for water­
fowl and the warm-water fishery. To compensate for fish losses at 
the powerhouse, a new hatchery will be built. The location and size 
of this hatchery will be determined later. Revetments will be 
placed at selected areas downstream from the dam to reduce ero­
sion of goose nesting and wildlife habitat areas resulting from in­
creased discharges and fluctuations due to second powerhouse oper­
ation. 

Views of States and other Non-Federal Interests.-The State of 
Oregon supported recommendations for the second powerhouse. 

The State of Washington does not oppose construction of the 
second powerhouse if all fishery resources will be protected from 
damage. The State also stated the level of fish and wildlife "en­
hancement" was not accepted. 
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The State of Idaho recommended a greater degree of fish propa­
gation to compensate for past encroachments on the anadromous 
runs. The State wants fish compensation to take place in the head­
water spawning and rearing areas where the fish were formerly 
abundant. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-The Department of the 
Interior expressed concern that the level of fish and wildlife com­
pensation recommended for the second powerhouse was not suffi­
cient. 

The Environmental Protection Agency expressed concern with 
the Section 404 evaluation for disposal of fill at the project. The 
Chief of Engineers clarified the disposal situation, conforming the 
Corps' intent to avoid unnecessary in-water disposal. 

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission noted the project 
would be economically feasible and usable on the system load and 
would not conflict with other actions over which the Commission 
has responsibilities. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The Final EIS 
was filed with the Council on Environmental Qaulity on February 
10, 1977. A Supplemental Information Report is included as an ap­
pendix in the Phase I General Design Memorandum dated October 
1979. 

Project cost.­
Federal: $649,000,000. 
Non-Federal: $0. 1 

1Non-Federal interests to reimburse 100 percent of project costs from project revenues. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio. -1.17. 
Remarks.-McNary Lock and Dam was authorized by the River 

and Harbor Act approved March 2, 1945. That project was placed 
in operation in 1953 with an installed generating capacity of 1,127 
MW. The recommended modification would increase the generating 
capacity to 1,869 MW and would improve the levee appearance and 
public use facilities at the project. The Secretary will further study 
the fish and wildlife compensation measures associated with the 
project, and undertake necessary measures to insure their adequa­
cy. 

BETHEL BANK STABILIZATION, AK 

Location.-The area is the Kuskokwim River Valley in south­
western Alaska, particularly the City of Bethel, located on the 
north bank of Kuskokwim River, 86 miles upstream from Kuskok­
wim Bay, 400 miles west of Anchorage. 

Authority for Report.-Resolution adopted September 9, '1977 by 
the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-The recommended plan con­
sists of rock riprap bank protection from Lousetown Slough to just 
downstream of the Standard Oil Tank farm (5,000 feet). It extends 
from the upper portion of the bank in the wave and active ice zone 
to the river bottom with vegetation above the wave zone. 

Physical Data on Project Features.-The recommended plan calls 
for placing 190,000 cubic yards of rock and 29,000 cubic yards of 
sand upon 595,000 square feet of filter fabric. Excavation of 120,000 
cubic yards is required to obtain the proper slopes for laying the 
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rock. A 555,000 square-foot area will be seeded above the rock to 
help prevent erosion. The rock will be placed from the active wave 
zone to the thalweg of the river. The erosion rate would be reduced 
about 15 feet per year. Over 115 homes and businesses would be 
saved during the project life. 

Views of States and Other Non-Federal Interests.-The State has 
indicated its support for the project. The City has expressed its 
intent to provide all the necessary items of local cooperation. The 
environmental impacts are minor, and all non-Federal interests 
support the project. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-No agencies have ex­
pressed opposition to the recommended plan. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The final EIS 
was filed on April 27, 1983. 

Project costs.­
Federal: $15,100,000. 
Non-Federal: $1,010,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-Non-Federal 

interests will provide necessary lands, easements and rights-of­
ways and the cost of stockpiled maintenance rock. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio.-1.16. 
Remarks.-Problems relate to the severe erosion of the riverbank 

at Bethel and the impact on the surrounding 48 villages served by 
this transportation center. 

It is the understanding of the Committee that the City of Bethel 
has undertaken a combined bank stabilization/port development 
project in which a piling seawall is being constructed along ap­
proximately one-half of the propsed project site. Over $7,000,000 
has been dedicated to the project by the City thus far. The project 
authorized in the bill will allow the Corps to provide riprap protec­
tion along the remainder of the affected bank and provide toe pro­
tection to the piling bulkhead. 

KODIAK HARBOR, AK 

Location.-The City of Kodiak is situated on the northeast shore 
of Kodiak Island in south-central Alaska, about 260 miles· south­
west of Anchorage, Alaska. 

Authority for Report.-A resolution adopted December 4, 1961 by 
the Senate Committee on Public Works. 

Description of Recommended Plan.-Improvements would consist 
of a rubble mound breakwater and a 20-foot deep entrance channel 
to serve a 45-acre mooring area to be completed by local interests. 

Physical Data on Project Features.-The harbor would be protect­
ed by a 1,900-foot long rubblemound breakwater across the mouth 
of Dog Bay. Access to the harbor would be provided by a channel 
930 feet long, 150 feet wide and 20 feet deep. The project would pro­
vide protection for 474 commercial fishing boats in a 45-acre moor­
age area. An additional 45 acres of protected water would be avail­
able to accommodate expected growth of the fishing fleet. The 
project would reduce boat damage caused by the present extreme 
crowding of vessels in one of the nation's most productive fishing 
ports. Also, existing industrial dock facilities could be more effi­
ciently used, since boats would not tie up these docks unnecessar­

http:Ratio.-1.16
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ily. In addition, the new facilities would enable the United States 
fishing industry to increase the harvest of bottomfish, which are 
presently taken by foreign fleets within the 200-mile Coastal Man­
agement Zone. 

Views of States and Other Non-Federal Interests.-The State of 
Alaska has concurred in the findings, conclusions, and recommen­
dations of the report. The City of Kodiak has consistently voiced 
strong support for improved small boat harbor facilities. In 1981 
the City and State began construction of temporary mooring facili­
ties in Dog Bay as an interim measure to reduce crowding until the 
Federal project is constructed. Other non-Federal interests have 
generally supported development of a harbor at Dog Bay. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-No agencies have ex­
pressed opposition to the recommended plan. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).-The Final EIS 
was filed on January 26, 1979. 

Project costs.­
Federal: $14,500,000. 
Non-Federal: $131,000. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-Provision of 

necessary lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations for con­
struction. . 

Benefit/Cost Ratio. -1.8. 

ST. PAUL ISLAND, AK 

Location.-St. Paul Island is the northernmost island of the Pri­
bilofs, located in the southeastern Bering Sea, approximately 800 
air miles west-southwest of Anchorage, Alaska. The City of St. Paul 
is located on Village Cove on the southern tip of the Island. 

Authority for Report.--A resolution by the Committee on Public 
Works of the United States Senate, adopted January 20,1967. 

Description of Recommended Plan. -The recommended plan con­
sists of a 12-acre harbor area in Village Cove protected by a single 
rubble-mound breakwater. 

Physical Data on Project Features.-A 12-acre mooring area at 18 
feet MLLW, including fixed moorings and associated maneuvering 
areas, would provide 19 to 20 transient commercial fishing vessels 
access to essential marine services and permanent moorings for 20 
to 30 smaller local craft. This mooring area would be sheltered 
from wave attack by a single rubble-mound, breakwater, 1,600 feet 
in length, constructed of 221,600 cubic yards of quarry rock. Dredg­
ing volume for the mooring basin would total 186,900 cubic yards 
and would be disposed in the core of the breakwater or in an open 
water site in Village Cove northwest of the project. Quarry rock for 
breakwater construction would be obtained from an inland site on 
St. Paul Island. 

Views of States and Other Non-Federal Interests.-The City of St. 
Paul indicated its willingness and ability to fulfill all local coopera­
tion requirements in a resolution of the City Council. The State of 
Alaska expressed its intent to provide non-Federal funding costs. 

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.-No agencies have ex­
pressed opposition to the recommended plan. 
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Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The final EIS was 
filed on June 6, 1983. 

Project cost.­
Federal: $11,800,000. 
Non-Federal: $13,000,000. 
Non-Federal annual O&M costs: $33,800. 
Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.-Non-Federal 

costs include the cost of dredging the mooring areas the cost of con­
structing the mooring facilities. 

Description of Non-Federal O&M Costs.-Non-Federal O&M costs 
include the cost of maintenance dredging in the mooring area at 
estimated ten-year intervals. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio.-1.4 . 
Remarks.-The project will maintain the existing cultural and 

environmental resources of St. Paul Island and the existing Bering 
Sea; reduce operating costs of U.S. commercial fishing, subsistence 
fishing and other vessels operating near St. Paul Island in the east­
ern Bering Sea; increase the harvest of marine resources by U.S. 
vessels in the Eastern Bering Sea; and reduce the cost of ocean 
freight service to St. Paul Island. 

Cost-sharing for the project is required to be in accordance with 
Section 105 of this Act. 

Subsection (b) of Section 501 provides that, for any project au­
thorized in Title V, where a final report of the Chief of Engineers 
has not been completed on the date of enactment of the bill, the 
Secretary shall, within one year of the date of enactment, submit a 
copy of any required final environmental impact statement to the 
House Committee on Public Works and Transportation and the 
Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works. Any recom­
mendations of the Secretary with respect to the project are also to 
be submitted. No appropriation may be made for the acquisition of 
land for, or the actual construction of, the project unless such ac­
quisition and construction are approved by resolutions of the two 
Committees. This prohibition does not apply to funds appropriated 
to the Environmental Protection and Mitigation Fund pursuant to 
Section 1104. Monies in this fund may be expended to mitigate 
losses to fish and wildlife production and habitat prior to adoption 
of the Committee resolutions. 

Subsection (c) of Section 501 makes inapplicable any provision in 
any of the reports designated in Title V which recommend that a 
State contribute in cash 5 percent of the construction costs allocat­
ed to non-vendible project purposes and 10 percent of the costs allo­
cated to vendible project purposes. Such contributions were includ­
ed in some Corps of Engineers reports on water resources projects 
during the preceding Administration. The Committee has adopted 
new cost-sharing policies for some types of projects, and reaffirmed 
existing policies for others. The recommendations for 5 and 10 per­
cent contributions have not been adopted. This subsection is to 
remove any doubt as to whether the 5 and 10 percent contribution 
requirements are applicable. 
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SECTION 502 


This section authorizes the Secretary to undertake a demonstra­
tion project for the removal of silt and aquatic growth from Albert 
Lea Lake, Freeborn County, Minnesota, at an estimated cost of 
$4,270,000. 

In recent years there has been considerable concern over the eu­
trophic condition of Albert Lea Lake. The advanced state of eu­
trophication in the Lake has been evidenced by several algae 
blooms, scum, noxious odors, and a decline in the quality and quan­
tity of fish in the lake. This has resulted in drastically reduced rec­
reational use of the lake, as well as a possible unsafe condition for 
public health. 

Initial studies indicate that it would be economically feasible to 
dredge at least the major portion of Albert Lea Lake from the Shel­
lerock Channel to the outlet of the Lake. This portion of the Lake 
comprises approximately 910 acres, of which 610 might be dredged 
and the remaining 300 acres might be used as a deposit area for 
the dredged material. 

The Secretary of the Army will report to the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency the plans for and the results 
of the project together with such recommendation as may be neces­
sary to assist the Administrator in carrying out programs else­
where for freshwater lakes under Section 314 of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act. In this way the information and experience 
developed at Albert Lea Lake will prove valuable in improving the 
environmental quality of other lakes with similar problems around 
the Nation. 

SECTION 503 

This section directs the Secretary to carry out a water resources 
project for the development, operation and maintenance of a recre­
ation and greenbelt area on an along the Des Moines River, Iowa, 
between the point at which the Des Moines River is intersected by 
U.S. Highway 20 to the point downstream where the Des Moines 
River is intersected by relocated U.S. Highway 92. 

This project is to include such features as recreation facilities, 
streambank stabilization structures, tree plantings, trails, vegeta­
tion, wildlife protection and development, and the prohibition or 
limitation of the killing or capturing of wildlife. 

In carrying out the project, the Secretary is to consult with an 
advisory committee. The advisory committee is to be constituted as 
follows: Five persons appointed by the Governor of Iowa; two per­
sons appointed by their respective boards of supervisors to repre­
sent Mahaska, Marion, Warren, Jasper, Polk, Dallas, Boone and 
Webster Counties; on person appointed by the Mayor of the City of 
Des Moines and one additional person appointed by the mayor of 
each other incorporated municipality within whose boundaries a 
portion of such recreation area lies; and three employees or offi­
cials of the Corps of Engineers designated by the Secretary. 

Each member of the advisory committee shall serve at the pleas­
ure of the authority which appointed that member and shall, 
except for the three persons designated by the Secretary, serve 
without compensation or reimbursement by the Federal govern­
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ment for any expenses in~urred for serving on the committee. The 
commIttee may elect such officers and spokesmen as it deems ap­
propriate and may appoint whatever ad hoc committees of interest­
ed citizens it deems desirable to aid in providing the committee's 
advice to the Secretary. 

There is authorized to be appropriated $8,000,000 to carry out the 
Section. 

This section will provide for the coordination and enhancement 
of several existing water and conservation projects in Central Iowa. 
By joining completed flood control projects at Red Rock and Saylor­
ville with some levee and bank erosion projects into a single unit, 
it will be possible for the Corps of Engineers to administer, operate, 
and maintain these Corps projec!s more easilly and efficiently, and 
also make these government assets more valuable and useful for 
greenbelt and recreational purposes. Providing an advisory commit­
tee structure will assist the Corps in maintaining productive rela­
tionships with local governments and the residents of the area. 

Subsection (8) provides the Secretary with authority to enforce 
restrictions on hunting within the area. Furthermore, the author­
ity is made fully delegable. 

SECTION 504 

This section authorizes the project for beach erosion control, 
navigation and storm protection from Hereford Inlet to the Dela­
ware Bay entrance to the Cape May Canal, New Jersey. 

Location.-The southernmost 16 miles of New Jersey's Atlantic 
Coast. 

Authority.-A Senate Public Works Committee Resolution adopt­
ed October 3, 1962; and Section 2 of the 1930 River and Harbor Act, 
approved July 3, 1930. 

Existing Projects.-The existing Federal project consists of navi­
gation channels at Hereford Inlet and Cape May Inlet, bulkheads 
along Five Mile Beach and North Wildwood, and groins at Cape 
May City. 

Need. -Prevention of loss of beaches and of the migration and 
shoaling of the channel through Hereford Inlet. 

Recommended Plan of Improvement.-Herefore Inlet and Five 
Mile Beach-jetties and deposition basin, navigation channel, 
beach and sand bill, bulkhead and backfill, and groins. 

Cape May Inlet to Lower Township-Breakwater with weir, dep­
osition basis, and fill, seawall rehabilitation, and groins. 

Cape May Point-Sand fill, groins, and dikes. 
Project Cost.­
Federal: $40,000,000. 
Non-Federal: $13,800,000. 
Benefit/Cost Ratios.-Hereford Inlet and Five Mile Beach, 2.6; 

Cape May Inlet to Lower Township, 1.4; and Cape May Point 1.2. 
Local Cooperation.-Non-Federal interests will contribute in cash 

and computed percentage of the non-Federal first costs of any con­
struction and annual maintenance of jetties, breakwaters, recre­
ational navigation channels and deposition basins and periodic 
nourishment and dredging to be accomplished by the Corps of En­
gineers, provide without cost to the United States all lands, ease­
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ments, and rights-of-way required for construction and subsequent 
maintenance to be accomplished by the Federal Government; hold 
and save the United States free from all claims of damages that 
may result from construction and maintenance of the improve­
ments; and assure continued public ownership of public shores and 
continued availabilty for public use of the public and private shores 
upon which the amount of Federal participation is based. 

Remarks.-This project meets a serious need for preventive 
measures against continuing erosion of the beaches, tidal flooding 
due to tidal storms, and improvement of navigation conditions. 

The Secretary may construct the beach erosion control, naviga­
tion, or storm protection features of the project separately or in 
combination with the other features. The non-Federal share for 
any feature which is separately constructed shall be the non-Feder­
al share for that particular feature as !'let forth in the designated 
report of the Chief of Engineers. 

SECTION 505 

This section authorizes the project for beach erosion control, and 
storm protection for Barnegat Inlet to Longport, New Jersey. 

Location.-The middle of the Atlantic Coast of New Jersey. 
Authority.-Senate Public Works Committee Resolution, adopted 

October 3, 1962; Public Law 87-874, approved October 23, 1962; and 
Section 2 of the River and Harbor Act, approved July 3, 1930. 

Existing Projects.-A Federal navigation channel at Barnegat 
Inlet with jetties; and a Federal navigation channel at Absecond 
Inlet; shore protection measures, including groins, bulkheads, re­
ventments, and beach fill by Federal and non-Federal interests 
along the coast. 

Needs.-Preventive measure against continuing erosion of the 
beaches and tidal flooding due to tidal storms, as well as improve­
ment of navigation conditions. 

Recommended Plan of Improvement.-Barnegat Inlet-jetty and 
navigation channel. 

Long Beach Island-Beach fill, groins, jetty maintenance, and 
periodic nourishment. 

Brigantine Island-Beach fill, groins, and periodic nourishment. 
Absecon Island-Sandfill, periodic nourishment, breakwater and 

deposition basin, as well as completion of authorized project. 
Project Costs. - . 
Federal: $61,300,000. 
Non-Federal: $44,200,000. 
Non-Federal Responsibility.-Non-Federal interests will provide 

without cost to the United States all lands, easements, and rights­
of-way necessary for construction and subsequent maintenance of 
the project, including necessary retaining dikes, bulkheads, and 
embankments for disposal of dredged material, or the costs of such 
retaining works; hold and save the United States free from dam­
ages due to construction and subsequent maintenance work; pro­
vide a cash contribution for the navigation facilities equal to 50 
percent of the final construction cost allocated to recreational navi­
gation; and provide a cash contribution for beach erosion centrol, 
based on a percentage of construction costs. 
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Environmental Impact of Proposed ProJect.-The proposed project 
will provide enhanced recreation and navigation conditions. It may 
also cause some benthic disruption. 

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.-The Revised Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement was submitted to the Council on 
Environmental Quality on April 21, 1975. 

Benefit/Cost Ratio: -2.0. 
Remarks.-The Secretary may construct the beach erosion con­

trol, navigation, and storm protection features separately or in 
combination with the other features. As in the Hereford Inlet 
project, the local cooperation is that required for the particular fea­
ture being constructed, and the agreement to provide the required 
local cooperation need only relate to the portion being constructed. 

The Committee notes that the proposed modifications to the ex­
isting Barnegat Inlet navigation project are basically corrective 
measures required to have the project function as initially intend­
ed, and, therefore, can be implemented within the purview of the 
original project authority. 

Authorization of the existing Federal navigation project at Bar­
negat Inlet was provided by Section 1 of the River and Harbor Act 
of August 30, 1935, and subsequently modified by Section 1 of the 
River and Harbor Act of August 26, 1937 and Section 1 of the River 
and Harbor Act of July 24, 1946. Construction of the project was 
initiated in 1938 and was essentially completed in 1940. The project 
consists of two converging stone jetties, a channel 8 feet deep 
through the inlet and 10 feet deep through the outer bar, a channel 
of suitable hydroaulic characteristics extending in a northwesterly 
direction from the gorge in the inlet to Oyster Creek channel and 
through the latter channel to deep water in the bay, a sand dike 
from the southeast side of Sunset Shoal to the bay shore of Barne­
gat, and the maintenance of a channel 8 feet deep and 200 feet 
wide to connect Barnegat Light Harbor with the main inlet chan­
nel. 

In the first few years following construction of the project, the 
jetty and bar channels improved in both depth and alignment. 
However, this beneficial trend soon reversed, and the channels 
became shoaled. Since 1954, when attempts to dredge a straight 
channel were unsuccessful, both the depth and the alignment of 
the inlet channel have become extremely unstable. Although con­
siderable maintenance dredging has been performed, the mainte­
nance program has been only partially successful in maintaining a 
6-foot-deep channel, and completely unsuccessful in maintaining a 
stable alignment through the inlet and outer bar. 

The Corps of Engineers has determined that the failure of the ex­
isting project to provide a suitable, safe, and stable channel is at­
tributed to two factors. First, the alignment of the south jetty, 
which resulted in the arrowhead shape to the entrance, does not 
properly confine and train the flow to any specific channel. Second, 
sand brought to the entrance by ocean currents and wave action 
tends to accumulate in the entrance area. The key to providing a 
stable channel of adequate depth and improving navigation safety 
and reliability is the construction of a new south jetty parallel to 
the existing north jetty. Without this structural modification, the 
problems of instability and hazardous navigation due to wave activ­



298 


ity and channel shoaling would continue to exist despite the most 
resolute maintenance dredging efforts. 

SECTION 506 

Hobart, Indiana is a town with a population of approximately 
20,000 people. In the center of the town is Lake George, which is 
used as a boating, fishing, and swimming area. Over the years the 
lake's condition has deteriorated because of the sediment brought 
to it from sources outside Lake George. 

This section directs the Secretary to carry out a demonstration 
project for the removal of silt, aquatic growth, and other material 
in Lake George and in that part of Deep River upstream of the 
lake through Lake Station, and to construct silt traps or other de­
vices to prevent and abate the deposit of sediment in Lake George 
and that part of Deep River. The cleanup and remedial measures 
are estimated to cost $5,200,000. 

Plans for and the results of the demonstration project are to be 
coordinated with the Administrator of the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency together with such recommendations as may be help­
ful to assist the Administrator in carrying out the programs else­
where for freshwater lakes under Section 314 of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act. In this way the information and experience 
developed at Lake George will· prove valuable in improving the en­
vironmental quality of other lakes with similar problems around 
the Nation. 

SECTION 507 

This section authorizes and directs the Secretary to establish and 
conduct for a period of five years at multiple sites on the Ohio 
River and its tributaries Ii streambank erosion prevention and con­
trol demonstration program. In carrying out the program, the Sec­
retary will ­

(1) identify streambank erosion measures likely to provide 
the highest degree of protection technically and economically 
feasible for both high and low flow conditions; 

(2) conduct necessary research on the interaction of erodible 
boundaries with flowing water in order to more accurately pre­
dict the behavior and optimum design of protective works; 

(3) define and test optimum designs of bed slopes and grade 
control structures for a wide range of soil and flow conditions; 

(4) develop, field test, and evaluate new erosion protection 
products or methods, including but not limited to earth or 
rock-filled grids, reinforced earth bulkheads, stabilized mat­
tings for vegetation seeding, and patterned schemes using man­
ufactured blocks in loose, matted, or interconnected configura. 
tions; 

(5) develop and evaluate engineering techniques to control 
overbank drainage; 

(6) identify and quantify economic losses occurring along the 
Ohio River and its tributaries due to streambank erosion; and 

(7) construct demonstration projects, including bank protec­
tion works. 
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The Secretary is required to evaluate the environmenal impacts 
of each demonstration project and streambank measure, with a 
view toward minimizing environmental issues. 

Demonstration projects are to be undertaken to reflect a variety 
of geographical and environmental conditions, including naturally 
occurring erosion problems and erosion caused or incurred by man­
made structures or activities. At a minimum, demonstration 
projects shall be conducted at sites on that reach of the Ohio river 
between the Captain Anthony Meldahl Locks and Dam and the 
McAlpine Locks and Dam, on the Licking River; and on the Kana­
wha River in the vicinity of St. Albans, West Virginia. 

There is authorized to be appropriated not to exceed $25,000,000 
to carry out the Section. 

The Secretary is required to report to Congress each year on 
work undertaken pursuant to Section 507. 

The Committee intends that projects to be constructed under au­
thority of this section shall be located in the vicinity of California, 
Kentucky, on the Ohio River, Bellevue, Kentucky, on the Licking 
River, and St. Albans, West Virginia, on the Kanawha River, in ad­
dition to other sites on these Rivers. 

SECTION 508 

Section 508 authorizes the Corps to construct demonstration 
projects for low-cost projects along the shore of the Chesapeake Bay 
and its tributaries for the control of streambank and shoreline ero­
sion. The Corps is to select an equal number of projects in each of 
the States of Maryland, Pennsylvania, and Virginia. In selecting 
projects in Virginia, the Corps is to give priority consideration to 
the shoal at the mouth of the Coan River. Information gathered in 
the study conducted under section 54 of the Water Resources De­
velopment Act of 1976 is to be used to the extent possible in select­
ing appropriate projects. 

This section also sets the Federal share at 50 percent of the cost 
of the demonstration projects. A total of $5 million is authorized to 
be appropriated for fiscal years 1986 and beyond to carry out this 
section. 

SECTION 509 

This section authorizes and directs the Secretary to implement, 
at full Federal cost, snagging and clearing and channel rectifica­
tion measures along the Passaic, Pompton, Peguannock and 
Ramapo Rivers, New Jersey, from Beatties Dam in Little Falls on 
the Passaic River upstream to the confluence of the Pompton River 
at Two Bridges, upstream along the Pompton River to and includ­
ing the Pompton Feeder on the Pequannok and Ramapo Rivers, 
and upstream along the Ramapo River to the Pompton Lakes Dam, 
and along tributaries of such rivers (including Singac Brook and 
Weasel Brook) including the modification of such structures, flood­
proofing and flood warning measures as determined necessary by 
the Chief of Engineers at an estimated cost of $25 million. None of 
the work authorized by this Section is to affect the analysis of costs 
and benefits for projects presently being studied by the Secretary. 
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The Passaic Pompton, Pequannok, and Ramapo River Basins 
have long been vulnerable by severe flooding and have been the 
subject of intensive studies by the Corps of Engineers with a view 
to developing a long-term comprehensive solution to these prob­
lems. Section 509 authorizes interim flood control measures to pro­
vide relief pending completion of these studies. 

SECTION 510 

This section authorizes the Secretary to replace the dike at the 
Small Boat Harbor, Buffalo Harbor, New York, at an estimated 
cost of $9,000,000. The Small Boat Harbor was constructed in the 
early 1950s with an inner breakwater structure to protect the boat 
slips and mooring area from waves overtopping the south harbor 
breakwater. The core of the dike is made of slag and although con­
crete slabs placed in a random fashion were added to armor the ex­
terior side during the mid-1970s, deterioration of the dike has oc­
curred as a result of several severe winters, adverse wave action, 
and increasing wave run-up on the concrete slabs on top of the 
dike. Replacement of the dike is necessary. This replacement will 
include realignment of the dogleg extension, which will allow for 
the future expansion of useable space within the Small Boat 
Harbor for docks and mooring. A detached breakwater would also 
be included. 

SECTION 511 

This section authorizes and directs the Secretary to take such 
measures as may be necessary to correct erosion problems along 
the banks of the Red Lake River, Minnesota, approximately one 
and one-half miles West of Gentilly, Minnesota, adequate to protect 
the nearby highway and bridge at an estimated cost of $300,000. 

SECTION 512 

This section authorizes the Secretary to perform intermittent 
dredging and such other work as may be required on the Yazoo 
River in Mississippi, from the Greenwood south, to remove natural 
shoals as they occur, at an average annual cost of $200,000. Non­
Federal interests are required to provide without cost to the United 
States all lands, easements and rights-of-way required for dredging 
and disposal of dredged materials; accomplish without cost to the 
United States such alterations, relocations and rearrangement of 
facilities as required for dredging and disposal of dredged materi­
als; and hold and save the United States free from damages due to 
the dredging and disposal of dredged materials. The dredging work 
in this area of the Yazoo River is needed to facilitate commerce, 
particularly during peri9~of low water. 

SrerroN 513 

This section authorizes and directs the Secretary to undertake a 
demonstration project for the removal of silt and stumps from 
Greenwood Lake and Belcher Creek, New Jersey, at full Federal 
expense and at an estimated cost of $10 million. The Secretary is 
directed to report to the Administrator of the Environmental Pro­
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tection Agency the plans for and results of the project together 
with such recommendations as the Secretary determines necessary 
to carry out the program for freshwater lakes under Section 314 of 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. 

A serious siltation problem exists at Greenwood Lake. During 
storm events, soils are eroded and transported to the Lake. The 
result of this process is the filling of the Lake and the degradation 
of its water quality and aesthetics. In addition, tree stumps in the 
Lake impede boating and pose a physical obstruction to the use of 
dredging equipment. The demonstration project authorized by Sec­
tion 513 will alleviate the problems in Greenwood Lake and Belch­
er Creek and provide useful information to the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency for use in connection with 
the Clean Lakes Program under Section 314 of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act. 

SECTION 514 

This section directs the Secretary to take such actions as may be 
necessary to remedy slope failures and erosion problems along the 
banks of the Coosa River, Alabama, as are necessary to protect the 
Fort Toulouse National Historic Landmark, and Taskigi Indian 
Mound in Elmore County, Alabama, at an estimated cost of $29 
million. It also directs the Secretary to take such actions along the 
banks of the Black Warrior River, Alabama, in order to protect the 
Mound State Monument National Historic Landmark near Mound­
ville, Alabama, at an estimated cost of 4,118,000. These actions are 
to be coodinated with the Secretary of the Interior and the State of 
Alabama. 

Prior to initiation of construction of these projects, non-Federal 
interests must agree to provide without cost to the United States 
all lands, easements and rights-of-way necessary for construction 
and operation of the project, hold and save the United States free 
from damage due to construction operation and maintenance of the 
project, accomplish without cost to the United States all modifica­
tions or relocations of existing sewerage and drainage facilities, 
buildings, utilities, and highways made necessary by construction 
of the project, and maintain and operate all features of the project 
after completion in accordance with regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary. 

Fort Toulouse and the Taskigi Indian Mound are being threat­
ened by a serious erosion problem which exists along the shores of 
the Coosa River. As much as thirty feet of the bank in some areas 
has sloughed in recent years. Some artifacts in the vicinity of the 
bank are being lost as a result of the continuing bank deteriora­
tion. The partially restored Fort Toulouse is approximately 40 feet 
from the shores of the bank and will undoubtedly be destroyed if 
corrective action is not taken in the near future. 

The Corps of Engineers has investigated a variety of solutions to 
the problem and has identified two as being the most promising. 
One consists of a cut-off about 9,600 feet long which would isolate 
the unstable slope in the bend of the river. Some of the excavated 
material would be used to fill the present river channel. The other 
potential solution consists of a curved 4,500-foot long cut-off within 
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the inside of the bend opposite the unstable slope. With either ap­
poach, it would also be necessary to include protective works along 
the reaches of the Coosa River upstream and downstream of Fort 
Toulouse. 

The Mound State Monument 'has been designated as a National 
Historic Landmark, and is one of the most significant archeological 
sites in that region of the country. It is being theatened by serious 
erosion of the Black Warrior River banks. This Section will provide 
for protection against this erosion so that the site may be pre­
served. 

SECTION 515 

This section authorizes the Secretary to undertake such meas­
ures as may be necessary to maintain the Larkspur Ferry Channel 
in Larkspur, California, at a depth sufficient for ferryboat service 
between Marin County and San Francisco, California, at an esti­
mated cost of $500,000. The Larkspur Ferry Channel requires deep­
ening in order to ensure the continued safe and efficient operation 
of the ferryboat service between Marin County and San Francisco. 
This Section authorizes appropriate measures to ensure that this 
important service may continue uninterrupted. 

SECTION 516 

This section authorizes the Secretary to perform dredging in 
Weeks Bay, Vermilion Bay, and Southwest Pass, Louisiana, to a 
depth of 13 feet as necessary to provide a water access route to the 
Gulf of Mexico from the Port of Iberia Commerical Canal through 
Weeks Bay, Vermilion Bay, and Southwest Pass, at an estimated 
cost of $3 million. The provision of a direct water access route from 
the Port of Iberia to he Gulf of Mexico will provide substantial 
navigation benefits. The north-south navigation routes from the In­
tracoastal Canal to the Gulf of Mexico in the Acadiana Region are 
very limited. The new channel would provide much more efficient 
transportation to the important oil and gas areas in the Gulf. 

SECTION 517 

This section authorizes the Secretary to undertake in La Conner, 
Washington, such bank erosion control measures along the Swino­
mish Channel as the Secretary determines necessary to prevent 
damage to structures in the La Conner Historical District, at an es­
timated cost of $1,177,000. The community of La Conner is located 
approximately seven miles north of Seattle, Washington, on the 
eastern side of the Swinomish Channel, near its southern end. The 
Swinomish Channel, a Federally-maintained waterway eleven 
miles long, connects Skagit Bay on the south with Padilla Bay on 
the north. Bank erosion has exposed pilings which support historic 
buildings in the La Conner Historic District. Foundations beneath 
sidewalks and First Street are in danger of failure. Studies com­
pleted by the Corps of Engineers in 1976 in response to a request 
from the mayor of the town resulted in the conclusion that dam­
ages were occurring from a combination of the effects of dredging 
and natural wave and tidal action. Additional studies completed in 
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1978 were undertaken and the Corps performed work to prevent 
further damage to First' Street and adjacent sidewalks under Sec­
tion 14 of the Flood Control Act of 1946. 

Repairs completed by the Corps consisted of grouting voids be­
neath the sidewalk and placement of gravel fill and riprap along 
about 160 feet of existing channel bank. Repairs completed by the 
Town of La Conner consisted of covering the exposed portion of the 
290 piles most severely damaged with a concrete jacket, construc­
tion of a wood bulkhead and placing of riprap at selected locations 
to control bank erosion. This work was designed to be an interim 
measure pending permanent repairs. Section 517 provides the nec­
essary authority for the permanent repairs to be accomplished. 

SECTION 518 

This section authorizes a program for mitigation of wildlife losses 
attributable to construction of the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway 
in Alabama and Mississippi. The Secretary is authorized to acquire 
from willing sellers 67,000 acres of land for mitigation of wildlife 
losses. These lands are to be in addition. to, and not in lieu of, lands 
currently owned by the United States in the project area which are 
designated as wildlife mitigation lands for the project. Of the lands 
acquired under this Section, not less than 20,000 acres shall be ac­
quired in the area of the Mobile-Tensaw River Delta, Alabama, and 
not less than 25,000 shall be acquired in the areas of the Pasca­
goula River, the Pearl River and the Mississippi River Delta, in 
Mississippi. Other lands acquired under this Section may be ac­
quired anywhere in the States of Alabama and Mississippi. The 
Secretary is to select lands to be acquired in consultation with ap­
propriate state and Federal officials. Emphasis is to placed on ac­
quisition of lands which are predominately flood plain forest. The 
States of Alabama and Mississippi are to provide for the manage­
ment for wildlife purposes of lands acquired under this Section and 
lands currently owned by the United States in the project area, 
which are designated as wildlife mitigation lands for the project. 
The States are to be reimbursed for the management and initial 
development costs which are specified in a plan for management of 
mitigation lands to be developed by the Secretary, the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service and the States of Alabama and 
Mississippi. 

SECTION 519 

This section authorizes and directs the Secretary to undertake a 
demonstration project for the removal of silt and aquatic growth 
from Sauk Lake in the vicinity of Sauk Center, S~earns County, 
Minnesota, at full Federal expense and at an estimated cost of 
$2,000,000. The Secretary is to report to the Administration of the 
Environmental Protection Agency the plans for and results of this 
project together with such recommendations as the Secretary de­
termines necessary to carry out the program for freshwater lakes 
under Section 314 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. The 
Committee directs the Secretary to use dredged material from this 
project as cover on the Sauk Centre Landfill, to the maximum 
extent feasible. 
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SECTION 520 


This section directs the Corps of Engineers to repair and rehabili­
tate the Muck Levee, Salt Creek, Logan County, Ilinois. The Muck 
Levee was constructed by the Corps and is maintained by non-Fed­
eral interest, who spent over $34,000 on maintenance of the levee 
during the period 1977 through 1982. In December of 1982 flood 
waters from Salt Creek cut a hole approximately 110 to 150 feet 
wide in the levee. Expenditures of approximately $12,000 will be 
necessary to restore the damaged area, using approximately 16,000 
cubic yards of fill. 

SECTION 521 

This section directs the Corps of Engineers to carry out a demon­
stration project for bank stabilization and development, operation, 
and maintenance of a recreation and greenbelt area on public prop­
erties along the East Bank of the Passaic River, New Jersey, from 
Dundee Dam to Kearney Point. The project will include the con­
struction, operation and maintenance of recreational facilities; ter­
raforming, and such tree plantings, vegetation and wildlife protec­
tion and development, and other activities as will enhance the nat­
ural environment for recreational purposes. This construction and 
maintenance is to be conditioned upon the public ownership of the 
land interests necessary for these purposes; and the operation and 
maintenance of structures and activities shall be undertaken by 
the counties and cities owning the lands on which those structures 
are to be located or on which those activities are to be carried out. 
In implementing the project, the Corps may acquire by purchase, 
donation, exchange or otherwise, lands and interests therein as the 
Corps and the Passaic River Restoration Steering Committee deter­
mine are necessary to carry out the project. No interests in land 
may be acquired for this project by the United States or by any 
State or local government, without the consent of the owner. Also, 
nothing in this provision is to constitute an additional restriction 
on any interest in land which is not owned by the United States or 
a State or local government. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the Federal Share of the project to be carried out pursuant 
to this section shall be 100 percent of the cost of the project. There 
is authorized to be appropriated to carry out this section 
$10,000,000 for fiscal years beginning after September 30, 1985. 

SECTION 522 

This section authorizes and directs the Corps of Engineers to un­
dertake a project for bank erosion control on the Rillito River in 
the vicinity of Tucson, Arizona, for the purpose of providing protec­
tion against the level of flooding that occured in October of 1983. 
The estimated cost of the project is $30,000,000. The Corps shall in­
clude as part of the non-Federal contributions of the project any 
bank erosion control work on the Rillito River carried out by non­
Federal interests after January 1, 1985, which the Corps deter­
mines is reasonably compatible with such project. Costs and bene­
fits resulting from such work shall continue to be included for pur­
poses of determining the economic feasibility of the project. 
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The Corps of Engineers has been studying flooding ,and related 
problems on the Rillito River in Tucson pursuant to its Gila River 
and Tributaries (Second Interim) study authority. The final report 
of that study is currently scheduled for completion in July of 1985. 
As part of this ongoing study, the Corps and local government offi­
cials have determined that channel instability and the resultant 
widespread bank erosion is the principal and most frequent prob­
lem, with traditional overbank flooding being a problem only in 
relatively large and more infrequent events, such as a 100-year 
flood. This fact was clearly demonstrated by flooding that occurred 
on the Rillito River in October of 1983, which was estimated to 
have' been a 20-year event. Traditional procedures for estimating 
flood damages indicated that this flood should have been essential­
ly non-damaging; however, millions of dollars' worth of damages 
actually occurred, illustrating the magnitude of the bank erosion 
problem, the lack of adequate technology with which to predict the 
location and extent of future damages from erosion and inability of 
traditional bank protection measures to withstand the high veloci­
ty flows common in the Southwest. 

A large-scale bank erosion problem, such as that found on the 
Rillito River, is beyond the specific study authority for the Rillito 
River Flood Control Study, and is generally beyond the existing 
legal magnitude of the Corps relating to flood control. The Corps' 
solutions to bank erosion problems are typically a consequence of 
an overall solution to flooding, rather than the primary purpose of 
the solution. 

For the reasons outlined above, in its final report on the Rillito 
River flooding problem the Corps is not expected to identify an im­
plementable Federal project, nor is it expected to recommend solu­
tions for solving the severe bank erosion problem. The report will 
probably contain a qualitative statement indicating that, based on 
preliminary projections, approximately $1,800,000 in average 
annual damages from bank erosion alone can be expected on the 
Rillito River. This specific authorization is necessary to enable the 
Corps to alleviate the severe and costly bank erosion and flooding 
problems along the Rillito River in the vicinity of Tucson. 

SECTION 523 

This section directs the Corps of Engineers to construct the Agat 
small boat harbor in Guam in accordance with the provisions of 
section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960. The project shall 
be carried out with any available funds. 

SECTION 524 

This section authorizes and directs the Corps of Engineers to pro­
vide protection against streambank erosion on the Little River in 
the vicinity of the Highway 41 Bridge, which crosses the Little 
River near Horatio, Arkansas, at an estimated cost of $500,000. 

High river flows have led to serious bank erosion problems in the 
vicinity of the Highway 41 bridge crossing. The Corps has identi­
fied several sections, totalling at least 2,000 linear feet, needing 
protection. The project will include placement of riprap and taking 
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other measures as appropriate to protect against bank erosion in 
these and other areas needing protection. 

SECTION 525 

This section authorizes the Corps of Engineers to take such 
measures as may be necessary to maintain a harbor refuge in 
Swan Creek, Newport, Michigan. Non-Federal interests will be re­
quired to provide a public wharf and such other facilities as may be 
necessary for a harbor of refuge which shall be open to all on equal 
terms, as well as provide such other requirements as the Corps de­
termines necessary. Swan Creek enters Lake Erie north of Monroe, 
Michigan. On western Lake Erie there are presently no official 
habors of refuge which can be used by commercial and recreational 
craft traveling along the coast or operating in the region. With im­
provements by the Corps, the mouth of Swan Creek where it enters 
Lake Erie can be used for this purpose. This amendment will 
enable the Corps to make such improvements. 

SECTION 526 

This section authorizes the Corps of Engineers to construct such 
bank stabilization measures as are necessary for flood damage pre­
vention and erosion control along approximately 3,000 feet of 
Caney Creek in the vicinity of Jackson, Mississippi, at an estimated 
cost of $1,250,000. 

Caney Creek is a tributary to the Pearl River and drains about 
11 square miles in the southwest Jackson area. The upper reach of 
the drainage basin lies in a continually growing commercial area, 
and flooding and extensive erosions are occurring through the resi­
dential area. In recent flooding more than 30 homes were damaged 
and other property was damaged by bank erosion along the creek. 
The Corps is presently studying flood problems in the area under 
authority of Section 205 of the Flood Control Act of 1984. This 
amendment will permit the Corps to provide interim flood damage 
protection and erosion control work along a critical stretch of 
Caney Creek, and it provides that the Corps shall continue its 
study of the area and take into account in that study the costs and 
benefits of measures undertaken pursuant to this section. 

SECTION 527 

This section authorizes the Corps of Engineers to undertake a 
demonstration project for remova~ of silt and stumps from, and the 
control of pollution from non point sources in, Deal Lake in Mon­
mouth County, New Jersey, at an estimated cost of $8,000,000. 
Upon completion of the demonstration project the Corps is to 
submit a report and recommendation for further measures to im­
prove the water quality of Deal Lake to the House Public Works 
and Transportation Committee and the Senate Environment and 
Public Works Committee. 

SECTION 528 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, this section directs 
the Corps of Engineers to transfer to New Hanover County, North 
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Carolina, title to the hopper dredge Hyde in Wilmington, North 
Carolina. New Hanover County must agree to utilize that vessel 
only for the purpose of establishing an artificial fish habitat, as re­
quested by local interests. It is anticipated that the Hyde will be 
towed to an approved site approximately 10 miles off the North 
Carolina Coast between Wrightsville Beach and Caroline Beach, 
where it will be demolished and sunk to the ocean floor, creating a 
much-needed fishery habitat and enhancing the area as an attrac­
tion for commercial and sport fishermen. This will be accomplished 
at no cost to the United States and will save States approximately 
$90,000, which would be spent for towing and general preparation 
of the vessel if it were to be retired to the Federal Research Fleet 
site. 

SECTION 529 

This section directs the Corps of Engineers to construct a low­
level weir across the cut-off channel· of the Wabash River at Gray­
ville, Illinois to restore the river flow to its original channel and 
prevent streambank erosion and damage to public and private fa­
cilities at an estimated Federal cost of $2,200,000. 

SECTION 530 

This section authorizes and directs the Corps of Engineers to es­
tablish and conduct a five-year flood control and stream bank ero­
sion prevention demonstration program at multiple sites on the 
Platte River and its tributaries in Nebraska. Annual reports on the 
program will be submitted to Congress. There is authorized to be 
appropriated for fiscal years beginning after September 30, 1985, 
not to exceed $25,000,000 to carry out this section. 

The flood control projects authorized by this section are to be 
carried out substantially in accordance with the February 6, 1984, 
plan of action of the Chief of Engineers and 1976 and 1978 studies 
of the Corps. The projects are to include construction, operation, 
and maintenance of flood damage reduction measures, including, 
but not limited to, bank protection and stabilization works, em­
bankments, clearing, snagging, and dredging. They shall also in­
clude recreational facilities deemed appropriate by the Corps. 

The streambank erosion prevention projects will include identify­
ing measures, conducting research, testing designs, field testing 
and evaluating methods and engineering techniques; and identify­
ing and quantifying economic losses. Environmental impacts of 
each demonstration project shall be evaluated, environmental 
losses minimized, and wildlife and wildlife habitat enhanced as a 
purpose coequal with other purposes and objectives. 

Demonstration projects will be undertaken to reflect a variety of 
geographical and environmental conditions. At a minimum, sites 
will be on (1) the reach of the Platte River between Hershey, Ne­
braska, and the boundary between Lincoln and Dawson Counties, 
and (2) the reach from the boundary between Calfax and Dodge 
Counties to the confluence with the Missouri River and the portion 
of the Elkhorn River from the boundary between Antelope and 
Madison Counties to its confluence with the Platte River. 
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For the most part, lands for these projects may not be acquired 
without permission of the owner. Up to five percent of lands for 
each project may be acquired in less than fee title without the con­
sent of the owner, if determined necessary by the Corps because of 
flooding of streambank erosion problems causing or threatening to 
cause serious damage in the Platte River Basin. A Platte River Ad­
visory Group will be established, and projects are to be carried out 
in coordination and consultation with the Advisory Group. Non­
Federal interests will provide lands, easements, and rights-of-way 
and pay 50% of the cost of operation. 

This provision addresses the long-term problems of persistent, in­
tensifying chronic flooding and streambank erosion along the 
Platte River and its tributaries in Nebraska. Numerous areas have 
problems and are expected to be included. The areas cited specifi­
cally have well-documented ongoing problems that need immediate 
action. 

SECTION 531 

This section provides that the Corps of Engineers, in cooperation 
with the Soil Conservation Service, the United States Geological 
Survey, the Office of Surface Mining, the State of Ohio, and other 
appropriate Federal and non-Federal agencies, is to study the flood­
ing problems in the Wheeling Creek Watershed, Ohio, and meas­
ures to prevent or reduce such flooding, including control of ero­
sion of coal mine areas to reduce deposition of sediments in Wheel­
ing Creek, removal of sediment deposits in Wheeling Creek, and 
other measures deemed appropriate by the Corps. Within two years 
the Corps is to submit a report on the results of that study, togeth­
er with its recommendations, to the House Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation and the Senate Committee on Environ­
ment and Public Works and Transportation. This amendment also 
authorizes the Corps to undertake interim emergency flood control 
measures, including the removal of sediment deposits from Wheel­
ing Creek and other measures of deemed appropriate by the Corps, 
to reduce flood damages in vicinity of Goosetown, Wolfburs, 
Barton, Crescent, Maynard, Blainsville, Fairpointe, Crabapple, and 
Lafferty, Ohio. For the purpose of analyzing the benefits and costs 
of any project recommended by the Corps as a result of the study 
authorized by this section, the Corps is to take into account the 
costs and benefits of the interim emergency measures undertaken 
pursuant to this section. There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out the provision of this section not to exceed $7,000,000. 

SECTION 532 

This section directs the Corps of Engineers to maintain the navi­
gation project for Wilson Harbor, New York, to its authorized di­
mensions. 

SECTION 533 

This section directs the Corps of Engineers to maintain the navi­
gation project for Oak Orchard Harbor, Carlton, New York, to its 
authorized dimensions. 
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SECTION 534 


Tpis section authorizes the Corps of Engineers to construct a 
project for flood damage protection along Five Mile Creek, Dallas, 
Texas. T~e pr<?ject is to include dredging a channel at the lower 
end of FIve MIle Creek and constructing a retention structure at 
the .upper. end of the Creek, at an estimated cosat of $7,100,000. 

FIve MIle Cr~ek is located in the southern portion in the City of 
Dallas, and drams over 56 square miles. The Creek is still in natu­
ral condition, and several large stands of floodplain forests remain. 
Adjacent to the Creek are numerous homes and businesses that are 
periodically flooded. The City of Dallas has accomplished detarred 
design for planned improvements on other streams in the area and 
currently has under construction Phase I of a two-phase flood con­
trol project for the area, which project is estimated to cost $17 mil­
lion. The City has also studied flooding problems on Five Mile 
Creek and has recommended a course of action for relieving those 
flooding problems; however, constructing the necessary flood relief 
measures on Five MIle Creek is beyond the City's means at this 
time. This amendment authorizes the Corps to perform that work, 
which is needed to protect lives and property in the area. 

SECTION 535 

Section 535 reprograms existing budget authority under section 
147 of Public Law 95-599, as amended, to allow the Corps to par­
ticipate in the construction of three bridges across the Ohio River. 
The budget authority being reprogrammed is over and above what 
is necessary to carry out the Acceleration of Bridge Projects Pro­
gram. Thus, Section 535 will not result in any new budget author­
ity and will not diminish in any way the implementation of the Ac­
celeration of Bridge Projects Program. 

Section 147 of the Federal-aid Highway Act of 1978 (Public Law 
95-599), as amended, authorized and directed the Secretary of 
Transportation to construct two bridges across the Ohio River in 
order to demonstrate the feasibility of reducing the time required 
to replace unsafe bridges. The necessary funding for the bridges 
was provided in the form of contract authority from the Highway 
Trust Fund. As it has turned out, the amount of funding provided 
under section 147 was more than was needed to complete the two 
bridges authorized by that section. It appears that the excess funds 
will be in the range of $65 to $75 million. These excess funds can 
be attributed to the fact that the Portsmouth Bridge, which is 
being built by the States of Kentucky and Ohio, will cost much less 
than had been anticipated. 

The purpose of Section 535 is to transfer this excess budget au­
thority from the Secretary of Transportation to the Secretary of 
the Army in order to allow the Corps to participate in the construc­
tion of three bridges across the Ohio River. 

Subsection (a) of Section 535 authorizes and directs the Corps to 
construct a bridge across the Ohio River on United States route 27 
between Newport Kentucky, and Cincinnati, Ohio. This bridge 
wO';Ild replace th~ Central ~ridge, which was. built in 1890 and 
whICh has a sufficiency ratIO of 5.0. The estImated cost of the 
project is $30 million. 
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Subsection (b) of Section 535 authorizes and directs the Corps to 
construct a bridge across the Ohio River on Kentucky State route 
17 between Covington, Kentucky, and Cincinnati, Ohio. This bridge 
would replace a suspension bridge which was built in 1867 and 
which has a sufficiency rating of 54.09. The estimated replacement 
cost is about $31 million. 

The total cost of the bridges authorized by subsections (a) and (b) 
is about $61 million. While this represents a substantial portion of 
the funds transferred from the Acceleration of Bridge Projects Pro­
gram, it does not represent all the funds. There would be about 5 
to 15 million dollars remaining. 

Any excess funds, that is, funds over and above the funds needed 
to carry out subsection (a) and (b), would be used to partially fund 
the bridge authorized by subsection (c) of Section 535. Subsection (c) 
authorizes and directs the Corps to construct, in whole or in part, a 
bridge on United States route 68 across the Ohio River between 
Maysville, Kentucky, and Aberdeen, Ohio. This bridge would re­
place a bridge which was built in 1931 and which has a sufficiency 
rating of 45.6. The estimated cost of the project is $30 million. The 
Committee fully recognizes that the funding made available under 
this section will not be sufficient to completely construct the re­
placement bridge. It is anticipated that the State will use State 
funds and/or other Federal-aid highway funds to complete the 
project. 

Subsection (d) of Section 535 provides that the Corps, in allocat­
ing funds available to carry out this section, will assure that suffi­
cient funds are allocated to the projects authorized by subsections 
(a) and (b) to complete these projects. Any remaining funds would 
be used to carry out subsection (c). The purpose of subsection (d) is 
to make clear the intent of the Committee that the projects author­
ized by subsections (a) and (b) be fully constructed. However, the 
Committee also wants to make clear its intent that the projects au­
thorized by subsections (a), (b), and (c) can proceed simultaneously: 
The Committee expects the Corps to set aside the estimated 
amounts necessary to complete the projects authorized by subsec­
tions (a) and (b), and then to use any remaining amounts on the 
project authorized by subsection (c). 

Subsection (e) of Section 535 provides that the Corps may enter 
into agreements with the highway departments of the States of 
Kentucky and Ohio to carry out the projects authorized by this sec­
tion. 

Subsection (f) of Section 535 authorizes and directs the Secretary 
of Transportation to transfer any amounts set aside under section 
147 of the Federal-aid Highway Act of 1978 which were in excess of 
amounts needed to complete projects authorized by such section to 
the Corps for the purpose of carying out Section 535. Such funds 
are to be available to the Corps for obligation in the same manner 
and to the sane extent as if such funds were apportioned under 
chapter 1 of title 23, United States Code, except that such funds 
shall remain available until expended. This subsection makes it 
clear that all of the excess contract authority available under sec­
tion 147 of Public Law 95-599 is to be transferred to the Corps and 
these funds are to be available in the same manner and to the 
same extent as if they were apportioned under chapter 1 of title 23, 
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United States Code. One of the primary purposes of this subsection 
is to ensure that the contract authority nature of these funds is 
preserved. Thus, these three projects are to be funded by contract 
authority from the Highway Trust Fund. These funds would not be 
subject to any obligation limitation under the Federal-aid Highway 
Program. 

The Committee wants to emphasize six points. 
First, this section does not authorize or provide any new budget 

authority. It simply reprograms existing budget authority made 
available in previous Federal-aid highway legislation. 

Second, although Section 535 authorizes and directs the Corps to 
carry out these projects, the Committee encourages the Corps to 
enter into a memorandum ot: understanding with the Secretary of 
Transportation to carry out this section. 

Third, in carrying out this section, it is not· necessary to elimi­
nate the existing bridges being replaced. The existing bridges can 
remain in service if the State so chooses. 

Fourth, consistent with the designs selected by the states, the 
Committee intends that the latest high-type geometric design fea­
tures (including safety hardware) and new advances in highway 
bridge construction be used on these projects. In doing so, these 
projects should use state-of-the-art technology, and all design ele­
ments, including the decking, should .be designed to provide the 
best life-cycle costs, thereby minimizing future maintenance and 
rehabilitation costs. The Corps and the Secretary of Transportation 
should provide neces~ary technical assistance in the design and 
construction of the project. Not later than one year, six years, 
eleven years, and twenty-one years after the completion of the 
state-of-the-art technology projects, a report is to be submitted to 
the Congress, including but not limited to the results of such 
projects, the effects of using the liest available technology on safety 
and other considerations, recommendations for applying the results 
to other bridge projects, and any changes that may be necessary by 
law to permit further use of such features. 

Fifth, the Corps or the. Secretary of Transportation, as the case 
may be, should use expedited procedures on these projects in order 
to demonstrate the feasibility of reducing the time required to re­
place unsafe bridges. 

And sixth, the Committee feels strongly that these demonstra­
tion projects, by helping to develop new advances in bridge con­
struction and new techniques for reducing the time to construct 
bridges, have t:pe potential of leading to long-term improvement 
which can ultimately save hundreds of millions of dollars in the 
costs of bridge construction nationwide. 

SECTION 536 

Section 536 requires the Secretary to construct a project-con­
sisting of a storage reservoir, a dam and three wing dams, and ap­
propriate discharge, transmission, distribution, and o~her facili­
ties-in the vicinity of the former site of Tolay. L~ke In Sono~a 
County, California. The Federal share of the project s construction 
cost is estimated to be $150 million. 
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The citizens of Sonoma County, California, are presently facing a 
disastrous wastewater storage crisis that could potentially lead to 
serious health hazards for thousands of residents who rely on the 
Russian River for their water supply. Unless a long-term solution 
to the area's wastewater storage and treatment problem is immedi­
ately addressed, future disasters of this type or worse may very 
well be unavoidable. 

In the past, Sonoma County's regional sewer system, which 
began operation in 1974, has mitigated its limited holding capacity 
through irrigation practices in the summer months when the Rus­
sian River flows are low and by releasing legally allowable 
amounts of treated effluent into the river during the higher-rain­
fall and winter months. The system's holding ponds have only a 1.5 
billion-gallon holding capacity. Due to several factors, including ab­
normally low rainfall and low river flows, the unanticipated rapid 
growth of the City of Santa Rosa, and inadequate attention to the 
wastewater storage problem, a storage crisis unprecedented in the 
county's history is now at hand. The city feels it has had no choice 
but to discharge levels of effluent well above allowable limits both 
to deal with the immediate crisis and to prevent an even worse sit­
uation in the summer months. An estimated 750 million gallons of 
effluent were discharged into the Russian River over a recent four­
day period, greatly increasing the bacteria and phosphate levels in 
the river. Thousands of Russian River area residents have sought 
alternative short-term water supplies due to their understandable 
concern over the possible contamination effects of a discharge of 
this magnitude. Perhaps most damaging is the ill-will and divisive­
ness this situation has caused between those people who must bear 
the brunt of the problem and the citizens of Santa Rosa and south­
ern Sonoma County who are the prime beneficiaries of the regional 
sewer system. 

Despite the problems of the past, the residents of Sonoma County 
are united in the need to secure a long-term solution to the 
wastewater storage problem. Fortunately, as far back as 1978, the 
county did initiate consideration of a long-term solution. Technical 
engineering work reviewing all alternatives was completed. Most 
attention, however, focused on the Tolay Lake Wastewater Disposal 
Project, for which engineering reports and studies were completed. 
In 1981, the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors unanimously ap­
proved a final environmental impact report for the Tolay Lake 
project, (Sonoma County Reclamation/Reuse, Wastewater Manage­
ment Plan, Environmental Impact Report, December 1980).-The 
Committee believes that the Tolay Lake project offers the most re­
sponsive, cost-effective, and environmentally sound means of dis­
posing wastewaters generated in Sonoma County for the next 
twenty years and that the short- and long-term situation now de­
mands immediate federal involvement. 

SECTION 537 

This section authorizes and directs the Secretary to undertake a 
demonstration project for the removal of silt and aquatic growth, 
in Lake Worth, Tarrant County, Texas, to construct silt traps and 
to provide other devices or equipment to prevent and abate the fur­
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ther deposits of sediment in Lake Worth. Dredged material from 
the proJect would be used in the reclamation of despoiled land. The 
Secretary is also authorized to take other actions necessary to the 
success of the demonstration. The project is to be constructed at an 
estimated cost of $1,750,000. 

Lake Worth is located in the Northwest corner of the City of 
Fort Worth in Tarrant County, Texas. It is an important part of 
the City's water system and provides recreation and park facilities. 
It is one of the few sizable lakes in or near an urban area in the 
entire Southwest of the United States. 

Siltation from upsteam strip mining and agricultural operations 
has become a major problem to the Lake's use and operation. The 
siltation rate is estimated at % inch per year. Shoreline siltation 
also occurs, resulting from washing down of the gentle banks and 
from material pushed toward the shores by wave action. 

Upon completion of the project, the Secretary shall submit a 
report to the Committee on Public Works and Transportation in 
the House and the Committee on Environment and Public Works 
in the Senate on the results of the project. 

SECTION 538 

Section 538 directs the Secretary to construct necessary stream­
bank protection works in order to protect a twelve-hundred-foot 
reach of the left descending bank of the Kanawha River between 
55th Street and a point slightly upstream of 57th Street in Charles­
ton, West Virginia. Local interests are required to furnish all nec­
essary lands, easements, rights-of-way, access routes, and relocation 
costs. They are also required to hold the United States harmless 
with respect to project-related damages and to operate the works 
after completion. The estimated Federal cost of constructing the 
project is $440,000, with construction funds to be allocated from 
available Construction General funds of the Treasury and to 
remain available until completion of the works. 

SECTION 539 

This section authorizes the Secretary to deepen the Fox River 
Channel in Green Bay, Wisconsin, to a depth of 27 feet. The chan­
nel is currently maintained at its authorized depth of 24 feet, 
except for the upstream 1,250 feet which is uncompleted. The in­
creased depth is needed to accommodate deep draft vessels and will 
produce· significant benefits. 

SECTION 540 

Section 540 authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture, acting 
through the Administrator of the Soil Conservation Service, to 
complete construction of three projects for run-off and waterflow 
retardation and soil erosion prevention. These projects are for the 
Bush River Watershed, Virginia; Great Creek Watershed, Virginia; 
and Cottonwood-Walnut Creek Watershed, New Mexico. Except for 
the modifications described below, completion of the projects is to 
be in accordance with resolutions previously adopted by the Com­
mittee on Environment and Public Works of the Senate and the 
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Committee on Public Works and Transportation of the House of 
Representatives. Pursuant to Section 540, instead of. the authoriza­
tion levels contained in the projects' respective resolutions, the 
amount authorized to be appropriated is $6,490,000 for the Bush 
River Watershed project; $2,900,000 for the Great Creek Watershed 
project; and $24,630,000 for the Cottonwood-Walnut Creek Water­
shed project. Committee Print 99-11 describes the revised project 
scope for Cottonwood-Walnut Creek. 

Public Law 566 of the 83rd Congress, as amended, authorizes the 
Soil Conservation Service to give technical and financial help to 
local organizations in planning and carrying out watershed projects 
for flood prevention, agricultural water management, recreation, 
and water supply. If a proposed project contains a structure provid­
ing more than 4,000 acre-feet of storage, it is referred to the House 
Committee on Public Works and Transportation and the Senate 
Committee on Environment and Public Works. Authorization re­
quires a resolution of both committees. 

With respect to each of this section's P.L. 83-566 projects, cir­
cumstances have changed since the original resolutions were adopt­
ed to warrant revising the project's authorizations. Descriptions 
follow: 

Bush River Watershed 

The 98,772-acre Bush River Watershed project, located in Prince 
Edward County, Virginia, was approved for construction by resolu­
tions adopted by the Committee on Public Works and Transporta­
tion of the House of Representatives on October 4, 1978, and by the 
Committee on Public Works of the Senate on August 23, 1978. This 
authorization was limited by the following conditions: 

1. Appropriations are limited to $3,683,000, the estimated Federal 
(Public Law 83-566) costs shown in the watershed plan updated to 
1978 price levels, plus or minus such amounts, if any, as may be 
justified by reason of ordinary fluctuation in the cost of construc­
tion as indicated by engineering cost indexes applicable to the type 
of construction involved; 

2. The purposes served by the project shall be those set forth in 
the watershed plan submitted for the project; and 

3. The scope of the project purposes and of the project shall be 
substantially as set forth in such plan. 

The purpose or scope of the project has not been altered. The es­
timated Federal (Public Law 83-566) cost of the project shown in 
the watershed plan updated to 1983 price levels is $5,075,000. The 
current estimate for project completion is $6,490,000. This is an 
eight structure project. 

The following factors contributed to the cost increases. 
1. Design and construction costs increased due to new and im­

proved structural design criteria for earthen dams that meet dam 
safety requirements, which required an increase in emergency 
spillway capacity, and adjustments in other structural features. 
These requirements result in about $1,000,000 of additional costs. 

2. Implementation of the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 has resulted in increased costs. Considerable unexpected per­
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sonnel time was necessary to assist sponsors in the water quality 
permit process (401-404) and. other environmental studies. 

3. The construction indexes for this region of the country have 
not increased as rapidly as actual costs during the evaluation 
period. 

Project sponsors and the soil Conservation Service (SCS) are pres­
ently building two structures (IE and 2) and have scheduled to 
complete the project by 1993. All land required for the project has 
been purchased, landrights acquired, or options obtained. Increased 
Federal costs will be absorbed within the SCS annual appropriation 
for watershed protection. 

Great Creek Watershed 

The 29,754-acre Great Creek Watershed project, located in Bruns­
wick County, Virginia, was approved for construction by resolu­
tions adopted by the Committee on Public Works and Tn~nsporta­
tion of the House of Representatives on October 4, and by the Com­
mittee on Public Works of the Senate on August 23, 1978. This au­
thorization was limited by the following conditions: 

1. Appropriations are limited to $1,078,000, the existing Federal 
(Public Law 83-566) costs shown in the watershed plan updated to 
1978 price levels, plus or minus such amounts if any, as may be 
justified by reason of ordinary fluctuation in the cost of construc­
tion as indicated by engineering cost indexes applicable to the type 
of construction involved; and 

2. The purposes served by the project are those set forth in the 
watershed plan submitted for the project and the scope of the 
project purposes and of the project are substantially as set forth in 
such plan. 

The purpose or scope of the project has not been altered. The es­
timated Federal (Public Law 83-566) cost of the project shown in 
the watershed plan updated to 1983 price levels is $2,051,400. The 
current estimate for project completion is $2,900,000. This is a one­
structure (reservoir) project. 

The following factors contributed to the cost increases. 
1. Design and construction costs increased due to new and im­

proved structural design criteria for earthen dams that meet dam 
safety requirements, which required an increase in emergency 
spillway capacity, and adjustments in other structural features. 
These requirements result in about $800,000 of additional costs. 

2. Implementation of the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 has resulted in increaseq costs. Considerable unexpected per­
sonnel time was necessary to assist sponsors in the water quality 
permit process and other environmental studies. 

3. The construction indexes for this region of the country have 
not increased as rapidly as actual costs during the evaluation 
period. 

Increased Federal costs will be absorbed within the SCS annual 
appropriation for watershed protection. Current cost estimates are 
$849,000 above that authorized by the 1978 committee resolution. 
This estimate is based on the best available engineering, geologic 
information, and dam safety requirements. 
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Cottonwood- Walnut Creek Watershed 

The 228,326-acre Cottonwood-Walnut Creek Watershed project, 
located in Chaves and Eddy Counties, New Mexico, was approved 
for construction by resolutions adopted by the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation of the House of Representatives on June 
9, 1976, and by the Committee on Environment and Public Works 
of the Senate on June 15, 19'7.6. This authorization as limited by the 
following conditions: 

1. Appropriations for the project are limited to $8,793,000 (1975 
prices), the estimated Federal (Public Law 83-566) costs shown in 
the watershed plan, plus or minus such amounts, if any, as may be 
justified by reason of ordinary fluctuation in the cost of construc­
tion as indicated by engineering cost indexes applicable to the type 
of construction involved; and 

2. The purposes served by the project are those set forth in the 
watershed plan submitted for the project and the scope of the 
project purposes and of the project are substantially as set forth in 
such plan. 

The original project plan included ten floodwater detention reser­
voirs, one multiple-purpose recreation and flood protection reser­
voir, five diversions, and 9.7 miles of channel improvement for 
flood protection. 

Because of the significant increase in costs, the sponsors have 
agreed to a revised proposal which includes reservoir site, Nos. 6,8, 
and 19 and minimal channel work. The Federal cost of the revised 
plan is $24,630,000. This proposal will accomplish the basic objec­
tives of the original plan. The project purpose has not been altered. 

Construction is underway on site No.6. Detail designs are com­
plete for site No.8 and it can be constructed with the completion of 
site No.6. Site No. 19, the multiple-purpose recreation reservoir, 
continues in design. Landrights have been cleared by local sponsors 
of structural site No.6, nearly all on structural site No.8, and a 
large portion has been purchased for recreational site No. 19. 

The Federal Government and sponsors have made significant 
commitments to date. The Soil Conservation Service (SeS) has 
spent about $3,500,000. The sponsors have spent about $1,100,000. 

The following factors contributed to the cost increases. 
1. Increased foundation excavation and earthfill; 
2. Addition of embankment drains; 
3. Change in type of concrete emergency spillway; 
4. Addition of rock riprap; 
5. Change in location of site; and 
6. Increased rock excavation. 
These changes were required to meet new and improved struc­

tural design criteria for earthen dams, dam safety requirements, 
and changing site conditions. Engineering criteria to overcome the 
unique foundation problems caused by creating permanent lakes 
on the naturally dry soils in the southwest contributed the largest 
cost increases. The knowledge gained on this project will greatly in­
crease the accuracy of cost estimates in future projects of the 
southwest. 
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SECTION 541 


This section directs the Secretary to remove the accumulated silt 
and debris and construct necessary sedimentation control devices 
in Hamlet City Lake in North Carolina as a demonstration project. 
Section 541 directs the Secretary to report to Congress upon com­
pletion of the work and authorizes $300,000 to be appropriated for 
the project. Hamlet City Lake is located in the central part of 
Hamlet and has been used by the city for over 50 years for water 
supply and recreation. Restoration of the lake is desperately 
needed. Section 541 will enable the Secretary to provide assistance 
in the required cleanup operations. 



TITLE VI 

WATER RESOURCES STUDIES 

SECTION 601 

This -section authorizes and directs the Secretary to prepare and 
submit to Congress feasibility reports on the following water re­
sources projects: Illinois River in the vicinity of Hardin, Illinois to 
recommend remedial measures for bank stabilization; Kinnickinnic 
River, Milwaukee County, Wisconsin, for flood control and allied 
purposes. 

SECTION 602 

The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engi­
neers, has been conducting a study of the feasibility of providing 
flood protection along the West Branch of the Susquehanna River 
for the Borough of Milton. Pennsylvania. Section 602 directs the, 
Secretary to undertake the advanced engineering and design for a 
flood control project at Milton, including the preparation of final 
construction plans. 

SECTION 603 

This section authorizes and directs the Secretary to make studies 
in cooperation with the governments of Guam, American Samoa, 
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, and the Commonwealth 
of the Northern Mariana Islands for the purpose of providing plans 
for the development utilization, and conservation of water and re­
lated land resources. The studies are to include appropriate consid­
eration of the needs for flood protection, wise use of flood plain 
lands, navigation facilities, hydroelectric power generation, region­
al water supply and waste water management facilities systems. 
The studies are also to address recreation, water quality, fish and 
wildlife conservation and enhancement, environmental enhance­
ment, and economic development. 

SECTION 604 

Section 604 directs the Secretary to make a study of the possibili­
ty of rehabilitating the hydroelectric potential at former industrial 
sites, millraces, and similar types of facilities already constructed, 
and of the possibility of converting such sites for use as new, small 
hydroelectric projects. The Secretary shall also· provide technical 
assistance to local public agencies and cooperatives in any such re­
habilitation at sites studied or qualifed for study under this section. 
In each of the fiscal years ending September 30, 1986, 1987, and 
1988, $5 million is authorized to be appropriated to carry out this 
program. 

(318) 
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This section utilizes the expertise of the Corps of Engineers in as­
sisting local interests in studying the feasibility of hydroelectric 
power potential at existing local sites. The program would build on, 
and is a logical extension of, the study by the Corps of Engineers of 
its own projects pursuant to section 167 of the Water Resources De­
velopment Act of 1976. 

The Committee intends that studies would be carried out only at 
sites where the potential production appears to justify the expense 
of the study. Generally, it would not be feasible to study a site that 
would produce less than 100 kilowatts of electricity. However, in 
New England, due to the nature of the terrain, the rainfall, and 
the velocity of the streams, it would be feasible to study a site with 
a potential capacity of at least 40 kilowatts. 

SECTION 605 

This section directs the Secretary to investigate and study the 
feasibility of utilizing the capabilities of the Corps of Engineers to 
conserve wildlife and wildlife habitat where such wildlife is indige­
nous to the United States, its possessions, or its territories. The 
study is to include the use of engineering or construction capabili­
ties to create alternative habitats, or to improve, enlarge, develop, 
or otherwise beneficially modify existing habitats of such wildlife. 
The study is to be conducted in consultation with the Director of 
the Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department of the Interior and 
the Director of the National Marine Fisheries Service of the De­
partment of Commerce and the Administrator of the Environmen­
tal Protection Agency and is to be transmitted to Congress with 
findings, conclusions and recommendations. 

Section 605 also authorizes the Corps of Engineers to conduct 
demonstration projects of alternative or beneficially modified habi­
tats for wildlife. Not to exceed $10,000,000 is authorized to be ap­
propriated to carry out these demonstration projects. The section 
specifically provides for demonstration projects for reefs for fish 
habitats in Lake Erie near Buffalo, New York, in the Atlantic 
Ocean near Fort Lauderdale, Florida, and in Lake Ontario near 
Newfane, New York. Many techniques have traditionally been used 
for fish and wildlife mitigation and enhancement, including land 
acquisition, intensified management practices, special project oper­
ation and maintenance techniques, and establishment of wetland 
areas. The Committee feels that there is considerable merit in 
studying and demonstrating a broad range of engineering and con­
struction practices to preserve and create habitat and to enhance 
fish and wildlife resources. This could include such measures, for 
example, as artificial impoundments, creation of wetland areas, 
creation of habitats and nesting areas, creation of reefs for fish 
habitat, modified operation of projects, and the like. The study au­
thorized by this section, in conjunction with the demonstration of 
various measures, will provide the needed information on the feasi­
bility and desirability of implementing such a mitigation and en­
hancement program on a general basis. 

50-6' 
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SECTION 606 

This section authorizes the Secretary, in consultation with appro­
priate Federal, State, and local agencies, to make a nationwide 
study and appraisal of the nature and scope of the Nation's flood 
problems and the effectiveness of existing programs in reducing 
losses from floods. A report with recommendations is to be submit­
ted to Congress within three years. In the conduct of the study par­
ticular attention is to be given to flood problems existing in highly 
developed urban watersheds and their relationships to local storm 
drainage and pollution control measures. . 

The water resources needs of the Nation, and the priorities in 
meeting these needs, are constantly changing. In the future, for ex­
ample, the major needs to be met will likely include water supply, 
water transportation and energy development. Another area of in­
creasing need is urban flood control, which in the past has been 
substantially neglected. The revitalization and productivity of 
many areas, particularly in the older Northeast, will be dependent 
in large part on protection from floods and stormwater runoff, as 
well as adequate provisions of water supply. In order to adequately 
judge future needs, and the proper Federal interest in fulfilling 
those needs, an appraisal cif the Nation's flood proble:rps, storm­
water runoff and flood control programs is urgently needed. This 
will provide the information necessary to determine what should 
be done to meet water resources development needs and how to 
achieve the optimum yield from our Nation's water resources. 

SECTION 607 

Section 142 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1976 au­
thorized the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of En­
gineers, to investigate the flood and related problems of those lands 
lying below the plane of mean higher water along the San Francis­
co Bay shoreline of San Mateo, Santa Clara, Alameda, Napa, 
Sonoma and Solano Counties to the confluence of the Sacramento 
and San Joaquin Rivers, with a view toward determining the feasi­
bility of and the Federal interest in providing protection against 
tidal and fluvial flooding. Section 607 adds San Franc~co and 
Marin Counties, which are also susceptible to flooding problems, to 
this study. 

SECTION 608 

Section 608 directs the Secretary, in consultation with appropri­
ate Federal, State and local agencies, to determine the extent of 
shoreline erosion damage .in the United States causally related to 
the regulation of the waters of Lake Superior by the International 
Joint Commission, United States and Canada (IJC), in response to 
an emergency application by the United States made on January 
26, 1973. The Secretary is to report to the Congress, not later than 
the end of the second year following the first appropriation to 
carry out this survey, the results of such survey, together with rec­
ommendations of a methodology for, and a determination of the 
cost of, indemnifying individual shoreline· property owners, and a 
recommended schedule for such indemnification. 
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Because of the concern over high water levels in the Great Lakes 
and consequent flooding and erosion of the shoreline, the IJC re­
quested the International Great Lakes Levels Board in January 
1973 to prepare a special report dealing with the possibility of oper­
ating the control works at Sault St. Marie in such a way as to pro­
vide relief for the lower Great Lakes and at the same time main­
tain satisfactory conditions on Lake Superior. 

Concurrently, on January 30, 1973, as a result of an emergency 
application from the U.S. Government and expressions of concern 
from the Canadian Government, the IJC directed the International 
Lake Superior Board of Control to deviate from its current regula­
tion plan for a period of 3 months and further reduce Lake Superi­
or outflows to approximately 55,000 cubic feet per second, the mini­
mum winter outflow allowed under the regulation plan. 

Subsequently, this period of reduced flows was extended to June 
30, 1973, to allow time for consideration by the Commission and the 
two Governments of the desirability and feasibility of modifying 
the operation of the control works to relieve conditions on the 
lower Great Lakes. 

In June 1973, the period was again extended. The extent of 
damage to the property owners on Lake Superior brought about by 
this change in regulation has not been quantified. Nor has an ap­
propriate methodology of indemnification been developed. 

Section 608 will provide Congress with the type of information 
needed to determine the appropriateness and best manner of pro­
viding relief. 

SECTION 609 

This section directs the Secretary to study the feasibility of re­
quiring boat loading facilities constructed pursuant to a permit 
issued by the Secretary to display sufficient lighting, in the interest 
of safety, to make the facility's presence known within a reasona­
ble distance between sunset and sunrise. A report on the study, in­
cluding recommendations, is to be submitted to the Congress not 
later than September 30, 1986. 

SECTION 610 

This section directs the Secretary to prepare and submit to Con­
gress within 2 years after the date of enactment of the Act an esti­
mate of the long-range capital investment needs for water re­
sources programs under the jurisdiction of the Secretary. The esti­
mate is to include, but not be limited to, needs for ports, inland wa­
terway transportation, flood control, municipal and industrial 
water supply, and hydroelectric power, recreation and fish and 
wildlife conservation and enhancement associated with such pro­
grams. 

The estimate shall include, but not be limited to: 
an estimate of the current service levels of public capital in­

vestments and alternative high and low levels of such invest­
ments over a period of ten years in current dollars and over a 
period of five years in constant dollars; 

capital investment needs in each major program area over a 
period of ten years; 
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an identification and analysis of the principal policy issues 
that affect estimated capital investment needs; , 

an identification and analysis of factors that affect estimated 
capital investment needs including but not limited to the fol­
lowing factors; 

(A) economic assumptions; 
(B) engineering standards; 
(C) estimates of spending for operation and maintenance; 
(D) estimates of expenditures for similar investments by 

State and local governments; 
(E) estimates of demand and need for public services de­

rived from such capital investments and estimates of the 
service capacity of such investments; 

(F) the effects of delays in planning and implementation 
of water resources projects on the capital investment costs 
of water resources programs, including increased costs as­
sociated with interest rates and inflation; and 

(G) a description of the economic, social, and environ­
mental benefits realized from past investments and expect­
ed to be realized from future investments, including the 
protection of life and property. 

The Secretary of the Army traditionally has been assigned the 
responsibility of constructing, operating and maintaining port and 
inland waterway navigation projects, flood control projects, and 
multiple purpose reservoirs serving the purposes of navigation, 
flood control, hydroelectric power, and municipal and industrial 
water supply. Many of these projects, particularly locks and dams 
in the inland waterways, have reached or are nearing the end of 
their useful life and need rehabilitation or replacement. In addi­
tion, many of the nation's water resources needs are yet to be met, 
particularly in the areas of flood control and water supply. The in­
formation contained in the report called for in Section 610 is neces­
sary to enable the Congress to make appropriate budgetary and 
policy decisions with regard to future water resources projects. In 
addition to the detailed 10-year estimate referred to in Section 610, 
the Committee expects that the Secretary's report will also include 
more general estimates of long-range capital investment needs over 
a period of at least 30 years, to facilitate more responsible Federal 
budget control and more efficient national infrastructure invest­
ment decision-making. 

SECTION 611 

The section directs the Secretary to expedite completion of the 
study of New York Harbor and Adjacent Channels, New York and 
New Jersey, which was authorized by a resolution of the Commit­
tee on Environment and Public Works of the Senate, dated Decem­
ber 15, 1980, and to submit a report to Congress on the results of 
the study not later than October 1, 1986. 

SECTION 612 

This section authorizes the Secretary to study the feasibility of 
identifying the amounts, types and locations of flood control bene­
fits produced by reservoir projects and of requiring non-Federal 
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participation in such projects in proportion to the benefits received 
from the projects. The Secretary's report and recommendations are 
to be submitted to Congress not later than two years after the date 
of enactment of the bill. 

Present law requires certain items of non-Federal cooperation for 
local flood protection projects. These include provision of necessary 
lands, easements, rights-of-way and relocations, and operation and 
maintenance of the project after completion. In addition, Title III 
of the bill provides for a uniform percentage for non-Federal par­
ticipation of 25 to 30 percent. The costs of reservoirs protecting a 
large geographic area allocated to flood protection have generally 
been borne entirely by the United States because the flood control 
benefits to individual areas are not readily ascertainable. In addi­
tion, where numerous States and localities are involved, assign­
ment of appropriate levels of non-Federal cooperation among them 
presents many difficulties. 

The Committee feels, however, that where the beneficiaries of 
flood control benefits from reservoirs are identifiable and the 
amounts of benefits to individual areas are ascertainable, the feasi­
bility of requiring some form of non-Federal cooperation warrants 
further examination. The study called for in Section 612 will pro­
vide the information necessary to enable the Committee to deter­
mine whether requiring such cooperation is indeed feasible and ap­
propriate. 

SECTION 613 

This section directs the Secretary to study and monitor the 
extent the adverse environmental effects of dioxin contamination 
in the Passaic River-Newark Bay navigation system. The Secretary 
is to transmit a report on the results of the study and monitoring 
together with recommendations concerning methods of reducing 
the effects of such contamination to the Committee on Environ­
ment and Public Works of the Senate and the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation of the House of Representatives within 
one year after the date of enactment of the bill. 

The possible contamination of the waters of the Passaic River 
and Newark Bay from dioxin in bottom sediments is a matter of 
great concern. This constitutes a potential danger to the ecosys­
tems of these waters. In addition, the disposal of dioxin ·contamina­
tion dredged materials resulting from maintenance of the naviga­
tion system creates the risk of serious environmental problems. 
The study and monitoring of the extent and effects of dioxin con­
tamination will define the scope of the problem and address possi­
ble remedial measures. In conducting the study, the Secretary is 
expected to consult with appropriate Federal, State and local agen­
cies. Numerous studies are being performed with respect to dioxin 
contamination in various regions of the country. It is expected that 
those studies and the study undertaken by the Secretary pursuant 
to Section 613 will benefit from interagency coordination and ex­
change of information. 
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SECTION 614 

This section directs the Secretary to submit to Congress within 
one year after the date of enactment of the bill a list of authorized 
water resources studies for which no report has been transmitted 
to the Congress. For each study the Secretary is to include informa­
tion on the date of authorization of the study, the purpose of the 
study, the funding made available, any work that has been per­
formed on the study and work that remains to be done in complet­
ing the study. For each such study the Secretary is to make a rec­
ommendation as to whether the study should continue to be au­
thorized. 

There are a large number of authorized studies which have not 
been completed or which have never been commenced. The infor­
mation provided pursuant to this section will enable the Committee 
to develop legislation deauthorizing studies which are no longer 
needed so as to remove unnecessary backlog of authorized but un­
completed work. 

SECTION 615 

This section directs the Secretary to prepare and submit the 
annual report on Corps of Engineers' activities in two volumes. 
Volume I is to consist of a summary and highlights of Corps of En­
gineers' activities, authorities and accomplishments. Volume II is 
to consist of detailed information and field reports on Corps of En­
gineers' activities. The Corps of Engineers' annual report has tradi­
tionally been prepared in two volumes, which is a very useful 
format. Recently, however, this format has been dropped in favor 
of a single volume report which does not include the information 
previously contained in volume I. Section 615 directs a return to 
the prior form. 

Subsection (b) of Section 615 directs the Secretary to prepare bi­
ennially for public information a report for each State containing a 
description of water resources projects under the jurisdiction of the 
Secretary in the State and the status of each project. Until recently 
so-called "State books" for each State have been published by the 
Corps of Engineers. These volumes are a valuable reference source 
for the Corps' water resources program. Publication of these vol­
umes has been terminated. The purpose of subsection (b) is to 
ensure that this information continues to be available. 

SECTION 616 

This section authorizes and directs the Secretary to undertake a 
study of the feasibility of navigation improvements at Saginaw Bay 
and Saginaw River, Michigan, including channel widening and 
deepening. The feasibility report on the study is to be "ubmitted to 
Congress not later than September 30, 1986. 

This section authorizes the Secretary to study the feasibility of 
constructing shoreline erosion mitigation measures along the 
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SECTION 617 


Rancho Palos Verdes coastline, California, for the purpose of pro­
viding additional stabilization for the Portuguese Bend landslide 
area. Stabilization of the landslide area at Portuguese Bend is 
made difficult by the eroding coastline which forms the toe of the 
slide area. The purpose of the study is to identify measures to con­
trol the erosion in order to complete stabilization efforts which 
have been undertaken for the slide area. 

SECTION 618 

This section directs the Secretary to expedite completion of the 
study of the navigation project for the Sunset Harbor, California, 
and to submit a report to Congress on the results of the study not 
later than October 1, 1986. The study is to include a determination 
of the feasibility of recovgry of Federal project costs through Feder­
al participation in the local economic benefits created by the con­
struction and operation of the project. 

SECTION 619 

This section authorizes the Secretary to conduct an inventory of 
nearshore sediment in the offshore waters of Louisiana between 
Southwest Pass and Sabine Pass and in Lake Pontchartrain and 
Lake Borgne. The purpose of the study is to provide information on 
the feasibility of using sediment deposits for nourishment to dimin­
ish shoreline erosion, marsh deterioration, salt water intrusion, 
hurricane vulnerability, and barrier island destruction. 

SECTION 620 

This section authorizes the Corps to undertake a study of the fea­
sibility of opening a channel between Jamaica Bay and Reynolds 
Channel on Long Island, New York, for the purpose of improving 
the water quality of Jamaica Bay. At one time there existed a 
water connection from the BaY' to Reynolds Channel approximately 
at Beach 35th Street and running from Beach Channel Drive. This 
provision will authorize the Corps to study the feasibility of reopen­
ing such a connection and reestablishing the natural flushing of 
the Bay. The Corps is to report the results of that study to Con­
gress within one year. 

SECTION 621 

This section authorizes the Corps to study the land acquisition 
policies applicable to its water resources projects. The study is to 
include, among other things, an analysis of mineral rights acquisi­
tion policies and a detailed report on the policies and procedures 
used by the Corps to acquire mineral rights at the Lake Somers­
ville project in Texas, as well as the policies and procedures fol­
lowed in permitting project lands to be used for mineral explora­
tion and development. Within one year, the Corps is to transmit to 
the House Public Works and Transportation Committee and the 
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Senate Environment and Public Works Committee a report on the 
results of this study, along with any recommendations the Corps 
may have for modifications to its land acquisition policies. The 
Committee is aware of the controversy concerning mineral rights 
acquired by the Corps for the Lake Somerville project and other 
such projects and needs the information to be provided by the 
study authorized by this section in order to formulate future poli­
cies and any remedial measures which may be necessary. 

SECTION 622 

This section provides that no Federal agency shall study or par­
ticipate in the study of any regional or river basin plan or any plan 
for any Federal water and related land resource project which has 
as its objective the transfer of water from the Columbia River 
Basin, or the Arkansas River Basin, to any other region or any 
other major river basin of the United States, unless such study is 
approved by the Governors_ of all affected States. 

SECTION 623 

This section authorizes the Corps to undertake an expedited 6­
month study of erosion problems on the southern bank of the Black 
Warrior-Tombigbee River from river mile 253 to river mile 255. 
The Corps is to report to the House Public Works and Transporta­
tion Committee and the Senate Environment and Public Works 
Committee on the results of that study and include in its report 
any recommendations for measures to alleviate the serious erosion 
problems which are occurring along that portion of the river. 

SECTION 624 

This section authorizes the Corps to conduct a two year study of 
the feasibility of developing measures to control stormwater runoff 
on a watershed basis. The study is to include, among other things, 
a review of existing drainage codes, State statutes, and Federal pro­
grams relating to the prevention of soil erosion from the flooding 
in drainage areas. The Corps is to report the results of this study, 
along with recommendations concerning the development of meas­
ures to control stormwater runoff, to the House Public Works and 
Transportation Committee and the Senate Environment and Public 
Works Committee. 

SECTION 625 

This section authorizes and directs the Corps to conduct a study 
analyzing the differences among Corps Districts regarding bounda­
ry delineation and fencing practices at Corps projects. The study is 
to include an analysis of the costs of fencing activities and the rela­
tionship of those costs to the benefits derived from those activities. 
It is also to include an analysis of the need for providing, to the 
greatest extent practicable and consistent with authorized project 
purposes, access to the general public at Corps projects for recre­
ational purposes. The Corps is to report the results of this study to 
Congress within one year. 
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SECTION 626 


This section authorizes and directs the Secretary to study the ex­
isting Army Corps of Engineers selection and evaluation criteria 
and procedures to identify those elements that place a dispropor­
tion burden on flood control or other projects under the Secretary's 
authority in rural areas and in areas with greater percentages of 
low-income individuals. Further, the Secretary is required to 
submit a report within one year which is to include recommenda­
tions concerning changes necessary to eliminate bias in the selec­
tion criteria. 

SECTION 627 

This section authorizes and directs the Secretary to study the 
eradication and control of hydrilla in the Potomac River and to de­
velop an effective plan of action for such eradication and control. 
The Secretary is required to submit to Congress a report on the re­
sults of the study together with a recommended plan of action and 
an estimate of the cost of implementing such a plan not later than 
September 30, 1986. 

SECTION 628 

The Water Supply Act of 1958, as amended by Section 10 of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1961, author­
izes the Corps of Engineers to include storage in Corps reservoir 
projects for present and future municipal and industrial water 
supply uses. The Act requires that, prior tQ initiation of construc­
tion, State or local interests must agree to pay for any water 
supply which is needed on the basis of present demand. Up to 30 
percent of the total project costs may be allocated to future 
demand, provided there is reasonable evidence and local assurance 
that State or local interests will contract for use of storage for an­
ticipated future demands within a period of time to permit paying 
out the allocated costs of the project during the life of the project, 
but not to exceed 50 years. The Act specifically provides that '.'no 
payment need be made with respect to storage for future water 
supply until such supply is first used." The Act further provides 
that no interest is to be charged for the costs allocated to future 
use until the demand is actualy realized 10 years, whichever comes 
first. In the past, the Corps allowed project sponsors to begin pay­
ment of interest on the costs of construction for storage for future 
use either annually at the end of the 10-year interest period, or to 
defer payment of interest charges until the storage was actually 
used. In response to recent criticism of this policy by the General 
Accounting Office and as a part of the Administration's initiatives 
in the area of incresed cost sharing, the Department of the Army 
implemented new requirements calling for annual payment of in­
terest on costs of construction and operation and maintenance costs 
allocated to future water supply storage. While this policy is con­
sistent with the desire to recover project costs expeditiously, it may 
place localities in the difficult position of having to pay significant 
sums for water supply storage for which there is no present 
demand and, therefore, no offsetting income. 
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The Committee has, accordingly, provided in section 628 for the 
Secretary to study the requirements relating to inclusion of storage 
for present and future water supply in water resources projects 
constructed by the Secretary, including establishment of costs for 
any repayment schedules for principle and interest for such water 
supply features. The study shall determine whether such require­
ments ensure development of adequate supplies and equitable price. 
levels. The Secretary is to submit a report, together with recom­
mendations, to the Committee on Environment and Public Works 
of the Senate and the Committee on Public Works and Transporta­
tion of the House of Representatives within one year after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

SECTION 629 

This section directs the Secretary to study and develop a plan for 
drought management and low freshwater inflow maintenance on 
the major tributaries entering the Chesapeake Bay, including, but 
not limited to, water conservation, water storage, emergency re­
strictions, and groundwater recharge. The Secretary is required to 
submit a report to Congress on the study, including recommenda­
tions, to the Committee on Environment and Public Works of the 
Senate and the Committee on Public Works and Transportation of 
the House, not later than 2 years after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

SECTION 630 

This section directs the Secretary to conduct a feasibility study 
on providing flood protection in the Guayanilla River Basin. The 
Secretary is required to submit a report on the results of the study, 
including any recommendations he may have, not later than 2. 
years after the date of enactment of this Act. 

The Guayanilla River Basin is located within the city of Guayan­
illa on the south coast of Puerto Rico. This basin measures 23 
square miles from the source of the river and includes the cities of 
Guayanilla, Penuelas and Uauco. The approximate total population 
of this basin is 78,000 people. A 1979 study by the Corps of Engi­
neers recognized that flooding is a major problem in the area. The 
latest measurable storm in 1975 caused damage in excess of $1.8 
million. This section would recognize the Secretary to study the 
problem and recommend improvements needed to reduce the 
chances of losses of such magnitude. 



TITLE VII 

PROJECT MODIFICATIONS 

SECTION 704 

The navigation project for Lynnhaven Inlet, Bay, and connecting 
waters, Virginia, was authorized by Section 101 of the River and 
Harbor Act of 1962. 

Long Creek Canal is a portion of that project which is located on 
the south shore of Chesapeake Bay, five miles of Cape Henry and 
ten miles east of Norfolk, Va. The inlet connects Lynnhaven Roads, 
a port of Chesapeake Bay, with a network of inland waters in the 
northern half of the City of Virginia Beach, Virginia. 

In 1961, the Commonwealth of Virginia constructed a bridge over 
Long Creek Canal to carry. Virginia Highway 615 over the Canal. 
This is a major roadway connecting the northern and southern 
part of the Virginia Beach. 

Following initial project dredging in 1965, it was determining 
that a large amount of scouring and deepening of the canal bottom 
below project depth was occurring in the vicinity of the bridge. 
Continuing scouring caused the City of Virginia Beach to notify the 
Corps of Engineers in April 1971 as to the emergency situation of 
the canal bank on the highway bridge approach and to request 
Federal assistance. Subsequently, after informing the Corps of En­
gineers, the City initiated, and has now conpleted, remedial work 
to alleviate the emergency and to protect the access road to the 
bridge. 

The Corps of Engineers does not have authority to reimburse 
local interests for work performed by them to alleviate this type of 
damage caused by a Federal navigation project. 

This section authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, to pay the City of Virginia Beach, 
Virginia, $1,600,000 for the remedial work which the city was re­
quired to carry out for Long Creek Canal as a result of the naviga­
tion project for Lynnhaven Inlet, Bay, and connecting waters, Vir­
ginia. 

SECTION 702 

This section modifies the project for navigation on the Southern 
Branch of the Elizabeth River, Virginia, to delete the requirement 
that local interests contribute in cash for land enhancement bene­
fits 2.4 per centum of the construction cost of the project. The re­
quirement for the non-Federal contribution in the project as au­
thorized reflected land enhancement which would accrue from dep­
osition of dredged material. For the project as now planned, there 
will be no such land enhancement. Accordingly, Section 702 deletes 
the requirement for the non-Federal contribution. 

(329) 
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SECTION 703 

This section modifies the plan for flood control and other pur­
poses in the Ohio River Basin authorized by the Flood Control Act 
of 1938 to authorize the Secretary of the ,Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, to reconstruct and repair two bridges at Massil­
lon, Ohio. The Masillon local protection project, constructed by the 
Corps of Engineers as an element of the 1938 plan, was completed 
in 1951. The existing Cherry Street and Walnut Street Bridges 
were, in turn, constructed as elements of this project. Responsibil­
ity for operation and maintenance of the two structures was subse­
quently assumed by Stark County. The decks of the two structures, 
although constructed to design standards acceptable at the time, 
have proven unsatisfactory in the service and weather conditions 
to which they have been subjected. The requirements necessary for 
reconstruction of the decks so as to restore the two bridges to safe 
and satisfactory service are beyond those which the county may 
reasonably have expected when assuming its responsibility. This 
section provides a one-time authorization for reconstruction of the 
bridge decks at Federal expense to insure that with reasonable 
maintenance effort by the county, the two structures will thereaf­
ter be capable of providing safe and satisfactory service. 

SECTION 704 

This section modifies the authorized navigation project at Ma­
maroneck Harbor, New York, to provide that the Federal share of 
the additional cost of disposing dredged material in ocean waters 
shall be 80 percent. 

The authorized project provides that the local interests are re­
sponsible for furnishing dredged material disposal areas and for 
paying all costs associated with the disposal of such material if an 
upland disposal site is not available. Until recently, these costs 
were minimal since the local interests were able to dispose of the 
dredged material at an upland disposal site, or it would be disposed 
of in the Long Island Sound at a small cost. 

In recent years, conditions, have changed drastically. Environ­
mental concerns have required the closing of disposal sites in the 
Sound, and the development of land in the area has precluded the 
availability of open space suitable for the disposal of dredged mate­
rial upland. The alternative .for disposal of the material is a dispos­
al site located in the open sea. However, the cost associated with 
open water disposal is estimated to be about $500,000, which would 
be a very large increase in local cost sharing-far higher than con­
templated at the time the project was authorized. 

SECTION 705 

This section modifies the project for hurricane-flood protection 
for Lake Pontchartrain, Louisiana, to provide that the Secretary is 
authorized to construct features, such as a flood wall with sluice 
gates or other means, to insure that, by the most economical 
means, the level of protection within Jefferson Parish provided by 
the project will be unimpaired as the result of any pumping station 
constructed by local interests. The purpose of the section is to 
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insure the integrity of the levee built by the Federal Government, 
during times of high water. Without the type of protection author­
ized by this section, failure of a pumping· station which forms a 
part of the levee would result in a breach of the levee and cause 
serious flooding. 

SECTION 706 

The Reelfoot Lake Area, Kentucky and Tennessee, project is lo­
cated in Fulton County, Kentucky, and in Lake Obion and Dyer 
Counties in Tennessee. Principal features of the project include 
cleaning out, construction of a pumping station and outlet struc­
ture, and channel enlargement of Bayou du Chien, Kentucky and 
Tennessee, and Running Reelfoot Bayou, Tennessee. Improvement 
of these streams will reduce the extent of overflows during the crop 
season and materially reduce the duration experienced overflow pe­
riods. 

Local interests are required to furnish all rights-of-way, lands 
and easements, operate and maintain all improvements after com­
pletion, and assume the cost of alteration and replacement of all 
highway bridges. 

Construction was initiated on the project in 1955 and the 19-mile 
improvement of Running Reelfoot Bayou was completed in October 
1962. The estimated cost of the entire project is $10,800,000. Con­
struction on Lake No.9 floodgate was started in 1974, and complet­
ed September 14, 1976, at a cost of $2,071,064. Lake No.9, Pumping 
Station is under contract for design. About three miles of channel 
improvements have been completed and plans for the remaining 13 
miles are underway. 

Section 706 modifies the project to provide that operation of the 
pumping plant shall be the responsibility of the United States. 

SECTION 707 

Section 707 modifies the Yaquina Bay and Harbor project, 
Oregon, to authorize the Secretary to raise the south jetty by about 
eight feet for a distance of some 3,800 feet. This will keep waves 
from overtopping and eroding an access road, which is to be im­
proved and maintained by local interests, to the heavily used 
public beach areas on the accreted land behind the south jetty. 

SECTION 708 

The construction of Chatfield Lake on the South Platte River 
just above the City of Denver, Colorado, was authorized by the 
Flood Control Act of 1950. The total capacity of the authorized res­
ervoir (354,900 acre-feet) was allocated for essentially two func­
tions: conservation in the form of recreation use (23,800 acre-feet) 
and flood control (331,100 acre-feet). Of the flood control capacity, 
119,900 acre-feet was assigned to a surcharge function. 

Since the construction of Chatfield Lake, changes have occurred 
in the provision of flood control protection to the Denver metropoli­
tan area which may make it possible for the Chief of Engineers to 
reallocate some of the Lake's flood storage for multiple-purpose 
needs of the community without impairing the flood control func­
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tion of that facility. Among those changes is the construction. of 
Bear Creek Lake which would control flood- flows into the South 
Platte River from a large tributary downstream from Lake Chat­
field. Tentative findings of a study by the Omaha District of the 
Corps of Engineers of Water and Related Land Resources Manage­
ment in the Denver metropolitan area, dated September 1977, 
appear to suggest that with appropriate in-depth hydrology studies 
normally associated with post authorization changes, such a reallo­
cation might, with safety, reasonably be made to expand the use of 
the facility for multiple-purpose benefits. 

Testimony received by the Committee in support of this section 
stated that: 

(1) There is a genuine need to make a part of the reallocable ca­
pacity available to permit the achievement of a fishery habitat en­
hancement program in an approximately 5% mile reach of the 
South Platte River above Chatfield Lake which is proposed by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Such a proposal has been made in 
connection with the granting of rights-of-way by the U.S. Forest 
Service and the U.S. Bureau of Land Management for the use of 
Federal lands by the City and County of Denver in the construction 
of facilities required for a new water treatment plant for service to 
the city and its surrounding metropolitan area. The Federal pro­
posal contemplates that the City and County of Denver agree to 
bypass through the upstream Strontia Springs Dam, out of water 
otherwise lawfully divertible by Denver, flows required to insure a 
minimum stream flow of 60 cubic feet per second during the 
summer and· 30 cubic feet per second during the winter to preserve 
and enhance the fishery in that reach of the river between Den­
ver's proposed Strontia Springs Dam and Lake Chatfield. Unless 
the bypass flows can be captured and reregulated in the down­
stream Chatfield Lake facility, the waters thus bypassed by the 
City and County of Denver would be lost to the people of the 
Denver metropolitan area and result in a waste of that resource. 
The magnitude of such waste could range from 6,500 to over 17,000 
acre-feet of water per year. To avoid that waste, the storage reregu­
lation and release of that water at times when it can be diverted by 
Denver becomes extremely important. 

(2) The State of Colorado, which has assumed the responsibility 
for managing the recreational uses of the existing conservation al­
location of Chatfield Lake, has been unsuccessful in finding a way 
to maintain a minimum lake level which would be compatible with 
the recreational demands of the facility. The maintenance of that 
level against evaporation losses could, if proper regulatory storage 
were available in Chatfield Lake for Denver's use, make it possible 
for Denver to utilize its water rights to assist the State in main­
taining its management level, again without loss of water to the 
people of the City of Denver. 

(3) A need for municipal and industrial water supply storage in 
Chatfield Reservoir, not perceived at the time of the construction of 
the facility, has now emerged. Meeting that need could significant­
ly benefit the people of the Denver metropolitan area as they plan 
to manage the scarce resources of the South Platte River system to 
meet the demands for municipal water service expected to occur. 
Reimbursement for the use of such municipal and industrial water 
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supply and storage would, of course, be arranged for under the au­
thority of, and in conformity with, the requirements of the Water 
Supply Act of 1958. 

Section 708 authorizes the Secretary, upon the request of and in 
coordination with the Colorado Department of Natural Resources 
and upon the Chief of Engineers' finding of feasibility and econom­
ic justification, to reassign a portion of the storage space in Chat­
field Lake to joint flood control conservation purposes. 

The requirement for the request of and coordination with the 
Colorado Department of Natural Resources in any allocation of ad­
ditional space is to insure that the State of Colorado will have an 
active role in any future storage allocation decisions with respect 
to Chatfield Lake. The Department of Natural Resources has over­
all responsibility for five agencies directly affected by su<;:h deci­
sions pertaining to the project. 

This section is to be implemented consistent with the down­
stream flood protection requirements contained in Section 756 of 
this bill. 

SECTION 709 

This section modifies the project for flood protection and other 
purposes on the Sacramento River, California, to authorize the Sec­
retary to construct bank protection works along the reach of the 
Sacramento River and its tributaries from Red Bluff to Shasta 
Dam and from Chico Landing downstream along each bank to the 
head of the Sacramento River flood control project levees, subject 
to the same requirements of non-Federal cooperation applicable to 
other similar elements of the project. Mitigation of fish and wildlife 
losses induced by bank stabilization work is also authorized. Sec­
tion 709 also provides that the evaluation and justification of the 
project shall be based on the overall costs and benefits of all project 
elements and authorizes not to exceed $25 million over and above 
prior appropriations to carry out the project. 

The project for flood protection on the Sacramento River and 
tributaries was originally authorized by the Flood Control Act of 
1917. Since then, it has been modified and supplemented by a 
number of subsequent laws. The bank protection feature of the 
project consists of a long-range program for construction of bank 
erosion control works and setback levees. Its purposes are to main­
tain the integrity of the levee system of the flood control project, 
and prevent serious erosion problems and associated deposition of 
sediment in downstream channels. The releases from Shasta Dam, 
a Federal project, are causing. erosion problems in the reach be­
tween the dam and Red Bluff. Accordingly, this section of the river, 
immediately upstream of the existing bank protection work, has 
been added to the overall project, in addition to the section of the 
river downstream from Chico Landing. 

SECTION 710 

This section modifies the project for King Harbor, Redondo 
Beach, California, to provide that all costs of the dredging and 
maintenance of the general navigation features of the project shall 
be borne by the United States. 
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The project, as authorized, did not provide for Federal mainte­
nance. Since that time, however, maintenance has been found to be 
necessary. Since maintenance of the general navigation features is 
traditionally a Federal responsibility, the Committee has provided 
for Federal maintenance in Section 710. The section also authorizes 
the Secretary to restore all the 'breakwaters to a height of 22 feet 
and study the need for and feasibility of raising the breakwaters to 
a height greater than 2~ feet. 

SECTION 711 

The project for harbor improvement at Honolulu Harbor, Oahu, 
Hawaii, was authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1965. Local 
interests were required to contribute in cash prior to construction 
2.6 percent of the estimated Federal cost of construction based on 
land enhancement benefits resulting from deposition of dredged 
material. This sum is currently estimated to be $112,000. 

In the post-authorization studies on the project, the Corps of En­
gineers determined that disposal of the dredged material at sea 
was more environmentally desirable than land disposal. This find­
ing negates the land enhancement benefit on which the 2.6 percent 
contribution was based. 

SECTION 712 

Santa Cruz Harbor is located at the northern end of Monterey 
Bay, 65 miles south of San Francisco Bay. The River and Harbor 
Act of 1958 provided for construction of a protected harbor for light 
draft vessels in Woods Lagoon, near the eastern limits of the City 
of Santa Cruz. The harbor was completed in 1963. 

The project consists of east and west jetties, a 1,270-foot entrance 
channel, a 1,400-foot harbor channel and a turning basin. Control­
ling depths range from 10 feet to 20 feet. 

Following construction of the harbor jetties in 1963, the Corps 
maintained the project through annual dredging operations. How­
ever, the buildup of sand in the entrance channel has prevented 
passage of vessels in or out of the harbor for weeks at a time, re­
sulting in severe financial hardship to fishermen and others 
trapped in the harbor. 

A jet pump was installed in 1976 for sand bypassing operations 
and proved to be beneficial. 

The authorized project provides that if a permanent sand bypass 
is determined to be necessary, the United States will reimburse 
local interests for the cost of plant operation and maintenance up 
to a limit of $35,000 annually. At that time, $35,000 was considered 
sufficient to cover the full cost of maintaining an open channel. 

However, the $35,000 figure was based on 1958 prices and on an 
estimate on a shoaling rate of 25,000 cubic yards per year. In 
recent years, the actual shoaling rate has approached 150,000 cubic 
yards per year, and the estimated annual cost of operating a per­
manent sand bypass is between $500,000 and $1 million. 

Section 712 provides that 80 per centum of the cost of acquiring 
and installing the authorized sand bypassing facility, at an estimat­
ed cost of $36 million, shall be reimbursed to the non-Federal inter­
ests. This section further provides that none of the costs of operat­
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~ng and maintaining such facility or of any maintenance dredging 
m Santa Cruz Harbor shall be paid by the United States. 

In addition, Section 712 modifies the project to authorize the Sec­
retary to seal the east jetty of the harbor to prevent sand from 
passing through. 

This section also directs the Secretary to study the long-term so­
lutions to the shoaling problems in Santa Cruz Harbor and to 
report the results of such study, along with recommendations, to 
the Congress. A total of $600,000 is authorized for fiscal years be­
ginning after September 30, 1985, to carry out the study. 

SECTION 713 

This section modifires the project for the Mouth of the Colorado 
River, Texas to provide that the diversion channel to divert Colora­
do River flows into Matagorda Bay shall be constructed and main­
tained for the purpose offish and wildlife enhancement entirely at 
Federal expenses. 

The Mouth of the Colorado River project was· authorized by the 
River and Harbor Act of 1968. The project purposes are to satisfy 
the nend for a shallow draft navigation channel in the Colorado 
River from the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW) near Mata­
gorda, Texas, to the Gulf-of Mexico, and to develop the recreational 
potential of the area. 

The navigation and recreation features of the plan provide for a 
protected entrance channel 15 feet deep and 200 feet wide at the 
mouth of the Colorado River; a jetty system which includes a weir 
jetty on the east side of the entrance; an impoundment basin locat­
ed adjacent to the weir section of the east jetty to trap westerly 
moving littoral material; a navigation channel 12 feet deep and 200 
feet wide along the alignment of the existing Colorado River flood 
discharge canal from the Gulf shore to the GIWW near Matagorda, 
Texas; and a harbor and turning basin 12 feet deep, 350 feet wide, 
and 1,450 feet long, on the north side of the GIWW. The plan also 
includes a submerged stone weir with a navigation opening at the 
entrance to Tiger Island Channel, a side channel connecting the ex­
isting flood discharge channel to Matagorda Bay; and two public 
use areas with recreational facilities. . ~ \ 

The total first Gost for the first stage work is estimated at 
$12,776,000, of which $9,759,000 is apportioned to the Federal gov­
ernment and $3,017,000 is apportioned to non-Federal interests. 
The non-Federal cost includes an estimated cash cont.ribution of 
$2,200,000 and an estimated cost of lands and retaining levees of 
$817,000. The annual charges are estimated at $914,000 and the 
annual benefits are estimated at $1,273,000. The ratio of annual 
benefits to cost is 1.4. 

The authorized plan alos provides for complete diversion of the 
Colorado River flows into Matagorda Bay which was included pri­
marily to separate the navigation and .flood discharge channels, 
while secondarily reducing flood damages to existing development 
along the Colorado River channel below the point of diversion and 
increasing the commercial seafood catch from Matagorda Bay. 

It has now been determined that flood control benefits associated 
with the diversion channel do not exceed its costs, and that it is 
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therefore not incrementally justified l,mder traditional economic 
criteria. Under ordinary circumstances, and usual project evalua­
tion criteria, the project would be constructed without the diver­
sion channel. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, however, has 
strongly urged that the channel be retained as part of the project 
becaue of its contribution to enhancement of the fishery in Mata­
gorda Bay. 

Section 713 makes this possible by providing that the channel 
shall be constructed at full Federal expense, which is the estab­
lished cost-sharing policy with regard to enhancement of commer­
cial fisheries, and by overcoming the traditional economic justifica­
tion problems by including a Congressional finding that the bene­
fits attributable to the channel at least equal its costs. The Com­
mittee considers this to be a proper and appropriate solution to the 
problem of justifying fish and wildlife enhancement features which 
are not quantifiable in traditional economic terms. 

SECTION 714 

Section 213 of the Flood Control Act of 1970 authorized the Sec­
retary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to re­
solve the seepage and drainage problems in the vicinity of the town 
of Niobrara, Nebraska, related to the operation of the Gavins Point 
Dam and Lewis and Clark Lake Project. Subsequently, the town 
was relocated. 

Section 714 authorizes the Secretary to relocate almost two miles 
of hard surfaced highway (Nebraska State Highway 12) and its con­
nections to State Highway 14. The relocated road would pass 
through the relocated town and connect to a new bridge over the 
Niobrara River. 

SECTION 715 

The development of the Alabama-Coosa River System for naviga­
tion, flood control, power development and other purposes was au­
thorized in the River and Harbor Act of 1945. Subsequently, the 
Corps of Engineers divided the work authorized by the 1945 Act 
into three distinct segments-the Alabama River to Montgomery, 
Alabama; the Coosa River between Montgomery and Gadsden, Ala­
bama; and the Coosa River between Gadsden, Alabama, and Rome, 
Georgia. Work on the Alabama River segment is essentially com­
plete; work on the Coosa River between Gadsden to Rome has been 
deferred for restudy; and the segment of the Coosa River between 
Montgomery and Gadsden has not yet been started. 

The 1945 Act was modified in 1954 by P.L. 436, 83rd Congress, 
which suspended the authorization for Federal development of hy­
dropower on the Coosa River, and authorized private interests (the 
Alabama Power Company) to construct a series of dams on the 
Coosa River for the purpose of generating hydroelectric power, sub­
ject to licensing requirements under the Federal Power Act. The 
1954 Act contemplated future navigation work Qn the Coosa River 
by requiring that any dams constructed by the licensee must pro­
vide a continuous series of pools and must include basic provisions 
for the economical future construction of navigation facilities. The 
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Alabama Power Company has constructed five such dams on the 
Coosa River in accordance with the 1954 Act. 

In the Public Works Appropriations Act of 1956, the Congress re­
quested a report on the Alabama-Coosa River project. That report 
was completed in 1958, transmitted to Congress, and printed as 
House Document 320. The plan presented in H. Doc. 320, which is 
the presently authorized project plan, calls for the installation of 
Federal locks both in proposed and existing Alabama Power Com­
pany dams on the Coosa River and the construction of associated 
channels and relocation work. The Coosa River project was subse­
quently studied again as part of the Appalachian Water Resources 
Survey and again in response to additional study directives con­
tained in appropriations acts passed in 1974 and 1975. 

A General Design Memorandum (GDM) for navigation features 
on the Coosa River between Montgomery and Gadsden, Alabama, 
was completed by the Corps' Mobile District in May 1982, following 
funding in the appropriations acts for fiscal years 1978 through 
1981, as well as supplemental appropriations in fiscal years 1978 
and 1980. The GDM calls for the installation of Federal locks at 
five Alabama Power Company Dams, associated channel and relo­
cation work, and mitigation measures. Additional Congressional 
authorization is required for implementation of the plan described 
in the GDM. Section 715 provides the necessary authorization. 

SECTION 716 

This section modifies the La ·Farge Dam project for flood control 
and allied purposes for the Kickapoo River, Wisconsin, authorized 
by the Flood Control Act of 1962, to authorize and direct the Secre­
tary to construct as soon as possible, and within available funds, 
the flood control levee channel improvement and interior drainage 
facilities for Gays Mills, Wisconsin, substantially in accordance 
with the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in House Doc­
ument 450 (87th Congress) at an estimated cost of $4 million. 

The project features authorized by Section 716 may be funded 
under Section 205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948, which is the 
Corps of Engineers Small Flood Control Project Authority. The 
benefits and costs resulting from construction of the project fea­
tures at Gays Mills shall continue to be included for purposes of 
determining the economic feasibility of completing the partially 
constructed La Farge Dam. 

Subsection (b) of Section 716 authorizes and directs the Secretary 
to complete as soon as possible a reconnaissance study under Sec­
tion 205 with respect to such structural and nonstructural meas­
ures as the Secretary determines are necessary and appropriate to 
prevent flood damage in the vicinity of Viola, Wisconsin. 

The authorization provides for the construction of a multiple 
purpose reservoir with a dam located 1.5 miles north of La Farge, 
Wisconsin, as well a channel improvement downstream and levees 
and other local improvements at the downstream villages of Sol­
diers Grove and Gays Mills. 

Section 716 will permit that portion of the project providing pro­
tection to Gays Mills to proceed so that this community may be 
protected from the floods which occur in the Kickapoo Valley virtu­
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ally every year. It also will direct a study under the Corps of Engi­
neers Small Project Authority of flood damage protection measures 
for Viola, Wisconsin, which will include construction measures 
found feasible pursuant to that Small Project Authority. 

SECTION 717 

Section 137 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1976 
modified and projected for flood control in East St. Louis and vicin­
ity, Illinois, authorized in the Flood Control Act of 1965, to author­
ize the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engi­
neers, to construct the Blue Waters Ditch segment of the overall 
project independently of the other project segments. 

Originally, the project consisted of a pumping station with a ca­
pacity of 414 cubic-feet-per-second (cfs) for interior drainage for an 
area where natural drainage was blocked by construction of main­
line levees on the Mississippi River. Today there are 950 acres in­
cluding 1,600 homes in the flood plain. Flood control needs are 
urgent. 

Design studies by the Corps showed minor modifications were re­
quired, including an increase in pumping station capacity from 414 
to 600 cfs and the addition of five miles of channel improvement to 
increase efficiency and enhance environmental quality. The added 
cost of the channel work is estimated to be $3.5 million; $2.2 mil­
lion for Federal cost of construction, and $1.3 million for local costs 
of land, easements and right-of-way including bridge alterations. 

Section 717 authorizes the Secretary to provide the necessary 
drainage channels in conjunction with the pumping plant, substan­
tially in accordance with the report of the District Engineer, St. 
Louis District, dated September 1976. 

SECTION 718 

Section 718 modifies the project for flood protection at Winona, 
Minnesota, authorized in 1971, to provide that changes to two 
bridges within the city limits made necessary by the project and its 
present plan of protection shall be accomplished at Federal ex­
pense, at an estimated cost of $630,000. 

In 1971, during early stages of planning the flood control project, 
the Corps of Engineers advised Winona County and the Minnesota 
Highway Department that the final flood control plan would not 
affect bridge work on County State Aid Highway 17 crossing over 
Burns Valley Creek within Winona's city limits. They futher stated 
that the flood control project could be modified so that it would be 
compatible with bridge construction. Having received this assur­
ance, the local interests went ahead with construction of the new 
bridge, satisfying Corps standards. 

In 1975, the Corps raised protective flood dike standards from 50 
years to at least 200 years (standard project flood). As a result, the 
city of Winona fund that the Corps' designs finished in 1976 for the 
flood control project affecting Burns Valley Creek, required bridge 
alterations. 
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SECTION 719 


Implementation of the authorized flood control project, Wenat­
chee, Washington, Canyons 1 and 2, has been delayed because of 
the inability of the local interests to finance their portion of the 
project costs; namely, those costs to acquire lands, easements, 
rights-of-way, and to carry out relocations. 

Section 719 authorizes the Secretary to acquire the necessary 
property and· to carry out the locations, but does not relieve the 
local interests of their reponsibilities. However, the section does 
permit repayment to be over a 50-year period with appropriate in­
terest on the unpaid balance. 

SEqTION 720 

This section modifies the project for repll;lcement of Locks and 
Dam 26 on the Mississippi River at Alton, Illinois, to provide for 
the repair of the Red School House Country Road, St. Charles 
County, Missouri. The road is to be repaired to such standards as 
the Secretary considers reasonable, but in no event less than the 
minimum standard required by the County. 

The Red School House Road has been used for access to the con­
struction site of the new Locks and Dam 26. As a result, the road 
has suffered extensive damage. Section 720 provides for the neces­
sary repair of these project-related damages. 

SECTION 721 

Section 66 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1974 au­
thorized the Chief of Engineers to undertake measures to clear 
that portion of the Little Calumet River, Illinois, between the point 
of its confluence with the Calumet-Sag Channel and the Indian 
State line, of fallen trees, roots, silt, and other objects which con­
tribute to flooding, unsightliness, and pollution of the river. 

Section 721 authorizes the Chief of Engineers to maintain the 
channel after he accomplishes the work authorized in Section 66. 
Non-Federal interests are required to pay 25 percent of the cost of 
the maintenance work. ' 

SECTION 722 

Section 92 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1974 
modified the procedure for repayment of the non-Federal cost re­
quirement for the hurricane-flood protection project for Lake Pon­
chartrain, Louisiana, authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1965. 
That provision permitted the non-Federal public bodies to enter 
into an agreement to repay the unpaid balance of the cash contri­
bution with interest in 25 yearly installments. 

Section 722 authorizes the Secretary of the Army to modify the 
agreement entered into between the Secretary and St. Bernard 
Parish so that each installment to be paid by the Parish shall be 
one-fiftieth of the remaining unpaid balance as set forth in the 
agreement plus interest on the balance. The total of the install­
ments must be sufficient to achieve full payment of the balance, 
plus interest, within 50 years of the initiation of the project con­
struction. 
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This section does not change the amount of non-Federal costs, 
but merely changes the procedures for repayment. 

SECTION 723 

Section 116 of the River and Harbor Act of 1970 authorized the 
Chief of Engineers to undertake measures to clear the channel of 
the North Branch of the Chicago River, Illinois, of fallen trees, 
roots, and other debris and objects which contribute to flooding, un­
sightliness, and pollution of the river. Section 7 of the Water Re­
sources Development Act of 1974 authorized continued mainte­
nance of the channel by the Chief of Engineers. 

Section 723 further modifies Section 116 of the River and Harbor 
Act of 1970 by requiring that before the commencement of any op­
eration to maintain the channel, the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, shall enter into a separate agree­
ment with the appropriate non-Federal interests which is applica­
ble only to that operation and which requires non-Federal interests 
to pay 25 percent of the cost of the maintenance operation. 

SECTION 724 

Lake Belton, Texas, was completed in 1954, with 125,700 acre-feet 
of conservation space. The project, as authorized, requires that not 
to exceed 45,000 acre-feet shall be available for irrigation purposes 
in the Leon, Lampasas and Little River Valleys. The Brazos River 
Authority has contracted for 113,569 acre-feet of storage for water 
supply with the proviso that 45,000 acre-feet shall be available for 
irrigation purposes when needed. This need has never materialized; 
nor is there any reasonable likelihood that there will be such a 
need in the future. Section 724 would make water supply an alter­
native project purpose, thereby permitting the use of the 45,000 
acre-feet of storage permanently for water supply rather than on a 
tentative conditional basis. 

SECTION 725 

Local interests have dredged Greens Bayou, Houston Ship Chan­
nel, from its authorized project depth of 36 feet to 40 feet. The 
navigation project was authorized under Section 301 of the River 
and Harbor Act of 1965. Section 725 would authorize the Secretary 
to maintain the channel to its current depth. The added mainte­
nance dredging does not entail significant cost over that needed to 
maintain the channel at its authorized depth of 36 feet. 

SECTION 726 

This section authorizes the Secretary to modify any water re­
sources development project of the Corps of Engineers to provide 
for mitigation of damages to fish and wildlife if the estimated cost 
of the modification does not exceed ten percent of the estimated 
total cost of the project (both Federal and non-Federal) or 
$7,500,000, whichever is the lesser. No appropriation may be made 
for any such modification if the modification has not been ap­
proved by resolutions adopted by the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works of the Senate and the Committee on Public 
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Works and Transportation of the House of Representatives. To 
secure this approval, the Secretary of the Army must transmit a 
report on the proposed modification to the Congress. 

In the case of many projects, especially the older ones, the need 
for mitigation of damages to fish and wildlife becomes evident 
when the project is ready to proceed to construction. Presently, this 
requires a modification of the project by an Act of Congress. Ac­
cordingly, the Committee has included this general authority for 
mitigation up to a set level. This will expedite the provision of miti­
gation measures and allow many projects to go forward sooner with 
adequate provision for mitigation. 

SECTION 727 

This section modifies the Rio Grande bank protection project, 
Texas, to provid~ that bank protection work may be undertaken in 
Starr County, Texas. 

The Rio Grande bank protection project is being undertaken by 
the International Boundary and Water Commission, United States 
and Mexico. The authorized project does not include Starr County. 
The problems which the project is addressing, however, exist also 
in Starr County. Accordingly, Section 727 modifies the project to 
include this additional area. 

SECTION 728 

This section modifies the flood control project for the Anacostia 
River and tributaries, District of Columbia and Maryland to au­
thorize the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of En­
gineers, to prevent damage to the project caused by the 100-year 
flood. The preventive work is to include, but not be limited to, re­
placing riprap, removing sediment deposits, shaping and sodding 
slopes, and seeding. . 

The existing project is unable to withstand large floods without 
suffering serious damage. Section 728 authorizes the necessary re­
medial work to enable the project to function more effectively. 

SECTION 729 

The River and Harbors Act of 1968 authorized a navigation 
project for Yazoo River, Mississippi, which provided for a 9-foot 
channel from the mouth of the Yazoo River to Greenwood, Missis­
sippi, by construction of a lock and dam on the Yazoo River near 
Vicksburg. All of the bridges over the waterway meet clearance re­
quirements for a modern navigation channel except the highway 
bridges at Belzoni and Shepardstown. 

Since authorization, there has been a growing need for river 
transportation to Greenwood brought about by the general develop­
ment of the economy, the growth in soybean production and short­
age of rail transport facilities. Navigation under present channel 
conditions for barges and towboats now in use is severely restricted 
by low clearance of the bridges at Belzoni and Shepardstown. . 

The Belzoni Bridge will be relocated pursuant to the authorized 
project at an estimated Federal cost of $9,216,000. Without the 
modification in Section 729, the responsibility for the modification 
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of the Shepardstown Bridge would be with the owner, Leflore 
County. 

During the study stage of what has become the Yazoo navigation 
project, an existing bridge at Shepardstown had to be replaced be­
cause of its very hazardous condition. In seeking a permit for the 
construction of the bridge, the County was required by the Corps of 
Engineers to agree to provide a lift mechanism to raise the bridge 
for barge traffic at such time as the Corps deemed it necessary. 

The County, needing to replace the existing bridge to protect the 
safety and welfare of its users, agreed to the condition, received the 
permit, and constructed the bridge in 1964. If it could have delayed 
the construction of this bridge until after the authorization in 1968, 
the construction of the new bridge would have had the same re­
quirements for Federal participation as at Belzoni. 

Section 729 modifies the 1968 authorization to provide that the 
cost of alteration of the Shepardstown Bridge shall be borne by the 
United States at an estimated cost of $3,600,000. 

SECTION 730 

The Flood Control Act of 1962 authorized the flood control 
project for Corte Madera Creek. Construction was initiated in 1967 
and was designed to be accomplished in four separate units. Units 
1 through 3 were completed by 1971 but construction of Unit 4, 
consisting of about 3,000 feet of concrete channel, was halted be­
cause property owners along the creek were concerned about the 
environmental impacts. The Corps developed a plan which would 
be less environmentally damaging and more acceptable to local 
residents than the concrete channel plan. This alternative plan in­
volves construction of wingwalls to funnel water into the existing 
project, some channel and bottom work, raising one bridge, and in­
dividual flood-proofing of about 12 houses in the floodplain. This. 
plan will provide 100-year flood protection and is estimated to cost 
less than the original plan. 

Section 730 directs the Secretary to proceed with this alternative 
plan. 

SECTION 731 

This section modifies the project for improvement of the Missis­
sippi River below Cape Girardeau with respect to ~he Teche-Ver­
milion Basin, Louisiana, to require the secretary of the Army, 
acting through the Chief of Engineers, to relocate at Federal ex­
pense the Highway 71 bridge required to be relocated by the 
project, at an estimated cost of $1,200,000. 

The project includes a conveyance channel which will carry 
water from the pumping station on the Atchafalaya River across 
the West Atchafalaya Floodway to Bayou Courtableau. The origi­
nal plan called for a portion of the conveyance channel to be con­
structed along natural drainage features. However, subsequently 
more detailed investigation indicated that it would be advisable to 
relocate the conveyance channel along a straight alignment for its 
entire length. By doing so the acquisition of rights-of-way and ease­
ments for the conveyance channel would be made easier, and the 
straight alignment would require less right-of-way and involve less 



343 


construction cost. There were also indiations that the foundation 
conditions along the straight channel were better, and that the hy­
drological characteristics of the conveyance channel would be im­
proved. 

Moreover, drainage, which is v~ry critical in this area, could be 
more easily accommodated.· The revision of the plans also included 
the construction of a bridge over the conveyance channel on U.S. 
Highway 71 at a location other than that previously proposed. 

The Corps of Engineers determied that the construction of this 
bridge should be classified as a relocation, and thus a non-Federal 
expense under the project authorization. In view of the facts that 
the construction of the bridge was not part of the originally author­
ized plan and construction of a new bridge is required rather than 
a relocation, the Committee considers it appropriate that the 
bridge be a Federal expense. 

SECTION 732 

This section modifies the Granger Dam project, Texas, to require 
the Secretary to evaluate, relocate, or make such other changes as 
may be necessary to insure that county roads numbered 361 and 
428, including bridges, in Williamson County, are upgraded to con­
form to the same standards as relocated FM Road numbered 971, 
at a cost not to exceed $3,800,000. 

County roads 361 and 428 were not included in the original relo­
cation agreement 'between non-Federal interests and the United 
States at the time of project construction because their continued 
existence was not considered necessary to the area. Since that 
time, however, increased traffic and population have made it evi­
dent that the roads and their bridges should have been relocated 
by the Federal Government. Section 732 provides for such reloca­
tion. 

SECTION 733 

This section directs the Secretary to take such action as may be 
necessary to insure that approximately 4,000 feet, including bridges 
and approaches, of the road crossing Cottonwood Branch of Lewis­
viII Lake, Texas, will be above elevation 532 feet above mean sea 
level. 

The bridge in question spans the Cottonwood Branch arm of the 
Lewisville project and was part of the old State Highway 24 at the 
prior prior to construction. In the relocation program for the 
project, FM Highway 720 was constructed to provide access to 
Little Elm, and old State Highway 24, including the bridge, was 
abandoned. On February 27, 1956, the State highway department 
reconveyed the portion of the old State Highway 24 that is within 
the project boundaries to the Federal Government. 

Since the completion of construction at the project, there has 
been no maintenance of the old road, including the bridge, by 
either the Corps or Denton County, and portions of the bridge are 
under water. 

Reopening the bridge is needed so that improved access can be 
provided for the Town of Little Elm. This section provides author­
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ity for the making of necessary modifications to the bridge so that 
it will be above the water level of the reservoir. 

SECTION 734 

Section 735 directs the Secretary to replace the existing bridge 
across Cane Creek, Logan County, Arkansas, with a new bridge at 
an estimated cost of $1,800,000. The local interests are required to 
provide necessary lands, easements, and rights-of-way, to hold and 
save the United States free from damage due to the work, and to 
be responsible thereafter for operation and maintenance of the 
bridge. 

As a result of the construction of the Dardanelle Lock and Dam, 
a country highway bridge in Logan County across Cane Creek was 
adversely affected. Relocation studies concerning the structure 
were made and coordinated by the Corps of Engineers with local 
officials. Subsequently, an agreement was entered into which pro­
vided for the abandonment and removal of the bridge in view of 
the availability of alternative transportation access, low traffic 
levels and the cost of replacement. 

However, more recent review has indicated that the construction 
of the bridge would have a significant beneficial effect on the eco­
nomic condition of this rural area, which lost more than 14,000 
acres of agricultural lands to the project. The bridge would provide 
a means for commercial feed and poultry trucks as well as milk 
tenders to serve their respective interests. From a standpoint of 
recreation, the bridge would provide a direct access to the Cane 
Creek Public Recreation Area, tying into the New Arkansas River 
Bridge which is now being built at Clarksville. There is consider­
able room for development of these facilities to provide greatly ex­
panded recreational opportunities once transportation to the site 
has been improved. Section 734 makes possible the recreation and 
economic benefits that were not clearly understood when the origi­
nal decision not to relocate was made. 

SECTION 735 

This section modifies the flood protection project on the Susque­
hanna River at Sunbury, Pennsylvania, to authorize and direct the 
Secretary to permanently seal the closure structure at the aban­
doned Reading Railroad site. 

When the Sunbury project was constructed, a gap was left in the 
levee to accommodate the Reading Railroad tracks. This gap is 
temporarily closed by the non-Federal interests during floods. Had 
the tracks not existed, no gap would have been left in the levee. 
The tracks are now abandoned. In view of this circumstance, the 
Committee considers it appropriate to authorize the Corps of Engi­
neers to now do what it would have done when it constructed the 
levee if the tracks had not been there. 

SECTION 736 

This section modifies the navigation project for the Hudson 
River, New York City to Waterford, New York, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to 
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remove shoals between the mouth of Roeliff Jansen Kill and the 
present navigation channel. These shoals, which are outside the 
limits of the authorized navigation project, are reducing its useful­
ness. Their removal is considered appropriate in order to ensure 
that the navigation project produces a maximum degree of benefits. 

SECTION 737 

This section modifies the flood control project for the San Lor­
enzo River, California, to authorize and direct the Secretary to 
dredge the San Lorenzo River to provide flood protection to Santa 
Cruz, California, and surrounding areas. 

The San Lorenzo River flows from the Santa Cruz Mountains 
through the City of Santa Cruz where it enters Monterey Bay. 
Branciforte Creek, a major tributary, joins the River from the 
South within the City of Santa Cruz. A flood control project com­
prising 17,000 lineal feet of levees, a floodwall, 1.6 miles of channel 
work and other improvements on these streams was completed in 
1959. Remedial work to the interior drainage system was completed 
in 1965. The work authorized by Section 737 will provide needed 
additional flood protection in the area. . 

SECTION 738 

This section modifies the project for flood protection along the 
Sacramento River and its tributaries, California, to direct the Sec­
tretary to accomplish remedial construction necessary to restore 
the project flood control levees along the Colusa Trough Drainage 
Canal and the Knight's Landing Ridge Cut. These levees are part 
of a Federally constructed project and require restoration because 
of land subsidence in the area. 

SECTION 739 

This section modified the project for New Melones Dam and Res­
ervoir, California, to authorize the upgrading to Federal-aid second­
arysystem standards of two segments of the Parrotts Ferry Road. 
The segments involved are 5.1 miles of the road from north of the 
Parrotts Ferry Bridge to State Route 4 at Vallecito and 5.4 miles of 
the road from south of the Parrotts Ferry Bridge to State Route 49 
near Sonora, California. 

SECTION 740 

This section authorizes the Secretary to take necessary remedial 
measures to assure structural integrity and flood control capacity 
of the Trilby Wash Detention Basin (McMicken Dam) and Outlet 
Channel, Maricopa County, Arizona. The Section also transfers the 
authority of the Air Force over the dam to the Secretary of the 
Army. 

This project was initially constructed for the Air Force by the 
Corps of Engineers. For the Detention Basin (McMicken Dam) and 
Outlet Channel, Maricopa County later assumed the responsibility 
of local sponsor. 

In JUly 1977, it was necessary to breach the dam because of its 
unsafe condition. The integrity of the structure had been seriously 
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affected by regional ground subsidence caused by groundwater 
withdrawals. Downstream areas are now without the flood protec­
tion formerly provided by the project. The dam is no longer needed 
for the Air Force base, but it is needed to provide protection to 
downstream areas. This section provides for reconstruction of the 
project to provide the needed protection. Operation and maintenace 
would continue to be a non-Federal responsibility. 

This section further provides that the Secretary is authorized to 
reimburse any non-Federal interest for remedial work which was 
carried out by such interest between January 1, 1983, and the date 
of enactment of this Act. Only work undertaken to assure the 
structural integrity and flood control capacity of the Trilby Wash 
Detention Basin (McMicken Dam) at a level of flood protection 
equal to the level of flood protection provided by such dam before 
January 1, 1977, and which was approved by the dam safety agency 
of the State of Arizona, would be subject to reimbursement. 

SECTION 741 

This section authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, to acquire real property by con­
demnation, purchase, donation, exchange, or otherwise, as a part of 
any water resources development project of the Corps of Engineers 
for use for public park and recreation purchases, including, but not 
limited to, real property not contiguous to the principal part of the 
project. 

Section 4 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, as amended, author­
izes the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engi­
neers, to construct recreation facilities at water resources projects 
of the Corps of Engineers. Section 4 was intended to provide broad 
authority to take advantage of the recreation potentials of Corps of 
Engineers projects. In recent years the Section has been interpret­
ed as authorizing only the development of recreation areas and 
construciton of access roads on property originally acquired for the 
project. This inhibits the development of needed recreation facili­
ties, especially at local food protection projects in urban areas 
where the need for such facilities is especially critical. The inter­
pretation of Section 4 has recently been somewhat broadened, but 
clarification is still needed. 

Accordingly, the Committee has included Section 741 to make it 
clear that the Corps of Engineers is authorized to acquire lands or 
interests therein, such as long-term leases, adjacent to the project 
areas and in the general vicinity of the prinicipal part of the 
project, such as lands along a navigation pool for campsites and 
boat launching facilities, and downstream of the dam for access for 
fishing, and lands in the vicinity of a local flood protection project 
for general recreation purposes. 

SECTION 742 

This section modifies three projects for beach erosion control, 
storm protection and navigation in New Jersey to provide that the 
Secretary is authorized to construct each of these features of the 
projects separately or in combination with other project features. 
This will provide flexibility in meeting the water resources needs of 
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the areas involved. The three projects are Great Egg Harbor Inlet 
and Peck Beach, Corsoh Inlet and Ludlam Beach, and Townsend 
Inlet and Seven Mile Beach. 

SECTION 743 

This section modifies the navigation pFoject for the Apalachicola­
Chattahoochee-Flint Rivers, Georgia and Florida, in two respects. 

The Secretary is authorized, in the course of routine mainte­
nance dredging of the project, to restore and maintain access to 
bendways and interconnecting waterways, including the upper and 
lower inlets to Poloway Clltoff, which were isolated during initial 
construction and maintenance activities by the Federal Govern­
ment. . 

Also, the Secretary is authorized to acquire lands for and to con­
struct, operate and maintain water-related public use and access 
facilities along and adjacent to the Apalachicola River downstream 
of Jim Woodruff Lock and dam to Apalachicola, Florida. Lands are 
to be acquired, and facilities constructed, at not more than one site 
within each county bordering the Apalachicola River. 

The Federal and non-Federal share of land acquisition, construc­
ton, operation and maintenance associated with the recreation de­
velopment is to be determined in accordance with the provisions of 
the Federal Water project Recreation Act of 1965. That Act pro­
vides that the non-Federal share is 50 percent of the separable cost 
of recreation lands and construction, and 100 percent of operation 
and maintenance. 

SECTION 744 

This section modifies the project for Racine Harbor, Wisconsin, 
as described in Racine County Federal permit application number 
85-196-02. This section further provides authorization for the Sec­
retary to construct and maintain the modified harbor area, includ­
ing initial dredging of such harbor area and entrance channel and 
construction of a dredged-spoil containment facility, at an estimat­
ed cost of $3 million. 

SECTION 745 

This section modifies the project on Milk River for local flood 
protection, Havre, Montana, to authorize the Secretary to recon­
struct or replace, whichever the Chief of Engineers determines nec­
essary and appropriate, the water supply intake weir of the City of 
Havre, at an estimated cost of $1,400,000. 

The Corps of Engineers completed a flood control project at 
Havre, Montana in 1957. The city obtains its water from the Milk 
River, using a diversion weir. The flood control project diverted the 
river around the old weir, so a new weir was constructed by the 
Corps on the relocated river channel. This weir was used from 1957 
until 1968, and had deteriorated badly because of damages caused 
by flood flows by the latter date. 

Section 745 provides the authority to repair or replace the weir, 
as necessary to ensure that it is properly designed and functions 
properly. 
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SECTION 746 

This section modifies the Lower Granite Lock and Dam feature 
of the Columbia-Snake Rivers navigation system, Oregon, Washing­
ton and Idaho, to authorize the Secretary to construct on all-weath­
er surface road in Whitman County, Washington, from Whitman 
County Road 9,000 in Wawawi Canyon to Lower Granite Dam and 
the Port of Almota, at an estimated cost of $7,870,000. This seg­
ment of road would connect the road built from Clarkston to 
Wawawai, in connection with the construction of the Lower Gran­
ite project, to the Port of Almota, increasing the usefulness of the 
existing road, and improving access in the project area. 

SECTION 747 

This section modifies the project for Curwensville Lake, Pennsyl­
vania, to authorize the Secretary to construct, at full Federal ex­
pense, a water line with pumps from the Pike Township Water Au­
thority to the Bloomington holding tank in order to provide water 
for municipal use to the town of Bloomington, Pennsylvania. The 
estimated cost is $300,000. 

In 1965, the Curwensville Dam was constructed by the Corps of 
Engineers near the town of Bloomington, Pennsylvania. Because of 
this construction, it was necessary to relocate the town's water well 
to a location above the dam. In January 1983, it was discovered 
that the new well had become contaminated; the cause has not yet 
been determined. 

Section 749 authorizes a solution to this problem consisting of 
the construction of a water line from the Pike Township Water Au­
thority to the Bloomingtron holding tank. 

SECTION 748 

This section modifies the project for flood protection, Waterloo, 
Iowa, to provide the reconstruction of the bridge on United States 
Highway 20, and the Lafayette Street Bridge, which are required 
as a result of the Blowers Creek phase of the project, shall be car­
ried out at Federal expense. 

SECTION 749 

This section modifies the Mud Lake feature of the project for the 
Western Tennessee Tributaries, Tennessee and Kentucky, to pro­
vide that the requirements of local cooperation shall be to hold and 
save the United States free from damages due to the construction 
works and to maintain and operate all the works after completion 
in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary. 

SECTION 750 

This section modifies the project for flood control on the Kaw­
kawlin River, Michigan, to provide that the operation and mainte­
nance of the project shall be the responsibility of the United 
States. 
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SECTION 751 


This section modifies the project for Denison Dam (Lake 
Texoma)i Texas and Oklahoma, to provide for an increased alloca­
tion of storage in the reservior for water supply. 

The Secretary is authorized to reallocate storage for the purpose 
of water supply, up to an additional 150,000 acre-feet for municipal, 
industrial and agricultural water users in the State of Texas and 
up to 150,000 acre-feet for municipal, industrial and agricultural 
water uses in the State of Oklahoma. For that portion of the water 
supply storage reserved for users in the State of Oklahoma, the 
Secretary may contract, in increments as needed, with qualified in­
dividuals, entities, or water utility systems for use within the Red 
River Basin. For any portion of the water to be utilized outside the 
Red River Basin, the Secretary is to contract with the Red Ark De­
velopment Authority. For the portion of the water storage reserved 
for users in the State of Texas, the Secretary is to contract, in in­
crements as needed, for 50,000 acre-feet with the Greater Texoma 
Utility Authority and 100,000 acre-feet with the North Texas Mu­
nicipal Water District. If either of these bodies lacks the authority 
to contract for the storage, a reasonable length of time will be ex­
tended for the required legislative or statutory authority to be 
granted. 

All contracts entered into by the Secretary under this section 
will be in accordance with the Water Supply Act of 1958, which 
provides for payment to the United States, with interest, over a 
period not to exceed 50 years, of the cost of the water supply stor­
age. 

No payment is to be required from and no interest is to be 
charged to users in Oklahoma or Texas for the reallocation author­
ized by this section until such time as the water supply storage re­
served under such reallocation is actually first used. Any contract 
entered into for use of the water received under this section shall 
require the contracting entity to begin principal and interest pay­
ments at the time the entity begins the use of such water. Until 
such time, storage for which reallocation is authorized in this sec­
tion may be used for hydroelectric power. 

Nothing in Section 751 is to be construed as amending or alter­
ing in any way the Red River Compact. 

All benefits associated with the reallocation of storage that can 
be assigned to the Arkansas-Red River Chloride Control Project or 
the Red River and tributaries multipurpose study, and any individ­
ual projects resulting from the study, are to be reserved for such 
projects. 

Nothing in this section affects water rights under the laws of the 
States of Texas and Oklahoma. 

SECTION 752 

This section modifies the navigation project for the Buffalo Ship 
Canal, New York, to authorize and the direct the Secretary to take 
such actions as may be necessary to construct a lift span bridge in 
the vicinity of the Coast Guard Station, approximately 3,600 feet 
north ·of South Michigan Avenue over the canal shall be restored, 
at an estimated Federal cost of $18,000,000. 
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SECTION 753 

This section modifies the project for Jackson Hole, Snake River, 
Local Protection and Levees, Wyoming, to provide that the oper­
ation and maintenance of the project, and modifications and addi­
tions thereto constructed by non-Federal interests, shall be the re­
sponsibility of the Federal Government to the extent that the costs 
of these items exceed $35,000 in anyone year. 

SECTION 754 

This section modifies the project for navigation for Newport Bay, 
California, to authorize the Secretrary to dredge and maintain 
Upper Newport Bay to the boundary of the Upper Newport Bay 
State Ecological Preserve to a depth consistent with the depth in 
the existing project for Lower Newport Bay. 

Newport Bay is one of the major centers of commercial and rec­
reational boating on the southern California coast. Boating activi­
ties support a large concentration of related industries providing 
services and supplies, retail sales, food and lodging. 

The Upper and Lower bay areas are integrally related. Sediment 
from the Upper bay adds significantly to the amount available to 
the Lower bay. For these reasons the Committee has extended the 
existing project to the Upper bay. 

SECTION 755 

This section modifies the project for flood control purposes in the 
Sout Platte River Basin in Colorado to provide that the Chatfield 
Dam and any other authorized Federal improvements in the South 
Platte River Basin shall be operated in a manner that achieves the 
authorized level of flood protection, as determined by the Secre­
tary, for the area beginning at the Chatfield Dam and ending at a 
point 82 miles downstream. 

SECTION 756 

This section modifies the. multipurpose Beaver Lake, Arkansas, 
project to authorize and direct the Secretary, in cooperation with 
the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency and in 
consultation with appropriate State and local agencies, to conduct 
a one-year comprehensive study of the Beaver Lake Reservoir. The 
purpose of the study is to identify measures which will optimize 
achievement of the project's purposes while preserving and enhanc­
ing the quality of the reservoir's water. 

Upon completion of the study, the Secretary is to undertake a 
demonstration project at the lake to determine the effectiveness of 
measures identified in the study for preserving and enhancing the 
quality of the water in the reservoir for current and future uses. 

SECTION 757 

This section modifies the authorization for the Industrial Canal 
Lock, Louisiana, to provide that the replacement of the existing 
lock or the construction of an additional lock shall be accomplished 
at the location of the existing lock rather than at the Meraux site 
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as originally authorized. The additional costs of lands, easements 
and rights-of-way acquisition, and relocation of residences, indus­
tries and utilities beyond those costs which would have been in­
curred at the Meraux (Violet) site, including acquisition and reloca­
tion costs associated with the relocation, replacement, modification 
or construction of bridges, shall be borne by the United States. All 
other costs associated with the relocation, replacement, modifica­
tion or construction of bridges, up to a maximum of $94,500,000, 
are to be borne by the United States. Non-Federal public bodies 
must agree to hold and save the United States free from damages 
resulting from construction of the bridges and their approaches 
and, upon completion of construction, to accept title to such bridges 
and approaches and thereafter to operate and maintain the bridges 
and their approaches as free facilities. 

Subsection (b) of Section 757 directs the Secretary to make a 
maximum effort to assure the full participation of members of mi­
nority groups living in the affected areas in the construction of the 
facilities authorized by the Section. The Chief of Engineers is di­
rected to report each year to the Congress on the implementation 
of this Section. 

The Industrial Canal lock is the only lock on the Lower Missis­
sippi River connecting it and the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway 
(GIWW) to other waterways to the east, and particularly to the 
Mississippi River-Gulf outlet. This lock is antiquated, too small, 
and has limited dependable life remaining without extensive ren­
ovation in the near future. Its failure or closure for a protracted 
period would seriously disrupt deep- and shallow-draft traffic 
moving through and within the Port of New Orleans, and conse­
quently adversely impact the Nation's economy and possibly its de­
fense posture. 

Traffic through the existing lock exceeded its practical capacity 
of about 23 million tons in 1971. As traffic continues to increase, 
waiting time for lockage will increase to the point where altenative 
modes of transportation or alternate routes will have to be used. 
The cost of delays at the existing lock by ships and barge tows, as 
well as the added costs incurred by traffic using either alternate 
routes or alternative modes of transportation over the 50-year life 
of the replacement or additional lock, provides it economic justifi­
cation. 

The Mississippi River-Gulf outlet, a tidewater channel from New 
Orleans, Louisiana, to the Gulf of Mexico, was authoriied by Public 
Law 455 (84th Congress, 2d sess.), approved March 29, 1956. 

This Act authorized replacement of the Industrial Canal lock or 
an additional lock to be constructed in the vicinity of Meraux, Lou­
isiana. The site selected was at Violet, in the vicinity of Meraux. 
However, during preconstruction planning, it was determined that 
construction of a lock at the Violet site was environmentally unac­
ceptable, and that the new lock should be constructed at the same 
location as the existing lock. Section 757 modifies the original au­
thorization to permit this change in location. Because the reloca­
tion costs are higher at the site of the existing lock than at the 
Violet site, and because bridges will be required to a much larger 
extent, the additional costs associated with these items will be 
borne by the United States. 

50-671 ­
I 
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The Maritime Administration, U.S. Department of Commerce, 
has examined the need for a replacement for the existing Industri­
al Canal lock and has determined that the new lock should have 
minimum dimensions of 1,200 feet long, 150 feet wide and 50 feet 
deep in order to adequately accommodate projected traffic. These 
dimensions appear reasonable, and the Committee directs the 
Corps of Engineers to give very careful consideration to a replace­
ment lock having these dimensions. 

Because of the depth of the lock, the Federal costs associated 
with it will be paid from the Port Infrastructure Development and 
Improvement Trust Fund. 

SECTION 758 

This section modifies the project for flood protection on the Sagi­
naw River, Michigan, in several respects in order to enable it to 
better meet present conditions in the area. 

The Secretary is directed to first construct the Flint and 
Shiawassee Rivers portion of the Shiawassee Flats unit of the 
project, such construction to begin, with available funds, during" 
fiscal year 1984. The Secretary is authorized to reconstruct or relo­
cate, whichever the Secretary is necessary, the Curtis Road Bridge 
at full Federal expense. The project is also modified to include nec­
essary measures to alleviate projection-induced flood damages to 
areas outside the project area and to include such channelization 
measures in the Shiawassee Flats unit as the Secretary determines 
necessary for flood purposes. 

For the purpose of determining the non-Federal share of the 
project, the cost of reconstruction or relocation of the Curtis Road 
Bridge is not to be included in the cost of the project. The non-Fed­
eral share, determined under Title III, is to be determined as per­
centage of the cost of the project excluding the Curtis Road Bridge 
costs. 

SECTION 759 

This section modifies the navigation project for Brunswick 
Harbor, Georgia, to incorporate the Georgia Ports Authority's 30­
foot-deep by 300-foot wide by 8,000-foot-long channel in the South 
Brunswick River serving Colonel's Island terminal facilities. 

SECTION 760 

This section modiries the project for navigation at Houston Ship 
Channel (Barbour Terminal), Texas, to authorize and direct the 
Secretary to perform such dredging operations as are necessary to 
maintain a 40·foot project depth in the Barbour Terminal Channel 

SECTION 761 

Section 761 modifies the Corps' Hansen Dam Project in Los An.­
geles County, California,authorized as part of the Flood Control 
Project for the Los Angeles and San Gabriel Rivers, California. 

This section authorizes the Corps to contract for the removal and 
sale of dredged material from the Hansen Dam flood control basin 
for the purposes of facilitating flood control, recreation and water 
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conservation. All funds received by the Corps from the removal 
and sale of such dredged material are to be deposited in the gener­
al fund of the Tresaury. 

This section also authorizes to be appropriated for each fiscal 
year after fiscal year 1985 an amount not to exceed the amount of 
funds received by the Corps from the removal and sale of the 
dredged material. The amounts appropriated under this authority 
are to be available to the Corps to construct, operate, and maintain 
recreational facilities at the Hansen Dam project; and, to the 
extent consistent with other authorized project purposes, to facili­
tate water conservation and ground water recharge measures at 
the project in coordination with the City of Los Angeles and the 
Los Angeles County Flood Control District; at full Federal expense. 

SECTION 762 

Section 762 modifies the project for navigation, Newport News 
Creek, Virginia, to authorize the relocation and reconstruction by 
the Commonwealth of Virginia of that project, upon approval by 
the Corps of the plans for relocation and reconstruction and com­
pliance by the Commonwealth of Virginia with all applicable Fed­
eral permit requirements. It is to be relocated to a location approxi­
mately 80 feet eastward of the existing project. This change is nec­
essary to gain approval for the construction for the Interstate 
Highway 664 crossing of Hampton Roads, and will result in no in­
creased Federal costs for the navigation project. 

SECTION 763 

This section modifies the project for flood protection. Turtle 
Creek, Pennsylvania, to authorize and direct the Corps to repair 
and restore that project so that it can serve its intended purposes. 
The repair and restoration is not to be commenced until each ap­
propriate non-Federal interest has entered into a written agree­
ment with the Corps to furnish the required non-Federal coopera­
tion for the necessary repairs and restoration in accordance with 
the project agreement and to comply with the non-Federal cost­
sharing requirements of Section 302 of the Bill. 

The Turtle Creek Flood Control Project serves the Turtle Creek 
Watershed, which comprises a drainage basin of 145 square miles, 
situated within the two Pennsylvania counties of Westmoreland 
and Allegheny. Thirty municipalities located totally in or partly in 
the Watershed have a total population of more than 340,000. The 
project is presently in a state of disrepair and cannot adequately 
handle flooding. It must be restored to avoid inevitable substantial 
property damage and risk to human life. Correction of this 
areawide problem is beyond the immediate fiscal means of the non­
Federal interests involved, and the annual maintanance cost esti­
mate, originally calculated to be $50,000 per year, has proved to 
have been extremely low. Due to the imminent danger of flooding 
and potential catastrophic loss of life and property damage in the 
Turtle Creek Watershed, it is necessary for the Corps to move 
quickly to correct maintenance deficiencies-including sedimenta­
tion, wild vegetative growth, eroded side slopes and damaged access 
ramps-in order to restore the integrity of the project. However, 
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before that repair and restoration can be commenced each non-Fed­
eral interest must enter into an agreement with the Qorps to fur­
nish its respective items of non-Federal cooperation required for 
that work, including continued maintenance of the project. 

SECTION 764 

This section modifies the project for navigation, Dunkirk Harbor, 
New York, to authorize the Corps to include dredging and mainte­
nance of the Eastern Inner Harbor of that project in accordance 
with such plans as the Corps. in consultation with appropriate non­
Federal interests may develop. The City of Dunkirk is undertaking 
a major harbor revitilization plan to provide vital public improve­
ments in order to revitalize the community and to insure employ­
ment stability for the area's residents. In 1979, through a combined 
effort by the City and the Corps, the harbor's inner and outer 
breakwalls were improved, the public dock was completely rebuilt, 
a lakefront boulevard was constructed, and a public boat launch 
and other public facilities were built. The. redevelopment effort 
enjoys enthusiastic local support from residents and m~rchants, 
and major private sector involvement is encouraging and impres­
sive. The vital element in continued private sector participation 
hinges on the dredging of the area where marina and upland devel­
opment will occur. The dredging and channel maintenance author­
ized by· this section will enable non-Federal interests to proceed 
with their redevelopment efforts. 

SECTION 765 

This section modifies a 1958 authorization relating to the Hous­
ton Ship Channel project. The provision authorizes and directs the 
Corps to maintain a 40-foot depth in the Bayport Ship Channel. 
Local interests, on their own initiative, have dredged the Bayport; 
Ship Channel to a 40 foot depth. The maintenance of the Channel. 
will be useful for numerous interests, and Federal assumption of 
maintenance is therefore justified. 

SEC'fION 766 

This section modifies the prc.~ect for navigation for Honolulu 
Harbor, Hawaii, to authorize and direct the Corps to maintain a 23­
foot project depth in the Kalihi Channel portion of that project, 
and grants the consent of Congress to the State of Hawaii to con­
struct, operate, and maintain a fixed-span bridge over the Kalihi 
Channel. The Honolulu Harbor project, as presently authorized, 
provides for a depth of 35 feet in the Kalihi Channel. Reducing the 
authorizing depth from 35 to 23 feet in the Kalihi Channel will 
continue to meet the navigation needs of medium-draft vessels 
which will continue to use the channel, as well as allow a fixed­
span bridge to be constru,cted as desired by non-Federal interests. 
The Kalihi Channel is used extensively by recreational craft from 
Keehi Lagoon and by trailered boats launched at the Keehi Boat 
Harbor. Tugs and barges also use the channel to unload aggregates 
at the Keehi Lagoon aggregate dock. Also, the Corps is conducting 
a study of possible navigational improvements to Keehi Boat 
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Harbor, stemming from its ongoing "Review of the Coasts of the 
Hawaiian Islands." This section will allow the continued use of the 
channel by medium-draft vessels and at the same time, allow the· 
construction of fixed-span bridge over the channel. 

SECTION 767 

This section modifies the project for Bayou La Fourche and La 
Fourche-Jump, Louisiana, to provide that the corps is to maintain 
a channel 30 feet deep from mile minus 2 to mile minus 0, and a 
24-foot channel from mile 0 to mile 4 in Bayou La Fourche. It also 
directs the Corps to study the feasibility of deepening the Bayou La 
Fourche segments of the project to 30 feet and to report to the 
House Public Works and Transportation Committee and the Senate 
Environment and Public Works Committee. 

SECTION 768 

This section modifies the project for harbor improvement at 
Noyo, Mendocine County, California, to provide that the non-Feder­
al interests shall contribute 25 percent of the costs of areas re­
quired for initial and subsequent disposal or dredged material, and 
of necessary retaining dikes, bulkheads, embankments, and move­
ment of materials. The requirement for non-Federal 25 percent 
cost-sharing is to be waived by the Corps if the Environmental Pro­
tection Agency finds that (1) for the project construction area, the 
State of California, municipalities, and other appropriate political 
subdivisions of the State and industrial concerns are participating 
in, and in compliance with, an approved plan for the general geo­
graphical area of the dredging activity for construction, modifica­
tion, expansion, or rehabilitation of waste treatment facilities, and 
(2) applicable water quality standards are not being violated. If, in 
lieu of diked disposal, the Corps determines ocean disposal is neces­
sary to carry out the projects, the Federal share of the ocean dis­
posal shall be 100 percent. 

SECTION 769 

This section modifies the project for flood control, Endicott, John­
son City, and Vestal, New York, authorized by the Flood Control 
Act of 1954. 

It authorizes the Corps to undertake such measures as may be 
necessary to correct erosion problems affecting the levee at Vestal, 
New York, and to perform necessary work to protect the levee and 
restore it to its design condition. The estimated cost is $700,000. 
The non-Federal share of the cost of such measures and work are 
to be determined under section 302 of this bill. 

At the present time, the levee, which is on the Susquehanna 
River, is seriously threatened due to chronic soil erosion problems. 
According to a field examination performed by the Corps, the ero­
sion is the result of the river being directed against the left bank 
because of an island in the center of the river and a bend in the 
riverbank. These natural changes in the river have resulted in the 
left bank being undercut and endangering the levee. According to 
the Corps report, the erosion is continuous and the deterioration 
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will result in a failure of the levee. Ultimately, the surrounding 
communities will be· imperiled by floodwater. The Committee be­
lieves that action is necessary to halt the erosion and prevent the 
levee from collapsing. 

The Committee also wants to note that the Corps' report deter­
mined that the erosion is beyond the scope of New York State's 
maintenance responsibility. Moreover, it determined that the prob­
lem has not been caused by any dereliction of duty on the part of 
the State. In fact, the State has taken steps to try to solve the prob­
lem and stem the erosion. However, these measures are temporary 
given the scale and severity of the problem. Permanent corrective 
measures are required to solve the problem and insure that the 
communities are protected from floodwaters of the Susquehanna
River.' . 

SECTION 770 

This section modifies the flood control project for Sardis Lake, 
authorized by section 203 of the Flood Control Act of 1962, as modi­
fied by section 108 of the Energy and Water Appropriation Act of 
1982. 

It authorizes and directs the Corps to plan, design, and construct 
access road improvements to the existing road from the west end of 
Sardis Lake to Daisy, Oklahoma, at full Federal expense and at an 
estimated cost of $10 million. Non-Federal interests are to operate 
and maintain facilities at their own expense. 

SECTION 771 

This section modifies the project for navigation, Cambridge 
Creek, Maryland. 

It authorizes and directs the Corps to narrow the channel in the 
existing project, as determined necessary by the Corps for the pur­
pose of enhancing economic development in the area of such creek. 
No appropriation is to be made for carrying out such modification, 
if the modification has not been approved by resolution adopted by 
the Committee on Public Works and Transportation of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works of the Senate. 

SECTION 772 

This section modifies the project for beach erosion control, Sandy 
Hook to Barnegat Inlet, New Jersey, authorized by the River and 
Harbor Act of 1958. 

Subsection (a) of section 772 provides that the first Federal con­
struction increment of the Ocean Township to Sandy Hook reach of 
the project is to consist of a berm of approximately 50 feet at Sea 
Bright and Monmouth Beach extending to and including a feeder 
beach in the vicinity of Long Beach. The estimated cost is $40 mil­
lion. 

Subsection (b) of section 772 provides that the non-Federal share 
of the cost of construction and maintenance of the Ocean Township 
to Sandy Hook reach of the project is to consist of amounts expend­
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ed by non-Federal interests for reconstruction of the seawall at Sea 
Bright and Monmouth Beach, New Jersey. 

Subsection (c) of section 772 provides that, before initiation of con­
struction of any increment of the project for beach erosion control, 
Sandy Hook to Barnegat Inlet, non-Federal interests are to agree 
to provide public access to the beach for which such increment of 
the project is authorized in accordance with all requirements of 
State law and regulations. 

SECTION 773 

This section modifies the Taylorsville Lake, Kentucky, flood con­
trol project to authorize and direct the Corps to replace the Floyd's 
Fork Bridge on Routt Road, Jefferson County, Kentucky, in order 
to provide improved access to the project. The estimated cost is 
$650,000. 

The Routt Road Bridge was a rural simple double truss bridge on 
a short-cut traffic corridor between Taylorsville Lake and the Lou­
isville area. The bridge was constructed in the 1920's with a 
wooden plank floor for horse and buggy and the almost non-exist­
ent motor traffic of the day. Increasing traffic on the out-dated 
road system, including traffic associated with the construction of 
Taylorsville Lake, resulted in the bridge having to be closed for 
safety reasons in 1983. At the time of th.e bridge closing, it was esti­
mated that 2,000 vehicles per day used the Routt Road Bridge at 
Floyd's Fork. 

Just prior to completion of the Taylorsville Lake project a new 
corridor road from Taylorsville to Jefferson County (Louisville) was 
completed. The new road ends in the vicinity of the old Routt Road 
Bridge and inundates this rural community with recreational traf­
fic during the boating season and beyond. The Taylorsville project 
is only in the initial stages of public visitation. Visitation was 
300,000 in 1983, about 500,000 in 1984, and is ultimately estimated 
to be about 1,500,000 annually. Alternative roads in the area are 
non-existent, and the resulting mix of farm traffic, normal traffic 
and recreational traffic is ali intolerable safety problem. Replace­
ment of Routt Road Bridge would serve to provide an alternative 
route and significantly improve the safety situation. 

SECTION 774 

This section modifies the project for the Lower Snake River Fish 
and Wildlife Compensation Plan, authorized by the Water Re­
sources Development Act of 1976, in accordance with the recom­
mendations contained in the report of the Chief of Engineers, date 
May 6,1985. 

SECTION 775 

This section modifies the navigation project on the Illinois river 
at Peoria, Illinois, to include an adjacent area which was developed 
by local interests for an enlarged small boat harbor. The project is 
located on Peoria Lake and is heavily used by transient craft. Addi­
tional berthing and servicing areas are needed. Section 775 will 
enable the Secretary to improve and maintain the adjacent area 
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which is about 400 feet long and 200 feet wide, at an estimated cost 
of $50,000. 

SECTION 776 

This section modifies the project for navigation for Tampa 
Harbor, Florida, authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1970 
to provide for the widening of the authorized Port Sutton TurniI).g 
Basin an additional 105 feet to the fender line along Pendola Point. 
The estimated cost is $850,000. 

SECTION 777 

This section modifies the Coralville Lake project in Iowa. It di­
rects the Secretary to make necessary improvements to Road F-28 
between Interstate 380 and Front Street in North Liberty. 

The recreation areas at Coralville Lake are placing larger de­
mands on local roads than was anticipated at the time the project 
was constructed. With the completion of the interstate highway, 
traffic on Road F-28 increased signficantly, because it provides a 
direct route to major portions of the Coralville Lake recreation 
complex. The road has severely deteriorated, and accident rates are 
considerably in excess of averages for comparable roads. The im­
provements authorized by this section will provide for the safe and 
efficient use of Road F-28 by persons traveling to and from Coral­
vile Lake. 

SECTION 778 

This section modifies the flood protection project on the Chariton 
River, Iowa and Missouri, authorized by section 203 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1954. 

This section authorizes and directs the Corps to sell to the Rath­
bun Regional Water association, Incorporated, a sufficient number 
of acre-feet of storage space from Rathbun Lake, Iowa, to yield to 
such association one billion five hundred million gallons of water 
annually based on a 90-percent chance of sufficient water being 
available from such lake. 

Such sale of storage space is to be subject to such terms and con­
ditions as the Corps and Association may agree to under existing 
law, except that the construction costs of such project allocated to 
water supply required to be repaid under section 301(b) of the 
Water Supply Act of 1958 and the interest and amortization rate 
used to calculate the annual financial cost is to be the same as 
those used in contract number DACW 41-76-C-0031 entered into by 
the United States and such Association and approved by the Assist­
ant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works on October 10, 1975. 

SECTION 779 

This section modifies the Salem River navigation project in New 
Jersey and increases its depth from 12 feet to 20 feet. A new port 
on the river in Salem was recently opened, and it has already had 
a significant impact on the area. There is substantial interest in 
further developing the area, since its prime location makes it a 
natural feeder port to Wilmington, Philadelphia, and Baltimore. 
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Despite its success to date, the full potential of the area may not be 
achieved because of the limited depth of the river. This Section au­
thorizes measures to ensure that growth at the port continues un­
interrupted. 

SECTION 780 

This section authorizes the Secretary to deepen the 2,000 foot 
reach of the New Jersey Intracoastal Waterway in Cape May 
County to a depth of 15 feet. Commercial fishing interests use this 
portion of the Intracoastal Waterway, and fishing is the second 
largest industry in Cape May County. The current depth of 12 feet 
is not sufficient to fully support the activities of the larger fishing 
vessels which will begin using this reach in the near future. With 
the modification authorized by this section, the waterway will be 
able to accommodate the new vessels. 



TITLE VIII 

WATER SUPPLY 

BACKGROUND 

Federal law relating to water resources programs and related 
land management has developed over a period of more than 150 
years. It is a dynamic body of law that has continually been 
amended and modified to address the existing problems and chang­
ing priorities of the Nation. From approximately 1850 to 1950, the 
national emphasis was clearly on economic growth and, in particu­
lar, settling and developing the West. During this period, Federal 
laws were enacted which recognized a national responsibility for 
the development of our inland navigation system, flood control, ir­
rigation, hydroelectric power development, and other water re­
sources purposes. More recently, since the 1960's, Congress has en­
acted legislation expanding the objectives of our water resources 
development program to reflect growing public concern for the en­
vironment and protection of our natural resources. 

There is growing awareness that our Nation's economic wellbe­
ing depends on an infrastructure underpinning that is deteriorat­
ing at an alarming and increasing rate. The Nation's public works 
investments, at a time when they should be increasing to fight this 
growing obsolescence, have in reality been decreasing. For exam­
ple, "America in Ruins," a recent study published by the Council of 
State Planning Agencies, concluded that, from 1965 to 1977, the 
Nation's public works investments declined 21 percent measured in 
constant dollars, 29 percent measured on a per capita basis, and 44 
percent were measured against the value of the Gross National 
Product. 

The Committee is extremely concerned about this situation, espe­
cially as it relates to the need to expand, improve, and rehabilitate 
our Nation's water supply system. These water supply needs are no 
less severe than other infrastructure needs involving roads, 
bridges, railroads, and other basic facilities. For instance, leakage 
from aging distribution systems is costing New York, Boston, Buf­
falo and other cities as much as one-third of their water supplies 
between reservoirs and faucets. This not only needlessly wastes a 
valuable natural resource but it also contributes to reducing reve­
nues from usage that could be used to pay for new systems. 

A 1980 report prepared for an intergovernmental task force by 
the Urban Water Supply Subcommittee led by the Secretary of the 
Army found that the 756 urban areas with more than 50,000 per­
sons will need between $75 billion and $110 billion to maintain and 
improve their water systems in the next 20 years. The report also 
found that as many as one-fifth of these communities may not be 
able to fund water system investment requirements from their own 

(360) 
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resources. This was estimated to be true, even assuming that water 
rates could and would be doubled to pay for the required invest­
ments, because of enormous pressure on capital markets. The Con­
gressional Budget Office, extrapolating to all community systems 
from the 1980 report data, suggests that total repacement and re­
habilitation needs Nationwide could run as high as $100 billion 
$160 billion by the year 2000. 

The Second National Water Assessment, prepared in 1978 by the 
Water Resources Council under the authority of the Water Re­
surces Planning Act of 1965, Public Law 89-80, projected water use 
and supply through the year 2000 by region and subregion. Using 
1975 as its base year, the Assessment results show that nationally 
the country will have an adequate supply of water from both sur­
face and underground (groundwater) sources to meet its needs 
through the year 2000. However, localized problems of inadquate 
surface water supply were identified in all of the Nation's 21 water 
resurces regions. Seventeen subregions either have now or are ex­
pected to have a serious problem of inadequate surface water 
supply by the year 2000. Groundwater overdrafting-with-drawing 
water faster than it is being replenished-was also found. to be a 
major problem. It was repored to be extensive in 8 subregions and 
moderate in 30 other subregions. 

Groundwater provides approximately 50 percent of the drinking 
water in the United States. The contamination of this vital supply 
is a major National concern, and efforts to prevent contamination, 
to provide safe supplies, and to clean contaminated groundwater 
must be encourged and expanded. 

Our Nation desperately needs to start addressing these critical 
problems and investing more in their solutions. Water is not only 
essential to life itself-it is the crucial lifeblood of our Nation's 
farms and factories and the overall dynamics of our National econ­
omy. 

Title VIn is intended to begin to address this major National 
need. It does so in two significant respects. First, it establishes au­
thority in the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of 
Engineers, to make low-interest loans for water supply rehabilita­
tion and conservation. Secondly, it authorizes the Corps of Engi­
neers to survey, plan and recommend to the Congress for construc­
tion of single purpose water supply projects. 

SUBTITLE A-LOAN PROGRAM 

SECTION 801 

Section 801 provides that Subtitle A may be cited as the "Water 
Supply Rehabilitation and Conservation Act of 1985". 

SECTION 802 

Section 802 sets forth Congressional findings related to the loan 
program established in Subtitle A. Specifically, Congress finds in 
Section 802 that: 

many of the Nation's water supply systems are deteriorated; 
many existing municipal and industrial water supply sys­

tems are unable, for lack of necessary statutory or other au­
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thority, to be assisted by any Federal water development 
agency; 

certain regions of the Nation are facing serious water supply 
problems; 

aging and deteriorating water supply systems are causing 
large quantities of water to be wasted; . 

efforts to rejuvenate the Nation's older cities and remove im­
pediments to economic growth should include modernizing ex­
isting water supply systems; 

many water supply systems have experienced difficulty in 
obtaining capital necessary to accomplish repairs, rehabilita­
tion, expansions, and improvements required for efficient and 
reliable operations; 

there is a national need to rehabilitate and upgrl;lde existing 
water supply systems, particularly when viewed in light of his­
toric and continuing Federal involvement in meeting many 
other water supply needs; 

it is essential to promote water conservation wherever th~ 
Federal Government is involved in providing water supply; and 

encouraging the use of low-flow devices in new construction, 
improving metering and rate schedules and leak detection pro­
grams, and adopting other water conservation methods save 
water and energy. 

The Committee recognizes that the development of adequate rev­
enue for operating and capital needs of water supply systems, both 
public and private,· depends on adequate rate structure and access 
to long-term capital investment at a reasonable interest rate. The 
adequacy of the rate structure is a local responsibility which the 
Committee does not intend to address in this legislation except to 
assure that security of the federal loan and the proper mainte-. 
nance of the project for which the loan is made. The Committee, in 
fact, encourages reliance on local rates as the historic and neces­
sary basis for the provision of local water supply. However, the 
access to reasonable interest rates for long-term cpaital needed for 
rehabilitation, expansion and improvements has been a problem 
for many systems. The intention of this Title is to provide· a supple­
ment to local bonding and other sources of capital and not replace 
or discourage private investment in local water utilities through 
federal credit allocation. 

SECTION 803 

Section 803 contains definitions frequently used in Subtitle A. 
They are as follows: 

(1) The term "expansion", as used with respect to a water supply 
system, means that installation of water supply facilities necessary 
to increase capability or efficiency of the water supply system. 

(2) The term "improvement", as used with respect to a water 
supply system, means any activity other than rehabilitation de­
signed to improve service reliability or efficiency of the water 
supply system. 

(3) The term "rehabilitation", as used with respect to a water 
supply system, means the repair or replacement· of components or 
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facilities required to restore service reliability or efficiency of the 
water supply system. 

(4) The term "State" means the 50 States, the District of Colum­
bia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, 
the Virgin Islands, the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, and 
the Northern Mariana Islands. 

(5) The term "water supply system" means the facilities used in 
the production and pumping of water for consumption (including, 
but not limited to, water storage, desalination, and other collection 
and purification techniques), water treatment facilities (other than 
sewage treatment facilities), and the water distribution and convey­
ance facilities used to provide water for municipal and industrial 
purposes. 

SECTION 804 

Section 804 authorizes the Secretary to make loans to certain 
public and private operators of water supply systems for purposes 
of repairing, rehabilitating, expanding, or improving such systems. 

The Committee intends that loans made available to public and 
private water suppliers under this Title may be used for project 
costs including engineering, design and real property necessary for 
the project, as well as construction costs. Engineering shall include 
detailed designs, plans, and specifications and all other traditional 
technical services incident to the design and construction of a 
water supply system. 

Subsection (a) provides that loans may be made to (1) State or 
local governmental borrowers and (2) private borrowers whose 
rates and services are subject to state regulation. Loan recipients 
must operate a water supply system and may only use the loan for 
the repair, rehabilitation, expansion, or improvement of their re­
spective water supply systems. 

The terms "repair" and "rehabilitation" do not include activities 
which are in the nature of maintenance activities. These terms in­
clude only those items which would be considered capital expendi­
tures. Water suppliers continue to be responsible on a current basis 
for those items of expense that are necessary for maintaining their 
systems in good repair from year to year. 

The Committee would like to emphasize that, under Section 
804(a)(2), private or investor-owned water suppliers may also apply 
for loans pursuant to this provision. About a quarter of the Ameri­
can population is served by investor-owned companies. Subtitle A 
gives appropriate recognition to these private concerns. These in­
vestor-owned water suppliers are regulated not only by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency with respect to the quality of the 
water they provide, but also by State public utility commissions 
with respect to the rates they charge and the service levels they 
must assure. These factors ensure an adequate supply of drinking 
water at reasonable costs, the physical integrity of their supply sys­
tems and their sources of water. 

It is the intent of the Committee that loans be extended to any 
water supplier who meets the requirements of Subtitle A and there 
shall be neither discrimination nor favoritism based on the mere 
fact of public or private ownership. 
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Subsection (b) provides that, in general, the amount of any loan 
made by the Secretary is limited to 80 per centum of the cost of the 
water supply project for which the loan is being made. This 80 per 
centum ceiling can only be exceeded (1) for projects to serve remote 
rural areas or (2) in other instances where the Secretary deter­
mines that a loan for more than 80 per centum of project costs is 
appropriate for economic reasons. For purposes of determining the 
permissible amount of any loan, the cost of an eligible water 
supply project shall include, but not be limited to, whatever costs 
of (1) engineering, (2) design, and (3) acquisition of water rights, 
lands, easements, and rights-of-way are necessary to carry out the 
project. Subsection (b) also provides in paragraph (2) that, for any 
fiscal year, no more than $40 million may be lent to any operator 
of a water supply system and no more than $80 million may be 
lent for water supply projects in anyone State. 

Subsection (c) prohibits loans from being made for any purpose 
not related to water supply or water conservation. 

Subsection (d) prohibits loans from being made under Subtitle A 
for the purpose of one water supplier acquiring another water sup­
plier, where the latter serves a population of more than one thou­
sand persons. 

Subsection (e) prohibits the making of any loan for a project in­
tended solely to increase the number of persons served by a water 
supply system. 

Subsection (f) establishes procedures and requirements related to 
the consideration, approval, and authorization of loans. Paragraph 
(1) requires the Secretary to submit annually to the House Commit­
tee on Public Works and Transportation and the Senate Committee 
on Environment and Public Works a list of all loan applications 
which have been determined to fulfill all requirements for loans 
under the program established pursuant to Subtitle A. In addition, 
the Secretary must provide a detailed summary of all such listed 
applications and his decision, either for loan approval or loan dis­
approval, with respect to each application. After receiving the list 
and accompanying information from the Secretary, the two Com­
mittees are required to adopt a resolution listing any loans ap­
proved under Subtitle A. This resolution must be adopted prior to 
deadlines set pursuant to paragraph (1): not later than 270 days 
after date of enactment of the bill for the Secretary's first submis­
sion and not later than May 15 of each year thereafter for subse­
quent submissions. With the exception of the thirty loans author­
ized by Section 813 of the bill, no appropriation may be made for 
any Subtitle A loan which has not been approved by a resolution 
adopted by the two Committees. Once properly approved and au­
thorized for appropriations, a loan is automatically deauthorized 
pursuant to paragraph (2) if no funds have been obligated for the 
loan during the 5-year period beginning on the date of approval of 
the loan by the Committees. 

SECTION 805 

Section 805 sets forth the requirements for loan applications 
under Subtitle A. 
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Subsection (a) requires each applicant for a loan to submit an ap­
plication as prescribed in regulations promulgated by the Se<;re­
tary. Each application must be accompanied by a payment of one 
per centum of the loan requested, up to a maximum payment of 
$10,000. . 

Subsection (b) provides that any application for a Subtitle A loan 
must include, at a minimum, (1) a detailed plan and cost estimate 
for the project, (2) a demonstration that the applicant holds or is 
able to acquire necessary land and water rights, (3) a showing that 
the applicant is able and intends to finance the portion of the cost 
of the project not covered by the loan and (4) a description of the 
water supply improvements the proposed project will make. 

Subsection (c) provides that loans may only be made under au­
thority of Title VIII for projects determined by the Secretary to be 
technologically feasible and a reasonable financial risk. 

Subsection (d) requires the Secretary, in administering the loan 
program established by Subtitle A, to give priority to those water 
supply systems whch are polluted, contaminated, or threatened 
with pollution or contamination, to such an extent that they 
present a potential danger to human health. 

SECTION 806 

Section 806 provides that, upon approval or disapproval of a loan 
by the Secretary, the Secretary shall repay the applicant the 
amount by which the payment accompanying the application under 
Section 805 exceeds the costs incurred in processing the applica­
tion. 

SECTION 807 

Section 807 establishes a number of requirements related to 
water conservation that must be met by an applicant as a precondi­
tion to receiving a water supply loan under Subtitle A. 

Subsection (a) provides that, before the Secretary may make a 
loan to a water supply system operator, the Secretary must make a 
determination that the applicant operator will, before completion 
of the proposed project and to the best of the operator's ability, im­
plement a locally suitable water conservation program at least 
equivalent to a model water conservation program as defined in 
Subsection (b) or an equivalent program suitable to local condi­
tions. 

Subsection (b) defines the term "model water conservation pro­
gram" to include the following: (1) encouraging each community 
served by the water supply system to establish plumbing codes 
which promote water conservation in new construction; (2) utiliz­
ing, to the extent feasible and appropriate, water meters which 
promote water conservation; (3) establishing water rate schedules 
which encourage water conservation; (4) providing a comprehensive 
leak detection and repair program for water supply systems; (5) 
making public information available on home and business water 
conservation techniques and benefits; and (6) developing a drought 
contingency plan. 
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SECTION 808 


Section 808 requires an agreement between the Secretary and 
each person to whom a loan is made under Subtitle A. This agree­
ment must contain provisions covering the amount of the loan, the 
loan's interest rate, the repayment period, and other necessary pro­
visions to insure repayment. 

Under Section 808, each agreement entered into between the Sec­
retary and the person to whom a loan is to be made must include 
at least the following terms: (1) the maximum amount of the loan 
to be made and the time and method of making funds available 
under the loan; (2) an interest rate for the loan determined in ac­
cordance with Section 301(b) of the Water Supply Act of 1958 (72 
Stat. 319; Public Law 85-500); (.3) a computation of interest in ac­
cordance with such Section 301(b); (4) a repayment period and a 
plan of repayment of the sums lent and interest determined in ac­
cordance with such Section 301(b); and (5) such provisions as the 
Secretary shall deem necessary or proper to provide assurance of 
and security for prompt repayment of the loan and interest, includ­
ing a provision that the operator of the water supply system shall 
maintain adequate rates in order to be reasonably expected to meet 
its obligations under the agreement and to maintain, repaid, and 
rehabilitate the project for which the loan is made. 

The interest rate for the loan is to be determined in accordance 
with Section 31(b) of the Water Supply Act of 1958. This rate is de­
termined by the Secretary of the Treasury, as of the beginning of 
the fiscal year in which construction is initiated, on the basis of the 
computed average interest rate payable by the Treasury upon its 
outstanding marketable public obligations, which are neither due 
nor callable for redemption for fifteen years from date of issue. 

SECTION -809 

Section 809 provides that loan application payments and loan re­
payment, including interest, shall be deposited in the general fund 
of the Treasury. 

SECTION 810 

Section 810 authorizes the Secretary to make a loan for more 
than 80 per centum of a water supply project's cost where the 
project will serve a remote rural area or where the Secretary deter­
mines that a loan for more than 80 per centum of such project's 
cost is appropriate for economic reasons. 

SECTION 811 

Section 811 requires the Secretary to issue regulations and take 
whatever other actions are necessary to carry out the objectives of 
Subtitle A. This section also prohibits the Secretary from providing 
applicants with plannng, design, and construction related services. 

SECTION 812 

Section 812 authorizes annual appropriations for Subtitle A of 
$800 million per Fiscal Year for Fiscal Years 1986 through and in­
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eluding 1989, and such sums as may be necessary for each fiscal 
year thereafter. 

SECTION 813 

This section authorizes a number of water supply projects to re­
ceive loans under Subtitle A. The Committee has received informa­
tion with respect to each of these projects concerning the need for 
the water supply system expansion, improvement; and rehabilita­
tion to be addressed under authority of Subtitle A. 

Section 813 does not eliminate the need for any of the projects 
authorized in the section to cpmply with all of the applicable re­
quirements established pursuant to Subtitle A. 

The following water supply projects are authorized to receive 
loans under the subtitle: 

(1) Treatment, conveyance, distribution, and pumping facilities 
for Buffalo, New York, at an estimated cost of $20,000,000; 

(2) Treatment, conveyance, distribution, and pumping facilities 
for Berlin, New Hampshire, at an estimated cost of $10,000,000; 

(3) Treatment, conveyance, distribution, and pumping facilities 
for Rochester, New Hampshire, at an estimated cost of $10,000,000; 

(4) Treatment, conveyance, distribution, and pumping and stor­
age facilities for the Islands of Saint Thomas, Saint Croix, and 
Saint John, Virgin Islands, at an estimated cost of $35,000,000; 

(5) Conveyance, distribution, pumping, and storage facilities for 
Dupage County, Illinois (Dupage County Commission), at an esti­
mated cost of $280,000,000; 

(6) Conveyance facilities (Third Water Tunnel, First Stage) for 
New York City, at an estimated cost of $220,000,000; 

(7) Treatment, conveyance, distribution, pumping, and storage fa­
cilities for Fort Smith and Van Buren, Arkansas, at an estimated 
cost of $25,000,000; 

(8) Treatment, conveyance, distribution, production, pumping, 
and storage facilities for American Samoa, at an estimated cost of 
$20,000,000; 

(9) Treatment, pumping, and conveyance facilities for William H. 
Harsha Lake, Ohio River Basin, Ohio, at an estimated cost of 
$18,400,000; 

(10) Treatment, conveyance, distribution, and pumping facilities 
for Totowa, New Jersey (Passaic Valley Water Commission), at an 
estimated cost of $25,000;000; 

(11) Conveyance, pumping, and distribution facilities for Jersey 
City, New Jersey, at an estimated cost of $15,000,000; 

(12) Treatment, conveyance, pumping, distribution, production, 
and storage facilities for Rockaway Township, New Jersey, at an 
estimated cost of $10,000,000; 

(13) Treatment, conveyance, pumping distribution, production, 
and storage facilities for Falmouth, Kentucky, at an estimated cost 
of $2,500,000; . 

(14) Treatment, distribution, pumping, and storage facilities for 
the Borough· of Ford City, Pennsylvania, at an estimated cost Qf 
$1,600,000; 

.(15) Treatment, conveyance, distribution, pumping, and storage 
facilities for Tucson, Arizona, at an estimated cost of $50,000,000; 
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(16) Conveyance, pumping, and distribution facilities for Boston 
Massachusetts, at an estimated cost of $86,000,000; , 

(17) Conveyance, pumping, and distribution, and storage facilities 
for Cook County, Illinois (Northwest Suburban Municipal Joint 
Action Water Agency), at an estimated cost of $124,400,000; 

(18) Treatment, conveyance, pumping, distribution, production 
and storage facilities for Brockton, Massachusetts, at an estimated 
cost of $9,500,000; 

(19) Treatment, conveyance, pumping, distribution, production, 
and storage facilities for Hesperia, California, at an estimated cost 
of $32,000,000; 

(20) Treatment, conveyance, distribution, and pumping facilities 
for Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, at an estimated cost of $66,000,000; 

(21) Intake, pumping and distribution facilities for Huntington, 
West Virginia, at an estimated cost of $2,400,000; 

(22) Treatment, conveyance, distribution, pumping facilities for 
Grand Haven, Michigan, at an estimated cost of $6,900,000; 

(23) Treatment, conveyance, pumping, distribution, production, 
and storage facilities for Battle Creek, Michigan, including identifi­
cation and development of alternative sources of water and neces­
sary relocation of wells, at an estimated cost of $3,000,000; 

(24) Storage facilities consisting of a water tank in Tafuna, Tua­
lauta County, Western Tutuila Island, American Samoa, at an esti­
mated cost of $450,000; 

(25) Storage facilities consisting of a water tank in village of 
Leona, Lealataua County, Western Tutuila Island, American 
Samoa, at an estimated cost of $425,000; 

(26) Treatment, conveyance, pumping, distribution, and storage 
facilities for Beccaria-Houtzdale Village, Pennsylvania, at anesti­
mated cost of $2,000,000; 

(27) Conveyance, pumping, distribution, and storage facilities for 
the Blue Creek Community in Ohio at an estimated cost of 
$2,200,000; 

(28) Treatment, conveyance, pumping, distribution, production, 
and storage facilities for Morris County, New Jersey, at an estimat­
ed cost of $26,300,000; 

(29) Treatment, conveyance, pumping, distribution, and produc­
tion facilities for Johnstown, Pennsylvania, at an estimated cost of 
$5,500,000; and 

(30) Treatment, conveyance, distribution, and pumping facilities 
for East Hazelcrest, Illinois, at an estimated cost of $350,000; 

SUBTITLE B-WATER SUPPLY PROJECTS 

SECTION 851 

Subsection 851(a) declares that there is a national interest in eco­
nomically conserving existing water supplies and in economically 
developing new supplies through Federal participation in the 
repair, rehabilitation, and improvement of water supply systems 
and through Federal construction of single and multiple purpose 
water supply projects. 

Subsection 851(b) authorizes and directs the Secretary, in carry­
ing out a policy designed to encourage assurance of adequate sup­
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plies and more efficient use of water, to survey, plan, and recom­
mend to the Congress two types of projects needed to meet existing 
and anticipated water supply needs. These two types of projects in­
clude (1) projects for the repair, rehabilitation, expansion, and im­
provement of water supply systems and (2) single purpose projects 
for water supply systems or multiple purpose projects which in­
clude water supply as one of the project purposes. The subsection 
also provides that no appropriation is to be made for any water 
supply project survey unless appropriations for the survey have 
been approved by resolutions adopted by the House Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation and the Senate Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

Subsection 851(c) requires that a project's non-Federal interests 
must provide necessary lands, easements, and rights of way for any 
project which results from a subsection 851(b) survey. Where the 
value of the project's lands, easements, and rights of way is less 
than 20 per centum of project costs allocable to water supply, an 
amount equal to the difference must be paid by the non-Federal in­
terests to the Secretary before construction of the project. Where 
the value of the project's .lands, easements, and rights of way is es­
timated, before construction begins, to exceed 20 per centum of 
project costs allocable to water supply, the Secretary must-upon 
request of the project's non-Federal interests-acquire lands, ease­
ments, and rights of way having a value equal to the amount by 
which the estimate exceeds the 20 per centum figure. Subsection 
851(c) also provides that a project's non-Federal interests must 
repay to the United States, over a period not to exceed 50 years, 80 
per centum of project costs allocable to water supply, with interest 
determined in accordance with section 301(b) of the Water Supply 
Act of 1958. Finally, subsection 851(c) authorizes the Secretary to 
reduce the non-Federal interests' 20 per centum contribution if the 
project will serve a remote rural area or if the Secretary deter­
mines that reducing the amount is appropriate for economic rea­
sons. 

SECTION 852 

This section authorizes the Secretary to provide, upon request, 
technical assistance to public water supply operators ~n order to 
identify water supply problems and to develop measures for repair, 
rehabilitation, expansion, and improvement of public water supply 
systems. This authority is to be used only when the Secretary de­
termines that a public water supply operator cannot utilize the 
services of the private sector for economic or other reasons. 

SECTION 853 

Section 853 directs the Secretary to conduct a study of existing 
Corps of Engineers projects for the purpose of evaluating the feasi­
bility of using any of the projects for water supply on an interim or 
permanent basis. Under the section, the Secretary is given two 
years to conduct the study and report his results, with recommen­
dations, to the Congress. 
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SECTION 854 

This section authorizes the Secretary to design and construct a 
water supply treatment plant and a regional conveyance system 
from Lake Arcadia to Edmund, Oklahoma. The project is estimated 
to cost $19,000,000. The Secretary is required to acquire and pro­
vide to the project's non-Federal interests any lands, easements, 
and rights of way necessary for the project. Before construction 
begins, the non-Federal interests must pay to the Secretary-either 
in cash or in the value of transferred lands, easements, and rights 
of way-an amount equal to 20 per centum of the project's estimat­
ed total cost, with the remaining 80 per centum of the cost to be 
repaid for the most part in accordance with the Water Supply Act 
of 1958. The interest rate applicable to the 80 per centum repay­
ments will be the applicable rate under the existing Lake Arcadia 
water supply contract between the City of Edmund and the Corps 
of Engineers. 

SECTION 855 

Section 855 authorizes and directs the Secretary to construct 
treatment and conveyance facilities to supply water from Parker 
Lake to municipalities and rural water systems within the RedArk 
Development Authority in the State of Oklahoma, at a cost not to 
exceed $88,636,000. Responsibilities set out in subsection 851(c) con­
cerning up-front contribution and repayment requirements apply 
to this project. 

SECTION 856 

This section modifies the project for Caesar Creek, Ohio to au­
thorize and direct the Secretary to construct a public water supply 
system in accordance with plans prepared by the State of Ohio De­
partment of National Resources. The water supply system would 
provide for treatment and conveyance to nearby communities of 
water stored in the Caesar Creek Lake project. This project, con­
structed by the Corps of Engineers, includes storage for municipal 
and industrial water supply. This storage will be paid for by non­
Federal interests in accordance with the provisions of the Water 
Supply Act of 1958. 

Prior to construction of the water supply system, non-Federal in­
terests must agree to provide necessary lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way and to operate and maintain the system which will be 
conveyed for them after completion. They must also agree to repay 
to the Federal Government, over a period of 50 years, the costs for 
construction of the system, with interest at the rate specified in 
section 301(b) of the Water Supply Act of 1958. 

SECTION 857 

Section 857 requires the Secretary to conduct a two-year State­
by-State study, estimating in detail the Nation's need for repair, re­
habilitation, and construction of water supply and distribution fa­
cilities for municipal and industrial uses except facilities construct­
ed in accordance with Federal reclamation law. The Secretary is 
required to cooperate with the States and their political subdivi­
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sions, to utilize information provided by the States, and to transmit 
the completed detailed estimate to Congress not later than two 
years after the date of enactment of the bill. 

Under this section, the Secretary's estimates for needed repairs, 
rehabilitation, and construction, and the costs thereof, for water 
supply and distribution facilities are to be made with respect to all 
the states, and this necessarily includes estimates pertaining to in­
vestor-owned, as well as municipally-owned, water suppliers. The 
Committee anticipates that the investor-owned water suppliers and 
their representatives will cooperate with the Secretary in the prep­
aration of these estimates. 



TITLE IX 

NAMINGS 

Title IX changes the names of nine water resources projects con­
structed by the Corps of Engineers and names specific features of 
six other such projects. Fourteen of the namings are in honor of 
individuals associated with the development of water resources, 
and one is geographical. 

Water resources projects are primarily identified by nomencla­
ture used in the report of the Corps of Engineers that served as the 
basis for each authorization. These names are usually derived from 
locations such as towns, rivers, or other features. Occasionally 
there is local sentiment that another name would be preferable. 
For instance, an individual may have been active in the develop­
ment of the project or may be renowned for other reasons, and 
there may be support for naming the project after this individual. 

SECTION 901 

This section names the reservoir created by dam numbered 9 on 
the Arkansas Waterway as the "Winthrop Rockefeller Reservoir." 
Winthrop Rockefeller, Governor of the State of Arkansas from 1967 
to 1971, was a staunch supporter of water resources development in 
Arkansas and a leader in promoting the Arkansas Waterway 
System. In addition to his career in state politics, Governor Rocke­
feller's life included numerous other pursuits, including six years 
in the United States Army in World War II, during which he at­
tained the rank of Lieutenant Colonel and was awarded the Purple 
Heart and the Bronze Star with two Oak Leaf Clusters. Later, at 
various times through his life, Governor Rockefeller served as Di­
rector of Rockefeller Center, Incorporated; Chairman of the Board 
of Colonial Williamsburg, Incorporated, and Williamsburg Restora­
tion, Incorporated; Chairman of the Arkansas Industrial Develop­
ment Commission; and as a Trustee of the National Urban League, 
the Rockefeller Brothers Fund, Loomis School, Vanderbilt Univer­
sity, and the Southwest Center for Advanced Studies, among other 
prominent positions. His home, Winrock Farm on Petit Jean Moun­
tain, looks down upon the reservoir which is named in his honor by 
this section. 

SECTION 902 

This section names Lock and Dam Numbered 4 on the Arkansas 
Waterway after Emmett Sanders. Mr. Sanders, former Mayor of 
the City of Pine Bluff, Arkansas, has been a member of the Arkan­
sas Basin Association since its inception. He has served as its presi­
dent and been a member of the Coordinating Committee from the 
various States that banded together to seek authorization and 
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funding of the Arkansas River Basin Project. Serving in that capac­
ity for many years, his interest hs never diminished and to this day 
he continues to be very instrumental in assuring the development 
of the port and harbor facilities in Pine Bluff and in protecting the 
development which has occurred. Mr. Sanders played a leading role 
in bringing about the completion of tlie Arkansas River Waterway 
System in a timely manner, and he has been recognized by the 
Chief of Engineers for his work by being awarded the Department 
of the Army's highest civilian award. 

SECTION 903 

This section names Lock and Dam numbered 3 on the Arkansas 
Waterway after Joe Hardin. Mr. Hardin was an active member of 
the Arkansas Basin Association from its inception in the late 
1920's. He was involved in presenting information. to the Congress 
in support of authorization and funding for the Arkansas River 
Waterway System and spoke many times throughout the river 
valley seeking support for this development. 

SECTION 904 

This section names Lock and Dam Numbered 13 on the Arkansas 
Waterway after former Congressman James W. Trimble. Congress­
man Trimble served eleven terms in the U.S. Congress, from 1945 
to 1967, was a member of the Public Works Committee, and later a 
Member of the Rules Committee and the House District Commit­
tee. Before being elected to the 79th Congress, Congressman Trim­
ble served in the Army during World War I and, as a civilian, 
served successively as County Clerk, Tax Collector, District Attor­
ney and Circuit Judge in Carroll County, Arkansas. During his 
time in Congress and before his death in 1972, he was most influen­
tial in securing appropriations for the construction of the Arkansas 
River project and devoted considerable effort to expounding the 
need for this project and the economic advangages it would bring 
to the Nation. The lock and dam project, which will be known as 
the James W. Trimble Lock and Dam, is located in his former dis­
trict. 

SECTION 905 

This section names Lock and Dam Numbered 9 on the Arkansas 
Waterway after Arthur V. Ormond. Mr. Ormond, of Morrilton, Ar­
kansas, has been a leading member of the Arkansas Basin Associa­
tion since its inception. He served not only in the Basin Association 
as president, but also as a member of the five-state Arkansas Inter­
basin Committee. and as a member of the Water Resources Con­
gress. He has made numerous water-related presentations to the 
Congress seeking project authorizations and appropriations since 
the early 1940's. Mr. Ormond has been recognized by the Chief of 
Engineers for his work by being awarded the Department of the 
Army's highest civilian award. His role has been and will be most 
influential in the development of the Arkansas Waterway. 
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SECTION 906 


This section renames Grand Traverse Bay Harbor, located in 
Elmwood Township, Michigan, as Greilickville Harbor. The harbor 
project was authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1948, and at 
that time the authorizing documents designated the project as 
Grand Traverse Bay Harbor. The Township Board of the Township 
of Elmwood has adopted a resolution to change this name to Grei­
lickville Harbor. This resolution by the Township Board followed 
the annual meeting of the residents of Elmwood, held on March 29, 
1980, during which the residents by unanimous vote declared their 
preference for the name of Greilickville Harbor for their Township 
harbor. 

SECTION 907 

This section names the harbor at the Port of Hickman, Ken­
tucky, as the Elvis Stahr Harbor, Port of Hickman. This project on 
the Mississippi River is being named after Judge Elvis J. Stahr, Sr. 
and his son, Dr. Elvis J. Stahr, Jr., two prominent public figures 
from Hickman. Judge Stahr was successively County Judge of 
Fulton County, a member of the Hickman City Council, County At­
torney, State Senator, and Circuit Judge. Prior to his death in 
1963, Judge Stahr served 19 years as Circuit Judge of the first Ju­
dicial District of Kentucky, and he is remembered for his sound de­
cisions, which were rarely reversed on appeal, for his courtesy and 
fairness to all in his courtroom, and for his notable sense of humor. 

Judge Stahr's son and onl~ child, Elvis J. Stahr, Jr., was a gradu­
ate "with high distinction' from the University of Kentucky; a 
Rhodes Scholar with three degrees from Oxford University; a 
lawyer with a New York law firm, an Infantry officer throughout 
World War II, during which he ser.ved twenty-six months overseas, 
attained the rank of Lieutenant Colonel, and was awarded number­
ous military awards including the Bronze Star with Oak Leaf Clus­
ter, and several awards from the Republic of China; Dean of the 
College of Law and Provost of the University of Kentucky; Vice 
Chancellor of the University of Pittsburgh; President of West Vir­
ginia University; Secretary of the Army under President John F. 
Kennedy; President of Indiana University; President of the Nation­
al Audubon Society; and now, the Washington partner of a San 
Francisco law firm. His list of honors, which is too lengthy to men­
tion in its entirety, includes honorary degrees from at least 26 col­
leges and universities, and he has served six Presidents of the 
United States in a variety of capacities. 

SECTION 908 

Former Congressman Wilbur D. Mills had a long and distin­
guished career in the House of Representatives, serving for many 
years as Chairman of the Ways and Means Committee. Prior to his 
election to Congress in 1938 and his subsequent sixteen terms in 
the House, he received a law degree from Harvard University, 
practiced law in Searcy, Arkansas, and served four years as County 
and Probate Judge of White County,. Arkansas. As a Member of 
Congress, he was widely recognized as brilliant and diligent attor­
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ney, with an unparalleled knowledge of tax law and fiscal matters 
by the time he assumed the chairmanship of the House Ways and 
Means Committee in 1958. From that position he greatly influ­
enced the tax, Social Security, tariff and welfare legislation han­
dled by that Committee. 

Congressman Mills was also a strong supporter of water re­
sources development and the inland waterway navigation system 
and was influential in obtaining authorization and funding for the 
Arkansas River project during his years in Congress. He was ex­
tremely instrumental in assuring that the navigation project was 
completed in a timely fashion. This section names Dam number 2 
on the Arkansas Waterway in his honor. 

SECTION 909 

This section changes the name of the public access area, on the 
Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway, known as the China Bluff access 
area, to the S.W. Taylor Memorial Park. Mr. S.W. Taylor was an 
outstanding citizen of Sumter County, Alabama. He served unself­
ishly in the interest of the people of Sumter County and exempli­
fied during this lifetime the highest and finest qualities of citizen­
ship. 

Prior to its sale to the Federal Government by Mr. Taylor's 
family, China Bluff was part of the old Taylor Plantation and. now 
sits adjacent to the Taylor family cemetery, which will be pre­
served and appropriately fenced. The bluff offers a scenic overlook 
of the Gainesville Lake and will be developed by the Corps of Engi­
neers as a recreational area and park. 
. In a tragic accident in June of 1977, Mr. Taylor drowned at the 
nearby Gainesville Lock and Dam on the Tennessee-Tombigbee 
Waterway. His loss was a sad shock to the entire area, and the 
Committee feels the naming of this park in his memory is most ap­
propriate, 

SECTION 910 

This section names the main channel of the project for San Lean­
dro Marina, California, after Jack D. Maltester. Mr. Maltester 
served as Mayor of San Leandro, California, from 1958 to 1978, fol­
lowing his service on the San Leandro City Council from 1956 to 
1958 and earlier service on the City Council in 1948. His varied 
background in public life also included service on the San Leandro 
Civil Service Commission and four terms on the Federal Advisory 
Commission for Intergovernmental Relations, having been appoint­
ed to the latter position once by President Johnson, reappointed 
twice by President Nixon, and again by President Ford. Mr. Mal­
tester has also served as President of the U.S. Conference of 
Mayors, President of the League of California Cities, and President 
of the Association of Bay Area Governments. The re~aming of .the 
San Leandro Channel in honor of Jack D. Maltester IS approprIate 
in light of his long history of public service, both in San Leandro 
and nationally. 



376 


SECTION 911 

This section names the visitor center at the powerhouse at the 
Richard B. Russell Dam and Lake Project, South Carolina and 
Georgia, after Peyton S. Hawes. Mr. Hawes is a retired justice of 
the Supreme Court of Georgia who spent enormous amounts of his 
own time to advance the Richard B. Russell project, helping to 
obtain its authorization in 1966 and to obtain funding for the 
project as it was constructed. Naming the visitor center after him 
will be a most appropriate recognition of his long career of public 
service in Georgia and his efforts toward the development of our 
Nation's water resources. 

SECTION 912 

This section renames the Calion Lock and Dam, located on the 
Ouachita River near Calion, Arkansas, after H.K. Thatcher. Mr. 
Thatcher served for thirty years, from 1950 to 1980, as Executive 
Vice President of the Ouachita River Valley Association. During 
that period, a modern navigation system for the Ouachita River 
was authorized by Congress and constructed by the Corps. Partly 
as a result of his leadership and personal sacrifice, the Ouachita 
River Project is now nearing completion. Naming the lock and dam 
at Calion, which is near his hometown of Camden, Arkansas, in his 
honor is particularly appropriate in light of his long service to his 
community and the Nation. 

SECTION 913 

Recognizing the exemplary leadership of Congressman Tom 
Bevill in the completion of our Nation's newest waterway,the Ten­
nessee-Tombigbee Waterway, the Committee deems it appropria~ 
that the lock and dam presently known as the Aliceville Lock and 
Dam in Pickensville, Alabama, be designated as the "Tom Bevill 
Lock and Dam". The Committee also deems it appropriate that the 
Visitors center at this site be named the "Tom Bevill Visitor 
Center". 

SECTION 914 

This section designates the Lowndesville Recreation Area, locat­
ed within the Richard B. Russell Dam and Lake project, South 
Carolina and Georgia, as the Jim Rampey Recreation Area. The 
late Mr. Rampey was the owner of a substantial portion of the land 
which is now part of the recreation area. 

SECTION 915 

This section renames the visitors centers at Caesar Creek Lake, 
Ohio, after J. E. Carnahan. After the flood of 1959 in the Little 
Miami Valley region of Ohio, Mr. J. E. Carnahan, then President 
of the Chamber of Commerce in Milford, Ohio, formed the Little 
Miami Valley Development Association, an organization that con­
veyed to Congress the urgent need for flood control in the area and 
expressed the overwhelming community support for the revival of 
a flood control project originally authorized by Congress in 1938. 



TITLE X 

PROJECT DEAUTHORIZATIONS 

BACKGROUND 

The Committee has taken a bold first step in Title X to deauthor­
ize a large number of Corps of Engineers water resources projects 
that are unlikely ever to be constructed in their currently author­
ized form. More than 300 projects or portions of projects are includ­
ed in Title X. It has been estimated by the Congressional Budget 
Office that, assuming these projects would have been funded, Fed­
eral outlays will reduce by approximately $18 billion and outlays 
by non-Federal units of government by approximately $3.1 billion 
over the period from fiscal year 1986 through fiscal year 1998. 

Since the early 1880's when the Corps of Engineers first began 
its work to develop and protect the vast potential of our Nation's 
water resources, Congress has authorized far more projects than 
could be built with the funding available. For example, large num­
bers of projects were authorized in the 1930's and 1940's, many of 
which have never been completely constructed. 

The Committee conducted an exhaustive examination of the 
Corps' backlog of authorized but unbuilt water resources projects. 
Every such project was reviewed and analyzed in detail, both by 
the Corps of Engineers as well as by Committee itself. Hearings 
were held to receive testimony from interested witnesses, including 
the General Acccounting Office and the Assistant Secretary of the 
Army for Civil Works, on the subject of the Corps' water resources 
project backlog. Every Member of Congress was personally notified 
of all the projects being considered for deauthorization and the 
views of each Member were thoroughly considered before deauthor­
ization decisions were reached. 

As a result of this process, the Committee was able to compile, as 
a first step, a list of projects, representing almost one-third of the 
Cops' total backlog, to be deauthorized by Title X. Follow-on efforts 
will attempt to determine the extent that other projects not includ­
ed in Title X can also be recommended for deauthorization. 

Information provided to the Committee by the Corps of Engi­
neers indicates that there are 98 currently authorized Corps water 
resources projects. These projects include authorized projects, 
project modifications that have been separately authorized, and 
projects elements that the Corps has identified as separate projects. 
They cover the full range of the Corps civil works responsibilities, 
including navigation improvement, flood control, hydroelectric 
power, recreation, municipal and industrial water supply, shore 
and beach erosion protection, fish and wildlife conservation, and 
water quality improvement. 

(377) 



378 


The Corps administratively classifies its authorized projects in 
four categories: Active, in the Budget; Active, not in the Budget· 
Deferred; and Inactive. The Deferred category is composed of thos~ 
projects for which a restudy is necessary to determine whether 
they are economically justified, those for which local interests are 
currently unable to furnish the required cooperation, or those 
whose authorized plan could be significantly affected by an author­
ized survey investigation and, therefore, should not be undertaken 
pending the outcome of the survey. The Inactive category is com­
posed of those projects which lack economic justification, are not 
adequate to meet current and prospective needs, are not supported 
by local interests or which are no longer required because they 
have been superseded by another project or for other reasons. 

Congress has acted on a number of occasions to deauthorize 
projects that are no longer justified or not desired by local spon­
sors. In recent years, the primary method of deauthorizing such 
projects has been through the use of Section 12 of the Water Re­
source Development Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-251). 

Under Section 12, the Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, annually submits to Congress a list of those 
projects which he has determined should no longer be authorized. 
Projects on the list must have been authorized for at least eight 
years and must have received no funding during the preceding 
eight years. A project on the list is no longer authorized after 90 
days of continuous session in Congress unless, during that period, 
either the House Committee on Public Works and Transportation 
of the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works adopts 
a resolution providing that the project shall continue to be author­
ized. 

Since the 1974 Act was signed into law, 469 Corps projects have 
been deauthorized under Section 12 procedure. 

Section 12 has worked well to free the water resources program 
from its large backlog of projects which cannot reasonably be ex­
pected to be constructed. However, the administrative process in­
volved with its implementation is slow. The Committee therefore 
undertook an examination of projects classified by the Corps as de­
ferred and inactive, and those eligible for deauthorization under 
Section 12. The views of affected Members of Conress and non-Fed­
eral interests were sought and considered. This process resulted in 
the projects and project elements included in Title X. 

SECTION 1001 

This section deauthorizes all or portions of 310 projects. The con­
struction costs associated with these projects are estimated to 
exceed $18 billion. Only uncompleted portions of projects, not yet 
under construction, are deauthorized by section 1001. 

The projects covered by section 1001 include many which have 
been classified as either inactive or deferred for further study by 
the Corps of Engineers, as well as projects which are eligible for 
deauthorization pursuant to the provisions of section 12 of the 
Water Resources Development Act of 1974. Also included are 
projects which are not listed in these categories but which have 
been authorized for a number of years and are no longer consid­
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ered to be viable because of changed economic or environmental 
circumstances, because of a lack of local support, or because they 
have been superseded by other more feasible authorizations. De­
scription of the projects follow. 

ALABAMA RIVER, MONTGOMERY, AL 

Authorization..-Flood Control Act of 1958. 
Description,-The plan, which would have provided protection for 

an area containing industrial plants, commercial establishments 
and residences in the north part of Mongomery along the Alabama 
River, would have included two leveees and a floodwall with appur­
tenant drainage ditches and structures. This project would have 
protected an area of 1,463 acres from the pre-record flood of April 
1886. The interior drainage channels and structures to be provided 
would have handled all of the runoff from an area of 3,951 acres. 
The pumping plant would have operated only when the river was 
above elevation 127 at the station or above a 19.7-foot state on the 
U.S. Weather Bureau gage near the lower end of the project before 
the Jones Bluff Lock and Dam was constructed. This stage would 
have had an expected frequency of three times a year. 

Remarks.-There are no separable elements. The project is in an 
inactive status due to lack of local support. 

ALABAMA-COOSE RIVER BASIN, BIG WILLS CREEK LAKE, AL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The Big Wills Creek dam site is located in Etowah 
County, Alabama, 25 miles above the mouth of the Creek and 8 
miles north of Gadsen, Alabama. The 2,470-foot-Iong dam would 
have consisted of a concrete spillway 213 feet long with 5 tainter 
gates 29 feet high and 33 feet wide and concrete non-overflow abut­
ments across the main channel which would have been connected 
to high ground on both banks by earthfill non-overflow dikes. A 
powerhouse located on the right bank would have contained one 
3,200 kw unit. At maximum power pool elevation, the reservoir 
would have had in area of 4,870 acres and at minimum power pool 
elevation, 2,810 acres. About 76,500 acre-feet of storage would have 
been available· between these elevations. construction of the reser­
voir would have necessitated the relocation or modification of 
about 12 miles of county roads. Total clearing would have been per­
formed between elevations 635, 5 feet below minimum power pool, 
and 662, 2 feet above maximum power pool. The land that would 
have been required for the reservoir is estimated to be 4,340 acres. 

ALABAMA-COOSA RIVER BASIN, CROOKED CREEK LAKE, AL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The Crooked Creek Lake project would have been 
located at mile 137.7 on the Tallapoosa River in an eroded valley 
section about 8 miles southwest of Wedowee, Alabama. The project 
would have consisted of a 308-foot-Iong concrete spillway with six 
tainter gates 35 feet high and 42 feet wide, and concrete nonover­
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flow abutment across the main channel which would have been 
connected by earthfill dikes to high ground on both banks. Two 
earthfill dikes would have been required in lower saddles on the 
left bank. Two 33,000 kw units would have been installed in a 
power plant located in the right bank. Peaking operations of this 
plant would have caused some daily variation in downstream river 
states. 

The reservoir formed by the dam would have had an area of 
3,550 acres minimum power pool elevation and 7,900 acres at maxi­
mum power pool elevation. It would have had a usable power stor­
age volume between these elevations of 197,000 acre-feet. Dead 
storage below minimum power pool elevation would have been 
118,000 acre-feet. About 118,000 acre-feet would have been provided 
for flood storage between elevations 780 and 793, using a plan of 
induced surcharge. . 

Construction of the reservoir would have necessitated the reloca­
tion or modification of about 17 miles of country roads, 4 miles of 
Alabama Highway No. 48, and 1 mile of U.S. Highway No. 431. The 
existing public roads intercepted by the resevoir would have been 
preserved and utilized wherever practical for public acess to the 
reservoir. Total clearing would have been performed between eleva­
tion 740, 5 feet below the minimum power pool elevation 783, 2 feet 
above maximum power pool. The land that would have been re­
quired for the reservoir is estimated to be 10,300 acres. 

ALABAMA-COOSA RIVER BASIN, HATCHET CREEK LAKE, AL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The Hatched Creek project would have been locat­
ed in Coosa County, Alabama, about 16 miles east of Clanton. The 
site for this development would have been located 7.7 miles above 
the mouth of Hatchet Creek, which enters the Coosa River from 
the left bank, 355.3 miles above the mouth of the Alabama River. 
The pool of the Alabama Power Company's Mitchell Reservoir ex­
tends above the site. The dam would have consisted of a 373-foot­
long concrete spillway with seven tainter gates 29 feet high and 44 
feet wide across the main channel connected to high ground on 
both banks by concrete nonoverflow abutments. A. power plant 
with two 22,000 kw units would have been located in the left bank. 

At maximum power pool elevation, the reservoir would have cov­
ered an area of 11,100 acres. It would have covered an area of 6,600 
acres at minimum power pool elevation. The usable power storage 
between these elevations would have been 255,000 acre-feet. Dead 
storage would have been 260,000 acre-feet. 

Relocations that would have been required include modifications 
of ~bout 1 mile of Federal Highway No. 231, eight miles of Ala­
bama highway No. 22, and 17 miles of county roads. Complete 
clearing of the reservoir would have been performed between eleva­
tion 435, 5 feet below minimum power pool, and elevation 472, 2 
feet above maximum power pool. It is estimated that about 12,800 
acres of land would have been required for the reservoir. 
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ALABAMA-COOSA RIVER BASIN, LITTLE RIVER LAKE, AL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-This project would have been located in Cherokee 
and DeKalb Counties, Alabama, about 35 miles northeast of Gads­
den, and 20.4 miles above the mouth of Little River. This develop­
ment would have consisted of a dam and spillway across Little 
River and a power intake and penstock on the left bank of the res­
ervoir to divert the flow to a power plant located on Culstigh 
Creek, a tributary of Mills Creek. The 1,074-foot-Iong dam would 
have consisted of a spillway 206 feet long across the main channel 
with four tainter gates 29 feet high and 41.5 feet wide connected to 
high ground on'both banks by concrete non-overflow abutments. 
The power plant would have had a total installed capacity of 4,500 
kw. 

At maximum power pool elevation, the reservoir would have had 
an area of 765 acres and, at minimum power pool elevation, 70 
acres. There would have been about 12,300 acre-feet of storage be­
tween these elevations for power generation. Dead storage would 
have been 400 acre-feet. 

ALABAMA-COOSA RIVER BASIN, MILLS CREEK LAKE, AL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The Mills Creek reservoir project would have been 
located in Cherokee County, Alabama, on Mills Creek 5.1 miles 
above its confluence with the Chattooga River. The dam site is 
about 20 miles west of Rome, Georgia, and 13 miles southwest of 
Summerville, Georgia. This project would have consisted of a 178­
foot-long concrete spillway with four tainter gates 29 feet high and 
34.5 feet wide and concrete nonoverflow abutments across the main 
channel. An earth and rock-fill dike 1,900 feet long would have 
been required along the rim of the reservoir about 2 miles west of 
the dam. One 6,100 kw unit would have been installed in a power­
house in the right bank. This project would have reregulated the 
flows released for power generation at the Little River develop­
ment. These flows would have been diverted down Culstigh Creek 
to the Mills Creek reservoir. 

The reservoir would have had an area of 4,520 acres at maxi­
mum power pool elevation and 2,670 acres at minimum power pool 
elevation. The usable power storage between these elevations 
would have been 89,500 acre-feet. Dead storage would have been 
55,000 acre-feet. 

Relocations that would have been required include modifications 
of about 6 miles of county roads. Complete clearing of the reservoir 
would have been performed between elevation 660, 5 feet below 
minimum power pool, and elevation 692, 2 feet above maximum 
power pool. The land that would have been required for the reser­
voir is estimated to be 5,860 acres. 
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ALABAMA-COOSA RIVER BASIN, TERRAPIN CREEK LAKE, AL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The Terrapin Creek site is located in Cherokee 
County, Alabama, 12.2 miles above the mouth of Terrapin Creek, 
23 miles east of Gadsden, Alabama, and 29 miles southwest of 
Rome, Georgia. The 625-foot-Iong dam would have consisted of a 
concrete spillway 278 feet long with six tainter gates 29 feet high 
and 37 feet wide connected to high ground on both banks by con­
crete nonoverflow abutments. A powerhouse located in the left 
bank would have contained one 2,900 kw unit. 

At maximum power pool elevation, the reservoir would have had 
an area of 1,850 acres and, at minimum power pool elevation, 570 
acres. About 23,000 acre-feet of storage would have been available 
between these elevations for power generation. Dead storage would 
have been 8,300 acre-feet. 

Construction of the reservoir would have necessitated the reloca­
tion or modification of about 5 miles of county roads. Total clearing 
would have been performed between elevation 615, 5 feet below 
minimum power pool, and elevation 642, 2 feet above maximum 
power pool. The land that would have been required for the reser­
voir is estimated to be 2,440 acres. 

ALABAMA-COOSA RIVER BASIN, WAXAHATCHEE CREEK LAKE, AL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The Waxahatchee Creek project would have been 
located 6.5 miles above the mouth of Waxahatchee Creek in Chil­
ton and Shelby Counties, Alabama, about 36 miles southeast of Bir­
mingham. The reservoir of the Alabama Power Company's Lay 
Dam would have extended above the dam site. The 600-foot-Iong 
dam would have consisted of a concrete spillway 253 feet long with 
five tainter gates 29 feet high and 41 feet wide connected to high 
ground on both banks by concrete nonoverflow abutments. A pow­
erhouse located in the left bank would have contained one 5,600 kw 
unit. 

The reservoir would have had an area of 3,780 acres at maxi­
mum power pool elevation and 2,050 acres at minimum power pool 
elevation. The reservoir would have provided 43,100 acre-feet of 
storage for power operations between these elevations. Dead stor­
age would have been 32,500 acre-feet. 

Construction of the project would have necessitated the reloca­
tion or modification of about 1 mile of the Louisville and Nashville 
Railroad and 3 miles of county roads. Total clearing would have 
been performed between elevation 430, 5 feet below minimum 
power pool, and elevation 452, 2 feet above maximum power pool. 
The land that would have been required for the reservoir isesti­
mated to be 4,730 acres. 

ALABAMA-COOSA RIVER BASIN, WEOGUFKA CREEK LAKE, AL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 
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Description.-This project would have been located in Coosa 
County, Alabama, about 15.8 miles above the mouth of Weogufka 
Creek. This creek enters the Hatchet Creek arm of the Mitchell 
Dam reservoir downstream from the Hatchet Creek site. The dam 
would have consisted of a 204-foot-Iong concrete spillway with four 
tainter gates 29 feet high and 41 feet wide across the main channel 
connected to high ground on both banks by concrete nonoverflow 
abutments. A power plant with one 7,200 kw unit would have been 
located in the right bank. 

At maximum power pool elevation, the reservoir would have had 
an area of 2,550 acres. It would have had an area of 1,600 acres at 
minimum power pool elevation. The usable power storage between 
these elevations would have been 50,000 acre-feet. Dead storage 
would have been 48,000 acre-feet. 

Relocations that would have been required include modification 
of about 4 miles of county roads. Total clearing would have been 
performed between elevation 540, 5 feet below minimum power 
pool, and elevation 572, 2 feet above maximum power pool. It is es­
timated that about 3,200 acres of land would have been required 
for the reservoir. 

ALABAMA-COOSA RIVER BASIN, YELLOWLEAF CREEK LAKE, AL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-This reservoir would have been located in Shelby 
County, Alabama, 10.1 miles above the mouth of Yellowleaf Creek, 
and about 22 miles southeast of Birmingham. The project would 
have consisted of a 204-foot-Iong concrete spillway with four tainter 
gates 29 feet high and 41 feet wide and concrete non overflow abut­
ments across the main channel. A powerhouse located in the left 
bank would have contained one 3,400 kw unit. 

At maximum power pool elevation, the reservoir would have had 
an area of 4,800 acres, and, at minimum power pool elevation, 
2,900 acres. About 39,700 acre-feet of storage between these eleva­
tions would have been available for power generation. Dead storage 
would have been 37,600 acre-feet. 

Construction of the reservoir would have necessitated the reloca­
tion or modification of about 23 miles of county roads. Total clear­
ing would have been performed between elevation 460, 5 feet below 
minimum power pool, and 477, 2 feet above maximum power pool. 
It is estimated that about 5,960 acres of land would have been re­
quired for the reservoir. 

ALABAMA-COOSA RIVER BASIN, BIG CANOE CREEK LAKE, AL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. . 

Description.-This reservoir would have been located in St. Clair 
and Etowah Counties, Alabama, 5 miles above the mouth of Big 
Canoe Creek and 10 miles southwest of Gadsden. The 920-foot-Iong 
earthfill dam would have extended across the main channel to high 
ground on both banks. A concrete spillway 228 feet long with 5 
tainter gates 29 feet high and 36 feet wide would have been located 
in the left bank adjacent to the dam. 

i· 
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The reservoir would have had an area of 14,400 acres at maxi­
mum power storage pool elevation and 2,000 acres at minimum 
power storage pool. About 189,000 acre-feet of storage between 
these elevations would have been provided for stream flow regula­
tion. Dead storage would have been 15,000 acre-feet. 

Construction of the reservoir would have required the relocation 
or modification of portions of Interstate Highway No. 59, about 4 
miles of U.S. Highway No. 441, and 8 miles of county roads. Com­
plete clearing of the reservoir would have been performed between 
elevations 505.5, 5 feet below minimum power storage pool and ele­
vation 537, 2 feet above maximum power storage pool. It is estimat­
ed that about 18,200 acres of land would have been required for the 
reservoir. 

MYERS CHUCK HARBOR, AK 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have consisted of a rock-mound 
breakwater, 430 feet long. 

NOME HARBOR, AK 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of August 30, 1935, Public 
Law 409, 74th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have provided for the extension 
of the east jetty 616 feet and the west jetty not more than 216 feet. 
The original project was adopted August 1917 and completed in 
1923. It consisted on an east jetty 335 feet long, a west jetty 460 
feet long, a 75-foot-Iong channel from Norton Sound through the 
Snake River, ending in a 250-foot-wide and 600-foot-Iong basin at 
the mouth of Bourbon and Dry Creeks. P.L. 409 authorized modifi­
cation of the existing project to provide for extension of the jetties 
as described above. Due to extensive storm and ice damage, the 
original jetties were reconstructed with concrete and steel to modi­
fied lengths of 240 and 400 feet. Because of the reconstruction, 
which was completed in 1940, the jetty extensions authorized in 
1935 are no longer necessary. Construction of the seawall, which 
was authorized in the June 16, 1948 Public Law was completed in 
1951. 

SKAGWAY RIVER, AK 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of June 20, 1938, Public 
Law 685, 75th Congress; and section 10 of the Flood Control Act of 
1946. 

Description.-The original project included a 6,700 foot training 
dike and a 1,800 foot breakwater. Also authorized but later deleted 
were additional dikes and groins. In the 79th Congress a modifica­
tion was authorized to provide for restoration of the original 
project breakwater to original standards, construction of a 300-foot 
extension to the breakwater, construction of two groins, and recon­
struction of the dikes. This modification was not constructed. Part 
of the proposed extension to the breakwater was incorporated into 
a fill constructed by the White Pass and Yukon Railroad in 1968. 
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CROOKED CREEK LAKE LEVEE, AR 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1968. 
Description.-The Crooked Creek study responded to a resolution 

adopted by the Committee on Public Works of the U.S. Senate on 
May 16, 1961 requesting the Board to review the reports on White 
River and Tributaries, Missouri and Arkansas, published as House 
Document No. 102, 73rd Congress, 1st session, to determine wheth­
er flood protection on Crooked Creek and Tributaries was advisa­
ble. The recommended project consisted of dam and reservoir for 
flood control, water supply and recreation, and raising the existing 
levee and floodwall. 

GILLETT NEW LEVEE, LOWER ARKANSAS RIVER, NORTH BANK, AR 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of May 15, 1928, Public Law 
391, 70th Congress; Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, Public Law 
738, 74th Congress; and the Flood Control Act of 1946. 

Description.-The Gillett New Levee was envisioned as the au­
thorized lower extension of the completed north bank Arkansas 
River levee system. It would have tied into high ground at project 
grade in the vicinity of Gillett, Arkansas, and would have been the 
last item of new levee authorized to be constructed. 

MURFREESBORO RESERVOIR, PIKE COUNTY, AR 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1950. 
Description.-The authorized project consisted of a concrete dam 

about 105 feet high and a little more than 1,000 feet long with a 
flood control pool of about 3,200 acres to be located about 2 miles 
above the mouth of Muddy Fork, a tributary of the Little Missouri 
River. 

ALHAMBRA CREEK, CA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1968. 
Description.-The project was to provide for channel improve­

ments within the City of Martinez, a division conduit, and channel 
improvements within the county. 

ALISO CREEK DAM, SANTA ANA RIVER BASIN, ORANGE COUNTY, CA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, Public Law 
738, 74th Congress. 

Description.-The dam would have been an earthfill structure, 
500 feet in length, 75 feet in height, located 14 miles upstream 
from the Aliso Creek mouth. Aliso Creek Dam is part of the Santa 
Ana River Basin (and Orange County) project which comprises sev­
eral dams. 

BEAR RIVER, CA 

Authorization.-Section 201 of Flood Control Act of 1965 and ap­
proved by resolution of the Committee on Public Works and Trans­
portation of the House of Representatives, adopted September 23, 
1976, and resolution of the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works of the Senate, adopted October 1, 1976. 
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Description.-The project was to be located in drainage areas 
tributary to Bear River near the communities of Linda and Olive­
hurst, California, and would have provided for about 7 miles of 
levee and channel work, pumping facilities for local drainage; and 
associated trail-based recreation facilities. 

BUTLER VALLEY DAM, MAD RIVER, CA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1968. 
Description.-The project would have been located on the Mad 

River in Humboldt County in the northwestern part of the State of 
California, about 23 miles east of Eureka and 290 miles north of 
San Francisco. The current project plan was to provide for con­
struction of a rockfill dam about 350 feet high and 1,850 feet long, 
creation of a reservoir with gross storage capacity of about 460,000 
acre-feet, including seasonal dual use of 25,000 acre-feet of storage 
for flood control, water supply and recreation and fish and wildlife. 

EEL RIVER, CA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 
Description.-The Eel River drains an area of approximately 

3,600 square miles including portions of Humboldt, Mendocino, 
Trinity, Glen and Lake Counties, California, and empties into the 
Pacific Ocean about 15 miles southwest of Eureka, California. The 
proposed plan of improvement for the delta area was to provide for: 
modification of existing levees and construction of new levees to 
control flood flows in the lower reaches of the Eel and Salt Rivers; 
related interior drainage works; and a boat-launching ramp with 
appurtenant facilities for recreation. 

SIERRA MADRE WASH, LOS ANGELES COUNTY DRAIN AREA, CA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of August 18, 1941, Public 
Law 228, 77th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have provided for concrete chan­
nelization of about 0.8 mile of Sierra Madre Wash. 

MONETEREY HARBOR, CA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress: 

Description.-The project was to consist of a breakwater 1,700 
feet long. Some dredging has been completed except that a barrier 
groin/sandtrap and some minor dredging have not been imple­
mented. The plan would have provided for enlargement of the pro­
tected harbor area by construction of two rubble-mound break­
waters, a detached north breakwater about 3,300 feet long located 
parallel to, and approximately 2,000 feet from the shoreline, and 
an east breakwater about 1,100 feet long extending northerly from 
the shoreline. Two entrances, each approximatley 400 feet wide, at 
mean lower low water, were to be located near the northeast cor­
ners of the harbor. 

NAPA RIVER BASIN, CA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 
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Description.-The project was to be located in and near the City 
and County of Napa, California, about 40 miles north of San Fran­
cisco. The 89th Congress authorized a project providing for channel 
enlargement and floodwalls or levees for 10.7 miles. Recreation fa­
cilities were to be constructed along the channel and a railroad 
bridge was to be relocated. This plan was modified by the 94th Con­
gress to provide larids for fish and wildlife mitigation. 

NAPA RIVER, CA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of July 24, 1946, Public 
Law 525, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The project was to consist of about 12 miles of 
channel 15 feet deep and 100 feet wide between Mare Island and 
Asylum Slough, thence about 4 miles of channel 10 feet deep, 75 
feet wide to 3rd St. in Napa, California. The authorized dredging 
project was completed in 1950. However, the construction of dikes 
and revetments was not completed at that time. 

OLD RIVER, SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY, CA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of August 26, 1937, Public 
Law 392, 75th Congress. 

Description.-Old River is located on the line between Contra 
Costa County and San Joaquin County about 14 miles west of the 
city of Stockton, California. Old River is the most westerly branch 
of the interconnecting tidal channels into which the San Joaquin 
River divides in crossing its delta. The project would have provided 
for a channel along Old River from its mouth near Venice Island to 
Lammers Ferry Road; a side channel at Orwood; a channel in 
Grant Line Canal; a channel through Doughty Cut to the Holly 
Sugar factory; a channel from Doughty Cut to the head of Old 
River; and entrances to Fabian-Bell Canal. In 1939, construction 
was initiated and about 28 percent of the construction was complet­
ed. The remaining work includes a side channel at Orwood; comple­
tion of the project channels from the mouth of Old River to Lam­
mers Ferry Road and from Crocker Cut to the Holly Sugar factory. 

SAN JUAN DAM, DANTA ANA RIVER BASIN, ORANGE COUNTY, CA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, Public Law 
738, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The plan of improvement provided for an earthen 
dam 2,150 feet long with a maximum height of 103 feet above the 
streambed. The drainage area is 104 square miles. San Juan Dam 
would have been part of the Santa Ana River Basin and Orange 
County project, which comprises several dams. 

TRABUCO DAM, SANTA ANA RIVER BASIN, ORANGE COUNTY, CA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, Public Law 
738, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project was to have been an earthfill dam lo­
cated on Arroyo Trabuco 7 miles upstream of the river mouth. It 
would have been 1,600 feet in length and 97 feet in height. Trabuco 



388 


Dam would have been part of the Santa Ana River Basin and 
Orange County project, which comprises several dams. 

UNIVERSITY WASH AND SPRING BROOK, DA 

Authorization.-Section 201 of the Flood Control Act of 1965, 
Public Law 298, 89th Congress; and approved by resolution of the 
Committee on Public Works of the House of Representatives, 
adopted December 15, 1970, and resolution of the Committee on 
Public Works of the Senate, adopted June 22, 1971. 

Description.-The plan would have provided for about 5 miles of 
improved channel along University Wash and Springbrook. Also to 
be included in the project were beautification features. 

COLUSA TO RED BLUFF, SACRAMENTO RIVER, CA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of August 30, 1935, Public 
Law 409, 74th Congress. 

Description. -The entire project would have provided a channel 
10 feet deep at mean lower low water, 150 to 200 feet bottom width, 
from Suisun Bay to Sacramento, California, a distance of 60 miles; 
a channel 6 feet deep at low water between Sacramento and 
Colusa, a distance of 85 miles; a channel 5 feet deep at low water 
between Colusa, and Chico Landing, a distance of 50 miles; and a 
channel of such depths as practicable between Chico Landing and 
Red Bluff, a distance of 53 miles. Work below Sacramento consisted 
primarily of dredging; work above Sacramento included removal of 
snags, concentration of the channel by dredging and wing dams, 
and streamflow regulation by Shasta Reservoir. A separate element 
of the project provided for a shallow draft channel to a depth of 5 
feet at low water between Colusa and Chico Landing, a distance of 
50 miles; and such depths as practicable between Chico Landing 
and Red Bluff, a distance of 53 miles. 

SAN JOAQUIN RIVER, STOCKTON DEEPWATER SHIP CHANNEL, CA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1950. 
Description.-The project would have provided for the construc­

tion of a new turning basin near Rough and Ready Island; the en­
largement of Upper Stockton Channel; the construction of 30-foot 
depth Burns Cut-off Channel around Rough and Ready Island, in­
cluding construction of a combination rail and highway bridge; and 
the construction of a new settling basin on the San Joaquin River 
upstream from its confluence with Stockton Channel. 

BOULDER,CO 

Authorization. Flood Control Act of 1950 
Description.-The project was to consist of channel enlargement 

and bank protection on Sunshine Creek from its mouth upstream 
for about 1,500 feet and on Boulder Creek from the junction of Sun­
shine Creek downstream approximately 3.5 miles to the Colorado 
and Southern Railway Bridge. The plan included 1,000 feet of verti­
cal concrete wall above Broadway with the remainder of the chan­
nel to be riprapped. Several bridges were also to be altered, re­
moved, or newly constructed. 
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No action was taken in the Boulder project after authorization, 
due to a lack of local interest and support. Several related studies 
of the flooding problem have been conducted since the project was 
authorized, the most recent of which was a complete flood control 
reformulation conducted as part of the recent Metopolitan Denver 
and South Platte River and Tributaries study, which serves as the 
basis for the Metropolitan Denver project authorized in Section 
301(a). 

CASTLEWOOD LAKE, DOUGLAS COUNTY, CO 

Authorization. Flood Control Act of August 18, 1941, Public Law 
228, 77th Congress. 

Description.-The project was to consist of a 212-foot-high rolled 
earthfill dam with an uncontrolled outlet and a concrete spillway. 
The site is located on Cherry Creek in Douglas County, Colorado, 
approximately 30 miles south of Denver. 

The Flood Control Act of 1941 also authorized Cherry Creek Dam 
located on Cherry Creek downstream of Castlewood Dam. Construc­
tion of Cherry Creek Dam was completed in 1953. Although located 
on the same stream and authorized by the same flood control act, 
the two are considered separable projects. 

BRIDGEPORT HARBOR-BLACK ROCK HARBOR, CT 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1958 
Description.-The uncompleted project features provide for con­

struction of two-rubble-mound breakwaters at the entrance to 
Black Rock Habor and dredging a 28-acre anchorage 6 feet deep in 
Burr and Cedar Creeks at the head of Black Rock Harbor. The au­
thorization cited above provided for deepening the main ship chan­
nel and turning basin at Bridgeport to 35 feet-which was complet­
ed in 1963-was well as the still unconstructed breakwaters and 6­
foot-deep anchorage. 

CONNECTICUT RIVER BELOW HARTFORD, HARTFORD, CT 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1958. 
Description.-The uncompleted project features provide for con­

struction of two-rubble-mound breakwaters at the entrance to 
Black Rock Harbor and dredging a 28-acrea anchorage 6 feet deep 
in Burr and Cedar Creeks at the head of Black Rock Harbor. The 
authoriziaton cited above provided for deepening the main ship 
channel and turning as in at bridgeprot to 35 feet-which was com­
pleted in 1963-as well as the still unconstructed breakwaters and 
5-foot-deep anchorage. 

CONNECTICUT RIVER BELOW HARTFORD, HARTFORD, CT 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1950. 
Description.-The plan called for provison of an anchorge area, 6 

feet deep and 6.5 acres in area, at Hamburg Cove at the head of 
the existing access channel. 
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MYSTIC RIVER, NEW LONDON COUNTY CHANNEL, CT 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 4, 1913, Public 
Law 429, 62nd Congress. 

Description.-The plan provided for a full 100-foot-wide, 1Uoot­
deep channel extending 4,700 feet from U.S. Route 1 drawbridge to 
the Mystic Seaport site. Work was essentially completed in 1913, 
except that the 12-foot channel was dredged only to widths of 80 to 
90 feet, rather than to the authorized 100 feet. Subsequent authori­
zations of the 1945 River and Harbor Act for the overall Mystic 
River project pertained to work downstream of Route 1 bridge and 
does not relate to this element. 

SILVER BEACH TO CEDER BEACH, CT 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1954. 
Description.-The project involved beach widening by placement 

of sandfill at Walnut Beach and parts of Silver, Myrtle, and Laurel 
Beaches, plus construction of 11 impermeable groins. Placement of 
sandfill at Cedar Beach and part of Laurel Beach was completed in 
1955. Placement of sandfill at Meadows End and parts of Myrtle 
and Silver Beaches was completed in 1960. The State has recently 
requested that the need for beach improvements be reviewed. 

STONINGTON HARBOR, NEW LONDON COUNTY, CT 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1950. 
Description.-The project envisioned dredging a 6-foot-deep an­

chorage at the northeast end of Stonington Harbor. It also provided 
for maintaining two breakwater sections in the outer harbor and 
the 12-foot basin in the inner harbor, dredging of Penguin Shoal at 
the southwest end of the harbor to a depth of 10 feet-all of which 
are completed-as well as the unconstructed six-foot-deep anchor­
age. 

THAMES RIVER, NEW LONDON COUNTY, CT 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law, 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The uncompleted features of the project would 
have increased channel width in the bend at Long Reach Upper 
Light (river mile 6.8). The River and Harbor Act of 1935 provided 
for extension of the existing 25-foot channel in the Thames River 
between the New London highway bridge and Allyn point, Ledyard 
(river mile· 5.8) by dredging a channel 25 feet deep and generally 
200 feet wide in the 6-mile-Iong reach between Allyn Point and 
Norwich with increased width at the bends. The 1945 River and 
Harbor Act provided for increased channel widening, 20 feet deep 
and 350 feet wide, opposite the U.S. Navy submarine base at river 
mile 2.0. All of the work has been completed except for the channel 
widening at Long Reach Upper Light. 

QUINNIPIAC RIVER CHANNEL, NEW HAVEN HARBOR, CT 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1946. 
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Description.-The project plan provided for deepening the lower 
end of the Quinnipiac River Channel to 22 feet up to a point about 
1,000 feet above Ferry Street. The existing project is 16 feet deep. 

BREWERY SAINT CHANNEL, NEW HAVEN HARBOR, CT 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1910. 
Description.-The project included the Brewery Street Channel 

and an adjacent anchorage which was 15 feet deep. The area is not 
currently used and has been maintained since 1940. The anchorage 
conflicts with a local plan for development that would include use 
of portions of the area for recreational boating. 

MILFORD HARBOR, CT 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1902 and River and 
Harbor Act of 1937. 

Description.-The authorization called for the construction of an 
anchorage basin (East Basin),. 10 feet deep over 6 acres at the east 
side of the bend in the entrance channel. Only 2.3 acres were com­
pleted to a depth of 8 feet because of hard dredging. The uncom­
pleted portion of the project would be deauthorized. 

WASHINGTON, DC AND VICINITY 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, Public Law 
738, 74th Congress; and Flood Control Act of July 24, 1946. Public 
Law 526, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The 1946 Act authorized levees and grading in the 
Lincoln Memorial and Washington Monument area, and grade 
raisings of sections of Seventeenth Street, N.W., and P Street, S.W. 
Some of these levees and the P Street grade raising have been con­
structed. 

ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, MIAMI TO KEY WEST, FL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 97th Congress. 

Description.-This project feature involved the segment of the In­
tracoastal Waterway, Miami to Key West, consisting of a channel 7 
feet deep and 90 feet wide from Cross Bank to Key West along a 
protected inside route. The project for the Intracoastal Waterway, 
Miami to Key West, has been completed from Miami to Cross 
Bank, a length of about 63 miles. The remaining segment from 
Cross Bank to Key West, approximately 32 miles in length, is being 
deauthorized. 

BISCAYNE BAY, DADE COUNTY, FL (HURRICANE BARRIER) 

Authorization.-Act of June 15, 1955, Public Law 71, 84th Con­
gress. 

Description.-The project was to consist of a hurricane barrier 
levee with ungated navigation openings north of Rickenbacker 
Causeway. The levee would have located from a point near Point 
View to Fisherman's Channel near Fisher Island. 
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CDEAR KEYS HARBOR, LEVY COUNTY, FL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of July 5, 1884. 
Description.-The element of the Cedar Keys Harbor project 

being deauthorized consists of the excavation of 1,500 cubic yards 
from an area known as the "middle ground" within the alignment 
of the main ship channel. The Cedar Keys Harbor project is com­
plete except for this segment. 

SEBASTIAN CHANNEL, INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, JACKSONVILLE TO 
MIAMI, FL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-This segment of the Intracoastal Waterway, Jack­
sonville to Miami, consists of a side channel 8 feet deep and 100 
feet wide from the waterway to and including a turning basin 300 
feet wide and 600 feet long. The length of project is about 1,800 
feet. The Intracoastal Waterway, Jacksonville to Miami, is complet­
ed except for this segment. 

JACKSONVILLE HARBOR MOORING BASIN, FLORIDA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The uncompleted segments of the Jacksonville 
Harbor project being deauthorized consist of a channel, 28 feet 
deep and 590 feet wide, extending from Laura Street to St. Elmo 
W., Acosta Bridge; a channel and floodway along the south side of 
Commodore Point; and an approach and mooring basin at the 
Naval Reserve Armory near the Main Street bridge. The Jackson­
ville Harbor project is completed except for these segments. 

KEY WEST HARBOR, MONROE COUNTY, FL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of September 19, 1890. 
Description.-This segment of the project consists of two uncom­

pleted jetties at the entrance to the northwest channel. The Key 
West Harbor is completed except for this segment. 

MIAMI HARBOR, MIAMI RIVER, FL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-Being deauthorized are the uncompleted segments 
of the Miami Harbor project, which include widening the mouth of 
Miami River; providing a channel 8 by 20 feet from the mouth of 
the river to the Intracoastal Waterway, thence, 100 feet wide to 
Government Cut; and providing a channel 12 by 100 feet from 
Miami to a harbor of refuge in Palmer Lake. The Miami Harbor 
project is complete except for these segments. 

OKEECHOBEE WATERWAY, MARTIN COUNTY, FL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 
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Description.-Being deauthorized is 'an uncompleted segment con­
sisting of a turning basin at Stuart, Martin County. The Okeecho­
bee Waterway Project is complete except for this segment. 

OKLAWAHA RIVER, FL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1907. 
Description.-The Oklawaha River project is complete except for 

the segment being deauthorized, which would have consisted of a 
channel 6 feet deep from the mouth of river to the head of Silver 
Springs Run. 

PALM BEACH HARBOR, FL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of June 20, 1938, Public 
Law 685, 75th Congress. 

Description.-This project would have consisted of a channel 16 
feet deep and 150 feet wide from the Palm Beach Harbor channel 
to an anchorage basin 16 feet deep, 750 feet wide, and 2,000 feet 
long in Lake Worth opposite Tangier Ave., Palm Beach. The length 
of the project would have been about 2.8 miles and it would have 
joined the Palm Beach Harbor Channel, which is a completed 
project. 

LAKE WORTH INLET TO SOUTH LAKE WORTH INLET, PALM BEACH, FL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1958. 
Description.-This project entailed Federal participation in the 

cost of a 15-mile-Iong shore protection project. A sand transfer 
plant at Lake Worth Inlet was constructed in 1958 and operated 
for the authorized 10-year project life. The local sponsors continue 
to operate the plant. This authorized project is included in a post­
authorization study for the entire Palm Beach County shoreline 
which includes a separate project for the remainder of the county 
(Palm Beach County from Martin County line to Lake Worth Inlet 
and from South lake Worth Inlet to Broward County Inlet). The 
post-authorization study may result in a recommendation for new 
Congressional authorization. 

GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, APALACHICOLA BAY TO ST. MARKS 
RIVER, FL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of August 26, 1937, Public 
Law 392, 75th Congress; the Act of July 23, 1942 (Public Law 675, 
77th Congress); and the River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, 
Public Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The plan of improvement for the segment being 
deauthorized provides for a channel 12 feet deep and 125 feet wide 
through Carrabelle, Crooked, and Ochlockonee Rivers and Ochlock­
onee and Apalachee Bays. The plans of improvement authorized by 
Public Laws 392 and 14 provided for a channel 12 feet deep and 124 
feet wide from Apalachicola Bay to St. Marks, Florida. The section 
from Apalachicola Bay to Carrabelle, Florida has been completed. 
The segment being deauthorized would have extended the Gulf In­
tracoastal Waterway to St. Marks, Florida, and would have provid­
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ed a protected route for waterborne commerce that now must 
travel through the open Gulf. 

PENSACOLA HARBOR, FL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-This project would have consisted of constructing a 
channel 100 feet wide and 21 feet deep from that depth in Pensaco­
la Bay to the mouth of Bayou Chico, thence 100 feet wide, 20 feet 
deep and 4,400 feet long in the Bayou, deepening the turning basin 
to 20 feet. Construction of the Pensacola Harbor project was com­
pleted in 1965, based on authorization in the River and Harbor Act 
of 1962, which provided for a channel 15 feet wide and 100 feet 
wide from that depth in Pensacola Bay to the mouth of Bayou 
Chico, thence 14 feet deep and 75 feet wide for 4,400 feet to a turn­
ing basin 500 feet square and 14 feet deep. 

ST. AUGUSTINE HARBOR, FL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1950. 
Description.-The uncompleted segment of the project would 

have consisted of the landward extension of the groin and jetty on 
the north side of the inlet. The St. Augustine Harbor project is 
complete except for this segment. 

TAMPA HARBOR, FL 

Authorization.-Food Control Act of 1970. 
Description.-Being deauthorized is the bottom 1 foot of all 

project segments authorized in 1970. The Tampa Harbor project is 
under construction, to a depth 1 foot less than authorized. The 1 
foot of underkeel clearance is not required. 

ALABAMA-COOSA RIVER BASIN, CANTON LAKE, GA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The Canton reservoir project would have been lo­
cated in Cherokee County, Georgia, about 3 miles northeast of 
Canton, 83.8 miles above the mouth of the Etowah River and 35.9 
miles upsteam from Allatoona Dam. The 885-foot-long dam would 
have consisted of a concrete spillway 416 feet long with eight 
tainter gates 29 feet high and 43 feet wide connected to high 
ground on both banks by concrete nonoverflow abutments. A pow­
erhouse located in the right bank would have contained two 13,500 
kw units. 

At maximum power pool elevation, the reservoir would have had 
an area of 2,150 acres and at minimum power pool elevation, 1,500 
acres. About 19,000 acre-feet of storage would have been available 
between these elevations for power generation. Dead storage would 
have been 26,000 acre-feet. 

Construction of the reservoir would have necessitated the reloca­
tion of modification of about 2 miles of the Louisville and Nashville 
Railroad, portions of Georgia Highway No.5 and about 2 miles of 
county roads. Total clearing would have been performed between 
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elevation 905, 5 feet below minimum power pool, and elevation 992, 
2 feet above maximum power pool. The land that would be re­
quired for the reservoir is estimated to be 2,550 acres. 

ALABAMA-COOSA RIVER BASIN, CARTECAY LAKE,.GA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-This project would have been located in Gilmer 
County, Georgia, about 2 miles southeast of Ellijay on the Cartecay 
River 1.7 miles above its confluence with the Ellijay River. The 
1,590-foot-long dam would have consisted of a 296-foot-long spillway 
with 6 tainter gates 25 feet high and 40 feet wide with concrete 
abutments across the main channel that would be connected by 
earth fill sections to high ground on both banks. An earth fill dike 
1,020 feet long would have been required in a low saddle on the left 
bank. A power plant located on the right bank would have con­
tained one 10,500 kw unit. 

At maximum power pool elevation 1,460 the reservoir would 
have had an area of 3,650. With a maximum drawdown of 75 feet, 
the power storage would have been 160,000 acre-feet. There would 
have been 55,000 acre-feet of dead storage. 

Construction of the reservoir would have necessitated the reloca­
tion or modification of 11 miles of Georgia State Highway No. 52 
and about 5 miles of county roads. The reservoir would have been 
totally cleared between elevation 1,380, 5 feet below minimum 
power pool, and elevation 1,462, 2 feet above maximum power pool. 
Land requirements would have been 4,150 acres. 

ALABAMA-COOSA RIVER BASIN, GILMER LAKE, GA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The Gilmer reservoir project would have been lo­
cated in Cherokee County, Georgia, about 3 miles east of Ball 
Ground, 100 miles above the mouth of the Etowah River and 52.1 
miles upstream from the Allatoona project. The dam with a total 
length of 6,248 feet would have consisted of a 258-foot-long concrete 
spillway with five tainter gates 30 feet high and 42 feet wide, and 
concrete nonoverflow abutments across the main channel which 
would have been connected by earthfill dikes to high ground on 
both banks. A power plant in the right bank would have contained 
two 34,000 kw units. 

The reservoir at maximum power pool elevation would have had 
an area of 15,700 acres and at minimum power pool elevation 
11,100 acres. It would have a usable power storage between these 
elevations of 265,000 acre-feet. Dead storage would have been 
515,000 acre-feet. 

Construction of the reservoir would have required the relocation 
or modification of about 1 mile of Federal Highway No. 19, a total 
of 1 mile of Georgia Highways Nos. 53 and 318 and 20 miles of 
county roads. Total clearing would have been performed between 
elevations 1,005, 5 feet below minimum power pool, and elevation 
1,082,2 feet above maximum power pool. It is estimated that 17,000 
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acres of land and the removal of an atomic research laboratory 
would have been required for the reservoir. 

ALABAMA-COOSA RIVER BASIN, KINGSTON LAKE, GA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-This project would have been located 24.4 miles 
above the mouth of the Etowah River in Bartow County, Georgia, 
about 12 miles east of Rome and 2 miles west of Kingston. The 
plan contemplated for this project consisted of a 614-foot-Iong con­
crete spillway with 12 tainter gates 35 feet high and 42.5 feet wide, 
and concrete nonoverflowl abutments across the main channel. The 
left abutment section would have been connected to high ground by 
an earthfill dike. Earth dikes would have been required in two low 
saddles on the left bank and one on the right bank. Three 20,500 
kw units would have been installed in a powerhouse in the dght 
bank. 

The Kingston reservoir would have had an area of 4,550 acres at 
maximum power pool elevation and 2,560 acres at minimum power 
pool elevation. The reservoir would have provided 35,500 acre-feet 
of storage for power operations between these elevations. Dead 
storage would have been 46,500 acre-feet. 

Reservoir relocations or modifications that would have been re­
quired include a total of about 11 miles of the Seaboard Airline and 
Nashville, Chattanooga and St. Louis Railroads, 1 mile of Federal 
Highway No. 411, 2 miles of Georgia Highways Nos. 61 and 113 and 
11 miles of county roads. The reservoir would have been completely 
cleared between elevations 655, 5 feet below minimum power pool 
and 672, 2 feet above maximum power pool. Land requirements 
would have been about 6,560 acres. 

LAZER CREEK LAKE, GA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 

Description.-The Lazer Creek Dam would have been located 


255.7 miles above the mouth of the Flint River in Talbot and 
Upson Counties about eight miles southwest of Thomaston. The 
dam would have had a total length of 3,420 feet and a maximum 
height of 142 feet. It would have consisted of a concrete gated spill­
way 584 feet long with concrete non-overflow abutments across the 
main channel to be connected to high ground on the left bank by 
an earth fill dike 670 feet long and on the right bank by a dike 
1,450 feet long. The spillway crest would have been at elevation 
520. A power plant located in the left bank would have contained 
two 43,500 kw units. The reservoir at maximum power pool eleva­
tion 543 with an area of 9,900 acres would have extended 7.7 miles 
upstream to the Spewrell Bluff Dam site. At full power pool the 
reservoir would have had a total capacity of 88,000 acre-feet be­
tween elevations 533 and 543 for power operations and 45,000 acre­
feet above elevation 543 would have been reserved for flood control. 
This reservoir would have required the relocation or modification 
of portions of two state highways and four miles of county road. It 
would have been one of three headwater, multiple purpose projects 
(including Spewrell Bluff Lake and Lower Auchumpkee Creek 
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Lake) formulated as a system for flood control, power production, 
navigation flow regulation and recreation. 

LOWER AUCHUMPKEE CREEK LAKE, GA 

Authorization.-Act of December 30, 1963, Public Law 88-253. 
Description.-The Dam for this project would have been located 

233.4 miles above the mouth of the Flint River in Taylor and Craw­
ford Counties about 18 miles southeast of Thomaston. The reservoir 
would have extended 22.3 miles to the Lazer Creek Dam site in 
Talbot and Upson Counties. The Lower AuckUIDpkee Creek Dam, 
with a total lenght of 4,920 feet and maximum height of 130 feet, 
was to consist of a concrete gated spillway 392 feet long with non­
overflow abutments extending across the river channel to be con­
nected to high ground by an earth-fill dike 3,400 feet long on the 
left bank and a dike 500 feet long on the right bank. The top of the 
dam would have been at elevation 447 and the spillway crest at ele­
vation 397. Two 40,500 kw units were to be installed in a power 
plant located in the right abutment. The reservoir at maximum 
power pool elevation 417 would have covered an area of 15,600 
acres and had a total capacity of 403,000 acre-feet at full power 
pool of which 135,000 acre-feet between elevations 407 and 417 
would have been used for power operat~on and about 145,000 acre­
feet of storage between elevations 417 and 425 would have been 
provided for flood control. Two Federal and two State highways 
and 13 miles of county roads would have had to be relocated. This 
was one of three headwater, multiple-purpose projects (Spewrell 
Bluff Lake and Lazer Creek lake being the other two) formulated 
as a system for flood control, power production, navigation flow 
regulation and recreation. 

SPEWRELL BLUFF LAKE, GA 

Authorization.-Act of December 30, 1963, Public Law 88-253. 
Description.-The dam for this project would have been located 

263.4 miles above the mouth of the Flint River to Talbot and 
Upson Counties about nine miles west of Thomaston. The reservoir 
would have extended into Meriwether, Pike and Spalding Counties. 
The dam, with a total length of 1,950 feet and a maximum height 
of 180 feet, was to consist of a concrete gated spillway 440 feet long 
with concrete non-overflow abutments 760 feet long across the 
main channel, and earth fill dikes 125 and 625 feet long to high 
ground on the left and right banks, respectively. A power plant 
with two 50,000 kw units would have been located in the right 
bank. The reservoir formed by this dam would have covered an 
area of 16,800 acres at maximum power pool elevation 700. A 
usable storage of 322,000 acre-feet would have been provided for 
power generation between elevations 670 and 700; and 230,000 acre­
feet would have been reserved between elevations 700 and 709 for 
flood storage. The reservoir would have required the relocation or 
modification of seven state highways, two railroads and 26 miles of 
county roads. It was one of three headwater, multi-purpose projects 
(Lazer Creek Lake and Lower Auchumpkee Creek Lake being the 
other two) formulated as a system for flood control, power produc­
tion, navigation flow regulation and recreation. 
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ALA W AI HARBOR, OAHU, HI 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1968. 
Description.-The project would have provided for modification of 

an existing non-Federal 1,340 foot-long seaward breakwater to pro­
vide additional berthing capacity at an existing non-Federal 
harbor. 

HANAPEPE BAY SEAWALL, KAUAI, HI 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1958, Public Law 500, 
85th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have provided a 1,900 foot long, 
rubble mound revetment along the bayfront. 

KAUNAKAKAI DEEP DRAFT ARBOR, MOLOKAI, HI 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1962. 
Description.-The project would have provided a 40-foot-deep, 

500-foot-wide, 1,100-foot-Iong entrance channel; a 35-foot-deep, 62­
acre turning basin; and 1,100-foot-Iong jetty; and 3,000-foot-Iong 
west breakwater and a 2,300-foot long south breakwater. 

WAIMEA BEACH SEAWALL, KAUAI, HI 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1958. 
Description.-The project would have provided a 1,240-foot-Iong 

rubble mound seawall along the Waimea Bay front. 

MUD LAKE AREA, ID 

Authorizatin.-Flood Control Act of 1950. 
Description.-The project would have included strengthening and 

raising about 10 miles of the existing Mud Lake Dam and Levee 
embankment to protect surrounding farmlands from periodic flood­
ing. The project was to be located on Camas Creek about 20 miles 
east and 50 miles north of Idaho Falls, Idaho. 

SOUTH FORK, CLEARWATER RIVER, ID 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1950. 
Description. -The project would have provided for channel clear­

ing and construction of revetted levees for flood protection between 
and in the towns of Stites and Kooskia. Emergency construction of 
temporary levees and temporary revetment was completed in 1949 
and 1950. 

TETON RIVER, ID 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1950. 
Description. -The project would have provided for channel clear­

ing and rectification, bank revetments, and levees along the lower 
10-mile reach of the Teton River. 

BLACKFOOT RESERVOIR, ID 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1962. 
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Des~ription:-The project. would have consisted of raising the con­
crete ImperylOus core section of the existing Blackfoot Dam by 6 
feet, reshapmg the ea~t? and ~ock dam, modifying the spillway and 
outlet works, and raIsmg Chma Hat Dam 10 feet. Modifications 
would have provided for flood control by permitting operations of 
the project to elevtation 6,126 rather than the current normal max­
imum pool level of elevation 6,120. The existing project is owned 
and operated by the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) and is current­
ly under a program of rehabilitation by that agency to comply with 
dam safety requirements. The Corps of Engineers is currently 
under agreement with BIA to design the modification work, which 
is similar to the authorized project. 

BOISE VALLEY, ID 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1950. 
Description.-The project would have consisted of bank revet­

ment, channel rectification and dike protection to protect against 
flood damages along a 62-mile reach of the Boise River from Barber 
Dam near Boise, Lake, to the Snake River. 

COTTONWOOD CREEK DAM, ID 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1966. 
Description.-The plan included construction of an earthfill dam 

on Cottonwood Creek in the vicinity of Boise, Idaho, to serve the 
single purpose of local flood protection. The dam would have been 
located about 700 feet upstream from the Canon mouth and just 
below the confluence of Cottonwood and Freestone Creeks. A stor­
age space of 1,050 acre-feet would have been provided, including 
680 acre-feet for containment of the standard project flood, and 370 
acre-feet for sediment storage. The proposed outlet works were to 
have had a capacity of 250 c.f.s., equal to the capacity of the exist­
ing downstream channel. The spillway width would have been 100 
feet, having a design capacity of 33,500 c.f.s. The dam height and 
length would have been 96 feet and 490 feet, respectively. 

HEISE-ROBERTS LEVEE EXTENSION, ID 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1950. 
Description.-The project would have provided protection for the 

Heise-Roberts area on both banks of the Snake River downstream 
from the mouth of Henry's Fork; on the left bank of Henry's Fork 
from its mouth upstream to Texas Slough; and on the left bank of 
Texas Slough from its mouth to two miles upstream. Improvements 
would have consisted of channel clearing, rectification, levees, and 
bank protection. Construction of levees along the left bank of the 
Snake River downstream from the mouth of Henry's Fork was 
completed in May of 1968. 

WEISER RIVER, ID 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1950. 
Description.-The project would have included measures to pro­

vide intermittent flood protection to agr~cuItur.al lands an~ farm 
crops along a 60-mile reach of the Welser RIver and trIbutary 
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streams, downstream from Council. Protection measures would 
have consisted of channel rectification, bank revetment, and levee 
protection. 

WHITEBIRD CREEK, ID 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1950. 
Description.-The project would have provided flood protection 

measures through the City of Whitebird consisting of levees, revet­
ment, and channel improvement along a 3.5 mile reach of White-
bird Creek. . 

CHICAGO RIVER, COOK COUNTY, IL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of July 24, 1946, Public 
Law 525, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have provided for a channel 9 
feet deep between North Avenue and Addison Street; extension of 
the channel between North and Belmont Avenues to within 30 feet 
of existing bulkheads and river banks; and thence to Addison 
Street. 

DAM 43, OHIO RIVER, IL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 3, 1909, Public 
Law 317, 60th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have provided for improvements 
to beartrap structures. 

FARMERS DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT, IL 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1962. 
Description.-The project would have provided increased flood 

protection for the Farmer's drainage and Levee District by extend­
ing the present levee system 2.4 miles and raising low sections of 
the existing levee. A total of 7,900 acres would have been protected. 

FREEPORT, IL 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, Public Law 
738, 74th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have provided flood protection 
for Freeport, Illinois, by diverting the Pecatonia River around the 
urbanized flood plain of Freeport. Four bridges:-two railroad and 
two highway-would have crossed the new channel. Material from 
the new channel would have been used to construct a levee. 

ILLINOIS WATERWAY NAVIGATION, IL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of August 30, 1935, Public 
Law 409, 74th Congress. 

Description.-The project feature being deauthorized is a modifi­
cation to the Illinois Waterway Navigation Project; this feature 
would have provided for straightening an S-curve in the channel in 
the vicinity of Pekin, Illinois between river miles 149.0 and 152.0. 
The remainder of the Illinois Waterway Navigation project has 
been completed. 
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KENILWORTH,.IL, SHORE OF LAKE MICHIGAN, IL 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1954. 
Description.-The project feature being deauthorized would have 

provided for protection of the Mahoney Park 200-foot-Iong beach 
frontage located at the extreme south end of the village limits by 
constructing a steel sheet piling impermeable groin, about 200 feet 
long, near the south lines of Mahoney Park. The overall project 
also would have included construction of an impermeable groin to 
protect the total 550-foot riparian beach at Waterworks Park, locat­
ed about midway inside the village limits, which was completed in 
June 1954. 

LEVEE UNIT 1, WABASH "RIVER, GALLATIN COUNTY, IL 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, Public Law 
738, 74th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have provided for an agricultur­
allevee. 

LEVEE DISTRICT NO. 21, VANDALIA, IL 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1958. 
Description.-The Vandalia Drainage and Levee District is locat­

ed in central Illinois, extending along the left bank of the Kaskas­
kia River between mile 156.0 and mile 173.5. The authorized plan 
of improvement called for the reconstruction of 20.9 miles of levee 
and installation of 6 drainage structures. Closure structures for 
railroad and highway crossings were to be provided as necessary. 

LITTLE CALUMET RIVER, IL 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1954. 
Description.-The project would' have provided for enlargement 

of the Calumet Union Drainage Ditch within Cook County, Illinois, 
as follows: in Hazel Crest-channel improvements from 171st 
Street to 169th Street; in Harvey, Markham and South Holland­
channel improvements from Dixie Highway to the outlet of the 
Calumet Union Drainage Ditch at the Little Calumet River, Illi­
nois. 

METROPOLIS, IL 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have provided for the construc­
tion of a levee, wall and pumping plants. The project was previous­
ly recommended for deauthorization and there has been no recent 
local interest. 

MISSISSIPPI RIVER BETWEEN MISSOURI RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS, MN, 
ILLINOIS 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of July 3, 1930, Public 
Law 520, 71st Congress. 

Description.-The project feature being deauthorized would have 
provided for construction of about 600 feet of guidewall extensions, 

http:KENILWORTH,.IL
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at each of Locks No.4, 5, 5A, 7, 8, 9, and 10 to allow tows more 
distance to align for the lock chambers. The existing project pro­
vides for a 9-foot channel between the mouth of the Missouri River 
and Minneapolis, Minnesota, by construction of a system of locks 
and dams, supplemented by dredging. The St. Paul District portion 
of the project is essentially complete except for work to extend the 
guidewalls. The uncompleted extension of the guidewall at Lock 
No.3 is currently classified active and, as a separable element of 
the overall project, is also being deauthorized. 

LOUIS DISTRICT, OHIO RIVER OPEN CHANNEL, ILLINOIS 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1927. 
Description.-The original project covered the entire length of 

the Ohio River from its mouth to Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, a dis­
tance of 981 miles. The authorization provided for removal of all 
obstructions endangering steamboat navigation. This portion of the 
project has been overtaken by subsequent developments and au­
thorizations. 

ICE PIER, OHIO RIVER OPEN CHANNEL, ILLINOIS 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of January 21,1927. 
Description.-This project, which is currently classified as inac­

tive by the Corps of Engineers, was intended to provide construc­
tion of ice piers as part of the overall Ohio River Open Channel 
project. 

OHIO RIVER OPEN CHANNEL, ILLINOIS 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of July 3, 1930. 
Description.-This project is currently classified by the Corps of 

Engineers as inactive. It was to consist of reforestation of sloughs 
on the Kentucky Peninsula near Evansville, Indiana, and creation 
of a 200-foot strip along the river's upstream bank for bank protec­
tion. 

PEORIA, PEORIA COUNTY LEVEES, IL 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1962. 
Description.-The project would have provided flood protection 

for Peoria by construction of 7,550 feet of levees, 15,750 feet of 
floodwalls, two pumping stations, and modification of existing inte­
rior drainage facilities. 

SHAWNEETOWN, GALLATIN COUNTY LEVEE ENLARGEMENT, IL 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have provided for raising the ex­
isting earth levee an average of 8 feet for a length of 21,500 feet 
and constructing a concrete wall 9 feet high and 500 feet long. 

SCOTT COUNTY DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT, IL 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1962. 
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Description.-The project was to be located on the left bank of 
the Illinois River between river miles 56.7 and 63.2, in Scott 
County, Illinois. The project would have provided for construction 
of 16.8 miles of new or enlarged levees, construction of closure 
structures, and seepage control measures. 

SOUTH BELOIT, IL 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1948. 
Description.-The project was to be located at South Beloit, Illi­

nois, in Winnebago County, and Beloit, Wisconsin, in Rock County, 
on the Rock River. Local protection would have been provided 
against flooding from the Rock River and Turtle Creek by a system 
of levees and floodwalls extending about 1.7 miles. 

WAUKEGAN HARBOR, IL 

Authorization.-Section 201 of the Flood Control Act of 1965 and 
approved by resolution of the Committee on Public Works of the 
House of Representatives, dated December 17, 1970, and resolution 
of the Committee on Public Works of the Senate, dated December 
8,1970. 

Description.-The project would have provided for deepening the 
existing entrance channel in the outer harbor to 25 feet and ex­
tending it to that depth in Lake Michigan at widths varying from 
380 feet to 500 feet; deepening the channel between piers to a 
depth of 23 feet and a width of 180 feet, and deepening the inner 
basin to 23 feet and extending its limits approximately 275 feet 
northward. 

WILLIAM L. SPRINGER LAKE, IL 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1962. 
Description.-The project would have provided for construction of 

a multi-purpose reservoir at Oakley, Illinois. Project components 
would have included a multi-purpose dam and lake, a subimpound­
ment near the mouth of Friends Creek, and a dual purpose recrea­
tion channel and floodway extending from Decatur downstream to 
the mouth of Salt Creek. Project purposes included flood control, 
water supply, recreation, and fish and wildlife enhancement. 

ALTON COMMERCIAL HARBOR, IL 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1958. 
Description.-The project was to be located on the left bank of 

the Mississippi River, mile 202.4 above the Ohio River, at Alton, Il­
linois, in Madison County. The project would have consisted of 
dredging, a decked railroad trestle, a connecting truck trestle, bank 
protection, a rehabilitated warehouse, and an access road. 

KEACH DRAINAGE AND LEVEE D~STRICT, GREEN COUNTY, IL 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1962. 
Description.-The project was to be located on the lef~ bank of 

the Illinois River between river miles 32.6 and 38.2, III Green 
County. The project would have provided for raising and enlarging 
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13.9 miles of levee, altering the discharge lines of a pump station, 
constructing drainage facilities, and seepage control measures. 

BIG SWAN DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT, IL 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1962. 
Description.-Big Swan Drainage and Levee District is located on 

the left bank of the Illinois River between miles 50.1 and 56.7, 
Scott County, Illinois. The plan provided for raising and enlarging 
13.6 miles of levee, altering the discharge lines of pump station, 
construction of closure structures, and seepage control measures. 

FORT CHARTRES AND IVY LANDING DRAINAGE DISTRICT NUMBERED 5, 
ILLINOIS 

Authorization.-Section 201 of the Flood Control Act of 1965 and 
approved by resolution of the Committee on Public Works of the 
House of Representatives, dated December 15, 1970, and resolution 
of the Committee on Public Works of the Senate, dated December 
17, 1970. 

Description.-The project was to be located on the left bank of 
the Mississippi River between river miles 138 and 141, above the 
Ohio River, in Monroe County, Illinois. This Local Flood Protection 
project would have provided for construction of three miles of ri­
verfront levee, gravity drainage structures, seepage control meas­
ures, crushed stone surfacing of service roads and levee crown, and 
construction or modification of three pumping stations and appur­
tenances. 

ANDERSON, MADISON COUNTY, IN 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, Public Law 
738, 74th Congress. 

Description.-The project was to consist of 1.2 miles of earth 
levee, 0.06 mile of concrete wall, and one pumping plant. 

ILLINOIS WATERWAY, CAL-SAG CHANNEL, PART 2, INDIANA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress, and the River and Harbor Act of July 24, 
1946, Public Law 525, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have consisted of enlarging the 
channel along the general route of the Grand Calumet "River to 225 
feet in width by 9 feet in depth between the Little Calumet River 
and the junction with the Calumet River Branch of the Indiana 
Harbor Canal, and 160 feet wide eastward from that junction to 
Clark Street, Gary, Indiana, with a turning basin at Clark Street; 
enlarging the Calumet River Branch of the Indiana Harbor Canal 
to a width of 225 feet and depth of 9 feet to the vicinity of 141st 
Street, East Chicago, Indiana; constructing a lock and control 
works in the Grand Calumet River west of the Indiana Harbor 
Canal; and, relocating 12 railroad and 10 highway bridges. 

The Illinois Waterway, Cal-Sag Channel consists of three sepa­
rate parts. Part 1 starts at Cal-Sag junction and extends upstream 
to Lake Calumet. Part 2 starts on the Grand Calumet River be­
tween Little Calumet River's junction with the Indiana Harbor 
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Canal, and extends to Clark Street in Gary, Indiana. Part 3 starts 
at the emergency dam upstream of Lockport Lock and to the junc­
tion of Sanitary and Ship Canal and Cal-Sag Channel. 

The 160-foot-wide and 9-foot-deep Grand Calumet Channel en­
largements from the Little Calumet River junction to its junction 
with the Indiana Harbor Canal were first authorized in the River 
and Harbor Act of 1945 and subsequently- modified by the River 
and Harbor Act of 1946, which provided for 225-foot widths, and 
also provided for a 160-foot~wide channel from the Indiana Harbor 
Canal to Clark Street, Gary, Indiana. 

The Illinois Waterway Cal-Sag Channel, Part 1 has been con­
structed. Part 1 consisted of Channel widening from 60 to 225 feet 
from Sag Junction through Blue Island, Illinois at a depth of 9 feet. 
Extensive bridge modifications were also constructed. No work has 
been accomplished on Parts 2 and 3. 

LEVEES BETWEEN SHELBY BRIDGE AND BAUMS BRIDGE, INDIANA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, Public Law 
738, 74th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have provided flood protection 
by construction of about 12 miles of new levee starting 65.5 miles 
above the Wilmington Dam for 2 miles on the right bank and 10 
miles on the left bank. 

MARION, IN 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1968. 
Description.-The project was to consist of a 5,600-foot earth 

levee, 750 feet of concrete wall, and one pumping plant. 

VINCENNES, IN 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1946. 
Description.-This portion of the project would have consisted of 

a "downstream levee to tie back the otherwise completed project to 
high ground southeast of the City of Vincennes. 

DAVIDS CREEK LAKE, IA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1968. 
Description.-The project would have consisted of a multipurpose 

rolled earthfill dam with an uncontrolled emergency grassed spill­
way for flood control, general recreation, and fish and wildlife pur­
poses. The project would have been located on David's Creek, a left 
bank tributary of the East Nishnabotna River, about %-mile above 
the town of Exira, Iowa, in Audubon County. The dam would have 
been 1,800 feet in length, 62 feet in height, and would have stored 
29,600 acre-feet of water exclusive of surcharge storage. 

FORT MADISON HARBOR, IA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1968. 
Description.-The project would have consisted o~ improvements 

for commercial navigation at Fort Madison. The project would have 
consisted of an access channel, 8,700 feet long and 200 feet wide, 
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for barge traffic from the Mississippi River main channel to an in­
dustrial site. 

KEOKUK SMALL BOAT HARBOR, IA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1962. 
Description.-The project plan provided for construction of a rec­

reational small boat harbor. The project would have consisted of a 
breakwater, an entrance channel, and a maneuvering channel 
1,015 feet long, 60 feet wide, and 5 feet deep. 

MISSOURI RIVER LEVEE SYSTEM, IA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of August 18, 1941, Public 
Law 228, 77th Congress. 

Description.-Units of the Missouri River Levee System were au­
thorized on both banks of the Missouri River in four states from 
Sioux City, Iowa, to the mouth at St. Louis. Levees were construced 
totalling about 487 miles and averaging about 13.9 feet high. 

A number of inactive units being deauthorized by H.R. 3678 were 
originally authorized by the same Acts as several units which are 
active and may be constructed. Under the procedures established 
under the Water Resources Development Act of 1974, the inactive 
units would not become eligible for deauthorization until eight 
years after the final construction appropriation to the final units 
under construction. The inactive units were reclassified by the 
Corps of Engineers following a reevaluation of the entire system 
based on generalized investigation of large reaches of the river. A 
universal deauthorization of the inactive units would affect units 
which may be feasible under individual analysis using current cri­
teria and data. The inactive units being deauthorized are: L-753, 
L-747, L-739, L-733, L-729, L-728, L-715, L-700, L-691, L-670, L­
651, L-650, L-643, L-637, and L-528. 

EL DORADO, WEST BRANCH, WALNUT RIVER, BUTLER COUNTY, KS 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 
Description.-The project was to provide protection for the City 

of EI Dorado, Kansas, and would have consisted of about 8,400 feet 
of improved channel and 21,700 feet of spoil bank and training 
levees. The channel would have had a bottom width of 150 feet and 
a depth of approximately 13 feet. Carrying capacity of the channel 
would have been 33,500 c.f.s. 

GARNETT LAKE, KS 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1954. 
Description.-Garnett Lake would have been one of nine lakes 

originally authorized as part of the flood control system for the 
Osage River Basin, Missouri and Kansas. The damsite would have 
been on Pottawatomie Creek in Anderson County. The dam would 
have been an earthfill structure, 3,500 feet long and 63 feet high, at 
the highest point, above the valley floor. The multipurpose pool 
would have covered about 2,400 acres and, at the top of the flood 
control pool, the lake would have covered 9,200 acres. 



407 


GROVE LAKE, KS 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1962. 
Description.-Grove Lake would have been located on Soldier 

Greek in Jackson County. The dam would have been an earthfill 
structure, 9,000 feet long and about 85 feet high above the valley 
floor at the highest point. At multipurpose elevation, the lake 
would have covered about 6,920 acres and at the top of the flood 
control pool, it would have covered about 12,550 acres. 

INDIAN LAKE, KS 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1970. 
Description.-Indian Lake would have been located on Indian 

Creek in Johnson County. The dam would have been an earthfill 
structure, about 4,800 feet long and about 75 feet high above the 
valley floor at the highest point. The multipurpose pool would have 
covered about 580 acres and, at the top of the flood control pool, 
the lake would have covered 980 acres. Indian Lake was to be one 
element of a system of four lakes and a channel modification au­
thorized to provide flood control to a heavily industrialized area of 
Kansas City, Missouri. 

KANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION, KANSAS 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1965. 
Description.-The Kansas River Navigation project would have 

included channel improvements over the lower 9.3 miles of the 
Kansas River. 

MISSOURI RIVER LEVEE SYSTEM, KANSAS 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of August 18, 1941, Public 
Law 228, 77th Congress. 

Description.-Units of the Missouri River Levee System were au­
thorized on both banks of the Missouri River in four states from 
Sioux City, Iowa, to the mouth at St. Louis. Levees were construct­
ed totaling about 487 miles and averaging about 13.9 feet high. The 
inactive units being deauthorized in the bill were authorized by the 
same Acts as several units which are active and may be construct­
ed. Under the procedure established under the Water Resources 
Development Act of 1974, the inactive units would not become eli­
gible for deauthorization until eight years after the final construc­
tion appropriation to the final unit under construction. The inac­
tive units were reclassified following a reevaluation of the entire 
system based on generalized investigation of large reaches of the 
river. A universal deauthorization of the inactive units would 
affect units which may be feasible under individual analysis using 
current criteria and data. Therefore, only inactive units R-402 and 
R-395-393 are deauthorized here. 

NEODESHA LAKE, WILSON COUNTY, VERDIGRIS RIVER, KS 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of August 18, 1941, Public 
Law 228, 77th Congress. 
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Description.-Neodesha Lake Dam would have been located at 
river mile 222.8 of the Verdigris River about 2 miles north of Neo­
desha, Kansas. Including spillway, the dam would have been a 
rolled, impervious earthfill embankment about 4,470 feet long. The 
spillway would have been a gate-controlled, concrete, chute-type 
design and would have been located in the left bank floodplain. 
The structure would have provided 10,000 acre-feet of conservation 
storage and 80,000 acre-feet of flood control storage. 

Neodesha Lake is one of four lakes in the flood control and low­
flow augmentation plan for the Verdigris River in Kansas. The 
plan includes Elk City, Fall River, and Toronto Lakes, all of which 
have been constructed and are in full operation. Preconstruction 
planning was suspended in 1952 and the project was placed in an 
inactive status. On the basis of design criteria and construction 
costs at that time, the project was no longer considered economical­
ly justified. However, the project, including possible development at 
other sites, is being reconsidered using current design critiera and 
costs in preparation of the Verdigris River Basin survey report 
presently underway. 

TOMAHAWK LAKE, BLUE RIVER, JOHNSON COUNTY, KS 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1970. 
Description.-Tomahawk Lake would have been located on Toma­

hawk Creek in Johnson County. The dam would have been an 
earthfill structure about 2,850 feet long with its top about 75 feet 
above the valley floor at the highest point. The multipurpose pool 
would have covered about 850 acres and, at the top of the flood con­
trol pool, the lake would have covered about 1,340 acres. 

Tomahawk Lake would have been one element of a system of 
four lakes and a channel modification authorized to provide flood 
control to a heavily industrialized area of Kansas City, Missouri. 
All four of those projects are being deauthorized. The other lakes 
are Mill Lake in Cass County, Missouri, and Indian and Wolf­
Coffee Lakes in Johnson County, Kansas. The channel modification 
on the Blue River in Jackson County, Missouri, has received con­
struction funding. 

TOWANDA LAKE, KS 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 
Description.-The dam sit was to be located at mile 18.5 on the 

Whitewater River, about % mile northwest of Towanda, Kansas. 
The project purposes include flood control, water supply, water 
quality, and recreation. The dam would have consisted of a rolled 
earthfill embankment and a gated concrete spillway. It would have 
had a total length of 11,460 feet and a maximum height of 82 feet 
above the streambed. The dependable water yield from the water 
supply and water quality storage would have been 16.8 mgd. 

TUTTLE CREEK LAKE, KS 

Authorization.-Section 18 of the Water Resources Development 
Act of 1974. 
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Description.-Tuttle Creek Lake is constructed and operating. 
The initial authorization was modified by Public Law 93-251 to im­
prove a road near the project which was experiencing increased 
traffic attracted by the lake and was creating dust problems. The 
road improvement is a separable element of the project and is not 
essential to the project operation. Therefore, it is being deauthor­
ized. This element is not related to a subsequent modification by 
Public Law 94-587 which authorized certain other road and bridge 
improvements. 

WOLF-COFFEE LAKE, KS 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1970. 
Description.-Wolf-Coffee Lake'would have been located on the 

Blue River near the confluence of Wolf and Coffee Creeks in John­
son County. The dam would have been an earthfill embankment 
about 4,800 feet long with its top about 108 feet about the valley 
floor at highest point. The multipurpose pool would have covered 
about 1,300 acres and, at the top of the flood control pool, the lake 
would have covered about 2,430 acres. 

Wolf-Coffee Lake is one element of a system of four lakes and a 
channel modification authorized to provide flood control for the 
heavily industrialized area of Kansas City, Missouri. All four of the 
lakes projects are being considered for deauthorization. The other 
lakes are Mill Lake in Cass County, Missouri, and Indian and 
Tomahawk Lakes in Johnson County, Kansas. The channel modifi­
cation on the Blue River in Jackson County, Missouri, has received 
construction funding. 

CEDAR POINT LAKE, KS 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1950. 
Description.-As originally authorized, Cedar Point would have 

been located on Cedar Creek at river mile 4.2 in Chase County, 
Kansas. The lake was designed for a total storage of 55,000 acre­
feet with 36,200 acre-feet for flood control, 15,800 acre-feet for 
water quality control, and 3,000 acre-feet for sedimentation. The 
water quality control storage would have yielded 2.7 million gal­
lons per day. As modified in the March 1969, Report of Restudy on 
Cedar Point Reservoir, the dam would have been at the same loca­
tion but would have contained a total storage of 108,600 acre-feet 
with 37,100 acre-feet for flood control, 65,400 acre-feet for water 
quality control, and 6,100 acre-feet for sedimentation. The water 
quality control storage would have yielded 7.2 mgd. The plan de­
scribed in the August 1976 Phase I GDM would have had a total 
available storage of 179,800 acre-feet with 56,700 acre-feet for flood 
control, 114,500 acre-feet for conservation storage, and 4,900 acre­
feet for sedimentation 

Cedar Point Lake was authorized as part of a system of lakes for 
flood control, water supply, and water quality in the Cottonwood­
Grand (Neosho) River Basin. Three lakes (Marion, Council Grove, 
and John Redmond Dam and Reservoir) have already been built. 
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COW CREEK-HUTCHINSON, KS 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1962. 
Description.-This improvement would have consisted of straight­

ening, clearing, and deepening the existing channel for approxi­
mately 26 miles along Cow Creek. The channel would have had a 
bottom width of 25-70 feet, side slopes of 1 on 3, and a capacity of 
3,500 c.f.s. The project would also have included dikes and laterals 
to control flows. The project was planned for two-stage develop­
ment because there were two local project sponsors. The first stage 
of the project would have extended upstream on Cow Creek about 
15 miles from Hutchinson to the Mitchell Nickerson Road. The 
second stage would have extended upstream from the Mitchell 
Nickerson Road to about 2 miles south of Lyons. 

MISSOURI RIVER LEVEE R414, KANSAS 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of August 18, 1941, Public 
Law 228, 77th Congress. 

Description.-Missouri River Levee R414 would have provided 
protection to an area of Fort Leavenworth, including the Sherman 
Army Airfield. The authorized plan called for a levee about 34,000 
feet long averaging 17 feet in height. The levee would have gener­
ally followed the Missouri River bankline with an appropriate set­
back to accommodate the standard floodway width. 

CASEYVILLE, UNION COUNTY, KY 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have provided for 0.38 mile of 
earth levee. 

CLOVERPORT,KY 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have provided for 0.4 mile of 
earth levee and 0.46 mile of concrete wall. 

CORCORDIA, MEADE COUNTY, KY 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have provided for 3,650 feet of 
earth levee. 

LOUISVILLE, KY, SECTION A-A 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have provided for a small section 
of floodwall near downtown Louisville. 

MIDDLESBORO, YELLOW CREEK, BELL COUNTY, KY 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944, Public 
Law 534, 78th Congress. 
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Description.-The authorized project would have been located at 
Middlesboro, Kentucky, on Yellow Creek. The project would have 
provided for an addition to the existing flood protection works for 
the city. The plan of improvement involved the construction of a 
series of levees designated as the Tannary and Left-Bank Sections, 
with a floodgate structure across Yellow Creek. 

TOLU, CRITTENDEN COUNTY, KY 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have included 5,200 feet of earth 
levee and 1,200 feet of road embankment. 

BLACK BAYOU, RESRVOIR, CADDO PARISH, LA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, Public Law 
738, 74th Congress. 

Description.-The original project authorization called for con­
struction of an earthen fill dam 1,350 feet long at the top, rising 
24.8 feet above the streambed, with a reservoir providing for the 
controlled storage of 26,000 acre-feet of water. The outlet works 
were to be located over the present cha~mel of Black Bayou and an 
uncontrolled tilting gate spillway 400 feet wide would have ex­
tended from a point 260 feet from the right end of the dam. The 
project's incorporation into the Red River Below Denison Dam, 
Oklahoma, Texas, Arkansas, and Louisiana, Project did not change 
the original features. 

The Lousiana Department of Public Works in 1945 developed a 
lake at the proposed site. In 1955, the dam was raised 4 feet and 
the spillway was rebuilt at a cost of $82,200. In 1963, an addition to 
the spillway was made and the channel cleared, giving the lake an 
elevation of 183 feet and a surface area of 4,400 acres which, under 
existing conditions represents the permanent pool elevation at this 
site. 

OVERTON-RED RIVER WATERWAY ABOVE MILE 31, LOUISIANA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of July 24, 1946, Public 
Law 526, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The original authorization provided for a channel 9 
feet by 100 feet, extending from the Mississippi River (mile 301.5 
AHP) through Old River (7 miles) and Red River (24 miles), thence 
by a lateral canal leaving Red River through its right bank at or 
near mile 31 and existing waterways, across the Mississippi-Red 
River backwater area and along the south bank of the Red River 
flood plain to Shreveport, Louisiana, approximately 206 miles from 
the Mississippi River. The project would have required nine locks 
(tentatively 650 feet long, 56 feet wide, with a depth of 12 feet on 
the sills), a pumping plant, numerous railroad and highway 
bridges, drainage structures, and utility modifications. The canal 
portion of this project above mile 31 of the Red River is being 
deauthorized. 

Construction of this project has been accomplished only in the 
lower 31 miles in the existing channels of Old and Red Rivers. No 
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construction work has been accomplished on the canal portion of 
the project above mile 31. The improvements constructed below 
mile 31 consist of numerous revetments, dikes, and dredging de­
signed to preserve favorable channel alignment and depth and to 
correct unfavorable channel alignment and depth. The River and 
Harbor Act of 1968 authorized construction of the Red River Wa­
terway, Mississippi River to Shreveport project. That project effec­
tively eliminated the need for the Overton-Red River Waterway 
project above mile 31. The River and Harbor Act of 1968 modified 
the original authorization to provide for a navigation channel 200 
feet wide in order that the construction below mile 31 would be 
compatible with the authorized Red River Waterway, Mississippi 
River to Shreveport project. 

BAYOU LA FOURCHE, LA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of August 30, 1935, Public 
Law 409, 74th Congress. 

Description.-The bill deauthorizes the only feature that remains 
to be constructed under Public Law 409, a 6-by-60-foot channel 
from Thibodaux to Lockport, 22 miles in length. 

Other features authorized by the 1935 Act included a 6-by-60-foot 
channel on Bayou LaFourche from Larose (mile 39.6) to the Gulf of 
Mexico (mile -0.3), jetties at Belle Pass, closure of Fourchon Pass, 
and a 6-by-60-foot channel on Bayou LaFourche from Thibodaux to 
Napoleonville. This latter channel was deauthorized under Public 
Law 90-149, approved 22 November 1967. Work on the other fea­
tures was completed in 1939. 

BAR HARBOR, MA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of August 11, 1888, and 
River and Harbor Act of September 19, 1890. 

Description.-The 1888 River and Harbor Act provided for the 
construction of a riprap breakwater 3,425 feet in length, extending 
from Bald Porcupine Island southwesterly to Dry Ledge and then 
to a point near the north entrance to Cromwell Cove at Mount 
Desert Island to protect the Bar Harbor waterfront. The 1890 River 
and Harbor Act reduced the breakwater length to 2,800 feet and 
shifted the inner arm more to its original alignment to a point 
about 600 feet from shore. The breakwater was completed to its full 
length in 1916, but the superstructure was not completed to its full 
cross section. A report completed in 1954 determined that further 
navigation improvements at Bar Harbor were not justified at that 
time and that the breakwater is too far removed from the existing 
waterfront to protect the existing waterfront from storm damage. 

DICKEY-LINCOLN SCHOOL PROJECT, SAINT JOHN, MA 

Authorization.-Section 204 of the Flood Control Act of 1965. 
Description.-Public Law 97-128 deauathorized the original 

project's Dickey Dam component and its associated transmission fa­
cilities. H.R. 3678 deauthorizes the remainder of the project, the 
Lincoln School features, which calls for construction of hydroelec­
tric power facilities on the Upper Saint John River. 
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KENNEBEC RIVER, ME 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of June 13, 1902. 
Description.-The bill deauthorizes the unconstructed upper 0.6 

mile (upstream of U.S. Route 1 bridge at Bath) of the authorized 
27-foot-deep channel. The 1902 authorization provided for a 27-foot­
deep channel, not less than 500 feet wide, extending from deep 
water at Phippsburg for about 13 miles upstream to a point 0.6 
miles upstream of the U.S. Route 1 bridge at Bath. The project was 
completed in 1943, except for the 0.6 mile long reach upstream of 
the bridge. 

ROCKLAND HARBOR, ME 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of June 29, 1956, Public 
Law 630, 84th Congress. 

Description.-The bill deauthorizes the following portions of the 
authorized project: an 18-foot access channel, 100 feet wide and 900 
feet long to the shipyard along the southern waterfront; and por­
tions of the outer limits of three branch channels along the central 
waterfront, authorized to 14 feet, that were not dredged completely 
to that depth in 1959 when ledge was encountered. The Project au­
thorized in 1956 provided for a 19-foot access channel into Rock­
land Harbor, the three 14-foot branch channels along the central 
waterfront, and the 19-foot access channel along the southern wa­
terfront. The project was substantially completed in 1959 except for 
the 19-foot southern access channel that was not dredged and por­
tions of the other limits of the branch channels along the central 
waterfront that were not dredged to full depths. 

BALTIMORE HARBOR AND CHANNELS, MD 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Acts of August 8, 1917; Janu­
ary 21, 1927; July 3, 1930; October 17, 1940; March 2, 1945; July 3, 
1958; and December 31, 1970. 

Description.-The project would have provided a navigation 
channel 150 feet wide to Ferry Bar, and thence 27 feet deep and 
150 feet wide to Hanover Street Bridge. 

The current authorized project consists of a 50-foot deep main 
channel varying from 800 to 1,000 feet in width from the Atlantic 
Ocean to the harbors of Baltimore, including the Curtis Bay chan­
nel. The East and West channels of the Northwest Branch are au­
thorized to 49 feet and 40 feet respectively. The other segments of 
the authorized project include a connecting channel to the Chesa­
peake and Delaware Canal, 35 feet deep, 600 feet wide about 13 
miles long. The portion of the authorized project being deauthor­
ized is the Ferry Bar channel described above. The project has been 
constructed to depth of 42 feet in the main ship channels, 35 feet in 
the East and West channels of the North Branch, 40 feet in the 
Curtis Bay channel, 27 feet in the connecting channel to the Chesa­
peake and Delaware Canal. The Ferry Bar channel has been con­
structed to a depth of 17 feet and a width of 170 feet. 
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EDGARTOWN HARBOR, MA 

Authorization.-Section 201 of the Flood Control Act of 1965 and 
approved by resolution adopted by the Committee on Public Works 
of the House of Representatives on December 15, 1970, and by the 
Committee on Public Works of the Senate on December 19, 1970. 

Description.-The project would have consisted of a 10-acre an­
chorage, 6 feet deep, at the east side of the inner harbor; construc­
tion of an artificial sand dune about 2 miles to the south along 
Katama Beach from high ground on Martha's Vineyard Island 
along the south end of Katama to the vicinity of, but not connect­
ing with, Chappaquiddick Island. Natural accretion of sand at 
Katama Beach has closed the breach at the eastern end of the 
beach, thereby reducing the need for sand dune construction. 

FALL RIVER HARBOR CHANNEL, MA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1930, Public Law 520, 
71st Congress. 

Description.-The project would have provided for rock removal 
to a depth of 30 feet at the lower end of Hog Island Shoal at the 
north side of the entrance to Mount Hope Bay. The 1930 authoriza­
tion provided for a 30-foot channel from the northeast end of Nar­
ragansett Bay to a point opposite the oil refinery wharf in the 
northern part of the Fall River; the Hog Island Shoal rock removal; 
and maintenance of a 25-foot deep anchorage north of Borden Flats 
Light. The 1946 and 1954 River and Harbor Acts provided for a 35­
foot Tiverton channel, a 35-foot channel into Fall River Harbor and 
a 35-foot turning basin at the upper end of the project. All this 
work has been completed except for the removal of Hog Island 
Shoal. The River and Harbor Act of 1968 authorized deepening of 
these channels and the turning basin to 40 feet, a modification 
which has not been completed but is in an active engineering stage. 

IPSWICH RIVER, MA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1968. 
Description.-The project would have included a channel 6 feet 

deep, 60 feet wide, and 3 miles long extending to the town wharf at 
Ipswich; a 5.5-acre anchorage 6 feet deep at the head of the chan­
nel; and a 7 -acre anchorage 6 feet deep on the north side of the 
channel about 0.5 miles above the river mouth. 

NANTUCKET HARBOR OF REFUGE ANCHORAGE, MA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have included a 15-foot deep an­
chorage, 2,800 feet long and 300 to 1,000 feet wide, near the west 
side of the inner harbor; and a 15-foot deep fairway 200 feet wide 
between the anchora~e and the main waterfront. 

NEW BEDFORD AND FAIRHAVEN HARBOR, BRISTOL COUNTY, MA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of July 25, 1912, Public 
Law 241, 62nd Congress. 
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Description.-The project would have included an 18-foot deep 
channel, 100 feet wide, in the Acushnet River, extending about 1.3 
miles from the then 25-foot anchorage at the north side of Fish 
Island to a proposed turning basin at the Belleville Avenue end of 
the upper New Bedford waterfront. 

NEWBURYPORT HARBOR, ESSEX COUNTY, MA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2,.1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The project plan provided for an additional 3 feet 
in depth in the entrance channel, access channel and turning 
basin. The authorization provided for an entrance channel 15 feet 
deep and 400 feet wide through existing entrance jetties, an access 
channel 12 feet deep and 200 feet wide for a distance of about 2.7 
miles to Newburyport Harbor, and a 12-foot deep turning basin 
along the Newburyport waterfront. All elements were completed in 
1958 to depths three feet less than authorized (i.e., a 12-foot-deep 
entrance channel, and a 9-foot-deep access channel and turning 
basin). 

NOOKAGEE LAKE, MA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1968. 
Description.-The project would have provided for a multiple 

purpose earthfill dam and reservoir on the North Nashua River in 
Westminster for flood control, water quality and recreation. 

PLEASANT BAY, MA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1970. 
Description.-The project would have provided for a stabilized 

inlet 1,000 feet wide through Nauset Beach with two jetties and 
sand bypassing measures; a channel through the beach, 20 feet 
deep and 200 feet wide into Chatham Harbor; closure of the exist­
ing Chatham Harbor Inlet between Nauset Point and Monomoy 
Island by a sand dike closure and sand fence barrier; 6-foot channel 
to the north connecting with Aunt Lydia's, Ryder and Round Coves 
and with Meeting House, Kescayo-Gansett, Areys, Paw Wah, Quan­
set and Crows Ponds; a jetty at Round Pond; and a 6-foot channel 
to the south connecting with Nantucket Sound. 

SALEM HARBOR, ESSEX COUNTY, MA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have included deepening of 
South River channel reaches from existing 6- and 8-foot depths to 
10 feet. The 1945 authorization also included dredging a channel 8 
feet deep by 100 feet wide from the existing 10-foot approach chan­
nel along the east side of Derby Wharf to an anchorage basin 8 feet 
deep and 500 feet long by 200 feet wide. This work was completed 
in 1957. The unconstructed deepening of the South River channel 
reaches, now maintained at 8-foot and 6-foot depths, is considered 
obsolete. 



416 


WINTHROP BEACH, MA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1950. 
Description.-The project would have provided for construction of 

three additional groins. The project authorization provided for re­
construction of 400 feet of seawall, raising the height of 1,800 feet 
of seawall, riprap revetment as required for maintenance along the 
reconstructed seawall, construction of 8 groins, and placement of 
sandfill between the groins. Much of the project was completed for 
all practical purposes by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts in 
1959, 'with appropriate Federal reimbursement, involving recon­
struction and raising the seawall, construction of five groins and 
replacement of sandfill. 

LYNN HARBOR, MA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1954. 
Description.-The project would have included enlargement of 

the turning basin to include the easterly 300 feet of existing Munic­
ipal Channel. The existing Federal channel and turning basin are 
at a 22-foot depth. The River and Harbor Act of 1935 authorized a 
depth of 25 feet for both the channel and existing turning basin. 
That work has never been accomplished. 

LYNN HARBOR, MA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of August 30, 1935, Public 
Law 409, 74th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have provided for deepening the 
,existing channel and turning basin from 22 feet to 25 feet. The 
1954 River and Harbor Act provided for enlarging the existing 
turning basin, with deepening to 25 feet. This work has never been 
accomplished. 

MONOOSNOC BROOK, MA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1966. 
Description.-The project plan provided for flood control channel 

improvements at Leominster in conjunction with an upstream res­
ervoir, along Monoosnoc Brook, a tributary of the North Nashua 
River. . 

NONOOSNOC LAKE, WORCHESTER COUNTY, MA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of November 7,1966. 
Description.-The project plan provided for an earthfill dam and 

reservoir for flood control storage on Monoosnoc Brook, upstream 
from Leominster, in the North Nashua River watershed. 

TOWN NECK BEACH, CAPE COD CANAL TO PROVINCETOWN, MA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1960. 
Description.-The project would have included widening about 

6,500 feet of beach east of the eastern entrance to Cape Cod Canal 
to a 125-foot width and raising of the inshore end of the existing 
east jetty at the east entrance to the Canal. 
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FORESTVILLE HARBOR, MI 

Authorizatiori.-River and Harbor Act of 1968. 
Description.-The project would have included construction of a 

recreational craft harbor of refuge consisting of two offshore break­
waters, totaling about 2,240 feet in length with recreational fishing 
facilities on the main breakwater; an anchorage and maneuvering 
area of about 6 acres, 8 feet deep; and a wide flared approach chan­
nell0 feet deep, decreasing in width to 160 feet between the break­
waters. 

MIDDLE CHANNEL, SAINT CLAIR RIVER, MI 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of July 24, 1946, Public 
Law 525, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The project would 
< 

have included widening and 
deepening the natural outlet channel of the Middle Channel, St. 
Clair River, into Lake St. Clair, to provide a recreational craft 
channel 100 feet wide and 8 feet deep. The project authorization 
provided for dredging the outlet of the north channel of the St. 
Clair River into Lake St. Clair. To accommodate environmental 
concerns and still satisfy small boat channel needs, the Director of 
Civil Works on June 16, 1969, approved a substitution of the 
Middle Channel for the authorized North Channel and designated 
the project name "Middle Channel" (in lieu of "North Channel") 
St. Clair River, Michigan. 

RED RUN DRAIN, LOWER CLINTON RIVER, MI 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1970. 
Deseription.-The project would have consisted of deepening and 

widening Red Run Drain along its existing alignment and provid­
ing a trapezoidal concrete-lined channel downstream of the Oak­
land-Macomb County line; widening, deepening, and straightening 
the existing Clinton River from Red Run Drain to Moravian Drive 
west of Mt. Clemens and providing a trapezoidal earth channel for 
a distance of 33,600 feet. Incorporation of restrictions of the adja­
cent flood plains would have been required as a part of the plan to 
maintain a floodway to pass a portion of the flows. The project 
would have also provided a rectangular concrete-lined channel for 
a distance of 11,200 feet along the Clinton River from Moravian 
Drive to the Cut-Off Canal immediately east of Mt. Clements; con­
struction of a concrete-lined channel over the 11,500 feet of the ex­
isting Cut-Off Canal between the Clinton River and Lake St. Clair; 
modifications to 21 bridges and a total of 232 utility alterations; 
and general recreational development of project lands along the 
entire length of the project. . 

GRAND MARAIS HARBOR, MI 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of June 14, 1880. 
Description.-The project would have included for widening the 

inner portion of the channel from 250 feet to 300 feet. The overall 
authorization also provided for the following work which has been 
completed: dredging the channel to 18 feet from its natural depth; 
and constructing parallel piers 500 feet apart having an aggregate 
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length of 4,407 feet. The uncompleted portion of the project, the 
channel widening, was reviewed for possible deauthorization in 
1974. It was determined that the decline in the lumber industry 
since 1880 has eliminated the need for the proposed channel widen­
ing. Deauthorization was recommended under the. procedures of 
Section 12, of Public Law 93-25 procedure. The project was re­
moved from the list of projects eligible for Section 12 deauthoriza­
tion by resolution of the House Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation on July 29, 1977. 

KEWEENAW WATERWAY, HOUGHTON COUNTY, MI 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of August 30, 1935, Public 
Law 409, 73rd Congress. 

Description.-The uncompleted portion of the project being 
deauthorized consists of extending the lower entrance breakwater 
by 2,000 feet including the. necessary alteration or replacement of 
structures due to channel deepening. The total project plan provid". 
ed for flaring and widening the northern entrance; widening the 
stilling basin to a maximum of 1,000 feet; generally deepening and 
widening and revetting pa~sages within the waterway; construction 
of a new cut-off channel 300 feet wide, southeast, of Princess Point; 
deepening the harbor of refuge at the southern entrance; flaring 
the southern entrance and extending the breakwater at the south­
ern entrance 2,000 feet into Keweenaw Bay. The breakwater exten­
sion was intended to make the southern portion of the waterway 
less vulnerable to take storms. It was recommended by the Chief of 
Engineers in the First Annual Report, . pursuant to Section 12, 
Public Law 93-251, to deauthorize the project. The project was re­
moved from the deauthorization list by a resol1ltion of the House 
Committee on Public Works and Transportation adopted on July 
27, 1977. 

ONTONAGON HARBOR, ONTONAGON COUNTY, MI 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1962. 
Description.-The River and Harbor Act of 1962 modified the 

project to provide for dredging a flared approach channel and outer 
450 feet of entrance channel 23 feet deep; dredging the next 1,150 
feet of entrance channel 22 feet deep; dredging the remainder of 
entrance channel and the basin to within 800 feet of the highway 
bridge 21 feet deep; removing the inner 955 feet of the west pier, 
and extending the basin westward for 1,750 feet, at a depth of·21 
feet and a minimum width of 200 feet; constructing a sedimenta­
tion basin within the harbor, 30 feet deep, with a capacity of 
155,000 cubic yards; reconstructing the outer 370 feet of east pier; 
and strengthening the remaining piers and raising them to an ele­
vation of 8 feet above low water, except the outer 96 feet of the 
west pier. 

SANILAC FLATS, SAGINAW RIVER, MI 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1958. 
Description.-The project would have increased drainage by 

means of channel improvements on Middle Branch and South 
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Branch! and a short re~ch of East Branch, including widening and 
deepenmg about 15.2 mIles of the Middle Branch, Cass River with 
a design channel bottom varying from 10 feet to 25 feef and ~iden­
ing and deepening about 24.7 miles of the South B~anch, Cass 
River, with the design channel bottom varying from 15 feet to 60 
feet. 

The entire project plan called for flood control measures on the 
Cass River, Flint River, Shiawassee River and the Tittabawassee 
River of the Saginaw River drainage basin. As authorized by the 
Flood Control Act of 1958, various flood control improvements were 
proposed at eight individual units along the Rivers of the basin. 
Flood control works at the units of Frankenmuth and Flint are 
complete, and detailed planning on the units of Shiawassee Flats 
and Vassar is actively underway. The common purpose of the Sani­
lac Flats unit and the other seven subelements of the Saginaw 
River Project (Frankenmuth, Flint, Shiawassee Flats, Vassar, Mid­
land, Corunna and Owosso) is the improvement of flood control in 
their respective areas. 

Three of the eight Saginaw River subelements are being deauth­
orized. The others are Corunna and Owosso. 

CORUNNA, SAGINAW RIVER, MI 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1958. 
Description.-The project would have provided flood protection 

by channel improvements, levee construction and related work in­
cluding: construction of 1,500 feet of earth levee on the right bank; 
widening of two constrictive reaches of the river at, and down­
stream of, the mill dam; enlargement of the spillway capacity of 
the existing mill dam; and removal of the remains of an abandoned 
railway bridge at the tile plant.

The entire project plan provides for flood control measures on 
the. Cass River, Flint River, Shiawassee River and the Tittabawas­
see River of the Saginaw River drainage basin. Flood control works 
at the units of Frankenmuth and Flint are complete, and detailed 
planning on the units of Shiawassee Flats and Vassar is actively 
underway. The common purpose of the Corunna unit and the other 
subelements of the Saginaw River project (Frankenmuth, Flint, 
Shiawassee Flats, Vassar, Midland, Sanilac Flats and Owosso) is 
the improvement of flood control in their respective areas. 

Three of the eight Saginaw River subelementrs are being deauth­
orized. The others are Sanilac Flata and Owosso. 

OWOSSO, SAGINAW RIVER, MI 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1958. 
Description.-The project would have provided flood prot~ction 

by enlarging the river channel from the Ann Arbor RaIlroad 
Bridge to the city sewage treatment plant; removing a portion of a 
building which encroaches on the river channel; removing four 
dams and underpinning of the Main Street Bridge, and providing 
scour protection at four bridges. 

The entire project plan provides for flood control me.asures on 
the Cass River, Flint River, Shiawassee River and the Tlttabawas­
see River drainage basin. As authorized by the Flood Control Act of 
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1958, various flood control improvements were proposed at eight in­
dividual units along the Rivers on the basin. Flood control works at 
the units of Frankenmuth and Flint are complete and detailed 
planning on the units of Shiawassee Flats and Vassar is actively 
underway. The common purpose of the Owosso unit and the other 
subelements of the Saginaw River project (Frankenmuth, Flint, 
Shiawassee Flats, Vassar, Midland, Corunna and Sanilac Flats) is 
the improvement of Flood control in their respective areas. 

Three of the eight Saginaw River subelements are being deauth­
orized. The others are Sanilac Flats and Corunna. 

BERRIEN COUNTY, MI (SAINT JOSEPH SHORE) 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1958. 
Description.-The project would have provided for a plan for pro­

tection of the shore of the City of St. Joseph, Michigan, from Elm 
Street to Southern extremity of the state-protective works, compris­
ing direct placement of suitable sand to form a protective beach 
with a berm elevation 10 feet above low water datum at the base of 
the bluffs and 50 feet in width at elevation 8 feet. The plan contem­
plated initiation of periodic nourishment at the earliest practicable 
date to prevent a material reduction in the width of the protective 
beach. 

ALPENA HARBOR, MI 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1965. 
Description.-This improvement consisted of channel deepening 

and turning basin construction. The channel would have had a 
depth sufficient for a 21.5 foot vessel draft. The new turning basin 
at the river mouth would have had a depth of 19 feet, maximum 
width of 700 feet, and maximum length of 900 feet. Since it was 
authorized, changes have occurred in initial and prospective com­
merce estimates. 

WARROAD RIVER AND BULL DOG CREEK, MN 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1962. 
Description.-The plan of improvement for flood control provided 

for 34 miles of channel improvement along Warroad River, East 
Branch, Bull Dog Creek, County Ditch No. 10, and County Ditch 
No.6, together with appurtenant works. 

MISSISSIPPI RIVER BETWEEN MISSOURI RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS, MN 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of July 3, 1930. 
Description.-The plan of improvement at Lock and Dam 3 pro­

vided for extending the upper guidewall about 600 feet to allow 
tows more distance to align for the lock chamber. The existing 
project plan provides for a 9-foot channel between the mouth of the 
Missouri River and Minneapolis, Minnesota, by construction of a 
system of locks and dams, supplemented by dredging. The St. Paul 
District portion of the project is essentially complete except for 
work to extend the guidewalls. Uncompleted guidewall extensions 
at Locks Nos. 4, 5, 5A, 7, 8, 9, and 10, currently classified by the 
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Corps inactive and as separable elements of the overall project, are 
also being deauthorized. 

BILOXI HARBOR, OLD FORT BAYOU, MS 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The project plan provided for an entrance channel 
6 feet deep, 50 feet wide, and about 1,800 feet long, extending from 
Back Bay of Biloxi into the mouth of Old Fort Bayou. 

BUFFALO RIVER, MS 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, Public Law 
738, 74th Congress. 

Description.-The authorized project, which has not been con­
structed, would have provided for channel improvement on the 
lower end of the Buffalo River. The project would have consisted of 
the construction of an 8,000-foot diversion channel to divert the 
Buffalo River into the old channel of the Homochitto River, a 700­
foot cutoff, and 7,900 feet of clearing and snagging along the Buffa­
lo River. The diversion channel and cutoff would have been con­
structed to a 30-foot bottom width with 1 on 1.5 side slopes. 

PASCAGOULA HARBOR, MAIN CHANNEL, MS 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1827. 
Description.-The project plan provided for improvement to the 

harbor and removal of obstructions to navigation in Pascagoula 
River. The original project has been totally subsumed by subse­
quent authorizations. 

ANGLER USE SITES, MO 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1966. 
Description.-Angler use sites would have consisted of small par­

cels of land strategically located among the streams of the Mera­
mec River Basin to serve as access and stopping-off points for float 
fishermen. Some nineteen sites were proposed, each providing sani­
tary drinking water and overnight camping facilities. The need for 
the nineteen angler use sites, authorized as part of the Comprehen­
sive basin plan, no longer exists. This need has been met or is in 
process of being met by facilities provided by the State of Missouri. 

BRAYMER LAKE, SHOAL CREEK, MO 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 
Description.-Braymer Lake would have been located on Shoal 

Creek in Caldwell and Livingston Counties. The dam would have 
been an earthfill impoundment about 8,100 feet long with its top 
about 85 feet above the valley floor at the highest point. The multi­
purpose pool would have covered about 11,500 acres and, at the top 
of the flood control pool, the lake would have covered about 19,500 
acres. Braymer Lake is a project within the Grand River Basin 
Plan. The project was classified as inactive by the Corps in March 
of 1976. . 
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BROOKFIELD LAKE, YELLOW CREEK, MO 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 
Description.-Brookfield Lake would have been located on West 

Yellow Creek in Linn and Sullivan Counties. The dam would have 
been an earthfill impoundment about 4,800 feet long with its top 
about 90 feet above the valley floor at the highest point. The multi~ 
purpose pool would have covered about 4,600 acres and, at the top 
of the flood control pool, the lake would have covered about 7,100 
acres. Brookfield Lake is a project within the Grand River Basin 
Plan. The project was classified as inactive by the Corps in March 
of 1976. 

EAST MUDDY CREEK, MO 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 
Description.-East Muddy Creek is a tributary to the Grand 

River Channel modification of 3.2 miles on East Muddy Creek was 
authorized as part of a basin-wide system. East Muddy Creek is a 
project within the Grand River Basin Plan. The project was classi­
fied as inactive by the Corps in March of 1976. 

MERCER LAKE, MO 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 
Description.-Mercer Lake would have been located on the 

Weldon River in Mercer County. The dam would have been an 
earthfill impoundment about 6,700 feet long with its top about 90 
feet above the valley floor at the highest point. The multipurpose 
pool would have covered about 12,600 acres and, at the top of the 
flood control pool, the lake would have covered about 19,800 acres. 
Mercer Lake would have been a project within the Grand River 
Basin Plan. The project was classified as inactive by the Corps in 
March of 1976. 

MISSISSIPPI RIVER AGRICULTURE AREA 12, MISSOURI 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1966. 
Description.-The project was to have been located on the right 

bank of the Mississippi River, extending from river mile 288.0 to 
293.0 above the mouth of the Ohio River in Pike County, Missouri. 
The authorization provided for rl;l.ising and enlarging an existing 
levee and constructing 2.4 miles of cross levee and a drainage 
structure. 

PATTONSBURG LAKE, MO 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 
Description.-Pattonsburg Lake would have been located on the 

main stem of the Grand River in Daviess, Gentry and Harrison 
Counties. The dam would have been an earthfill structure, about 
6,500 feet long, with its top about 104 feet above the valley floor at 
its highest point. The multipurpose pool would have covered about 
42,000 acres and, at the top of the flood control pool, the lake 
would have covered about 77,000 acres. Pattonsburg Lake would 
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have been a project within the Grand River Basin Plan. The 
project was classified as inactive by the Corps in March of 1976. 

POMME DE TERRE LAKE (POWER PROJECT), MO 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1954. 
Description.-Pomme de Terre Lake is on the Pomme de Terre 

River in Hickory and Polk Counties. The dam is a composite earth 
and rock fill impoundment, 7,240 feet long, with its top about 140 
feet above the valley floor at the highest point. The multipurpose 
pool covers about 7,820 acres, and, at the top of the flood control 
pool, the lake covers about 16,100 acres. The project lands include 
10 public use areas and 1,316,000 visitor-days were recorded in 
1982. The project is authorized to include hydropower and provi­
sions were included in the project design for the future addition of 
hydropower. Deauthorization of the power project would have no 
consequences to the other authorized project purposes. 

SANDY SLOUGH, REMEDIAL MEASURES, MISSOURI 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1962. 
Description.-Sandy Slough is located in Lincoln County, Missou­

ri, on the right bank of the Mississippi River between miles 241.4 
and 244.9, above the Ohio River. The project was to be a remedial 
measure to restore a suitable water depth for pleasure boating. 
Suitable conditions had existed in the slough prior to 1938 when a 
dike was constructed across the head of Sandy Island to contain 
the pool of Dam 25. Since that time, the slough has filled with silt 
and drift from the overbank area. These accumulations were for­
merly washed away by high water from the Mississippi River. Be­
cause this natural flushing has been restricted, dredging was 
thought to be necessary. 

TRENTON LAKE, MO 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 
Description.-Trenton Lake would have been located on the 

Thompson River in Grundy, Harrison and Mercer Counties. The 
dam would have been an earthfill structure about 2,650 feet long 
with its top about 97 feet above the valley floor at its highest point. 
The multipurpose pool would have covered about 32,000 acres, and, 
at the top of the flood control pool, the lake would have covered 
about 46,500 acres. Trenton Lake is a project within the Grand 
River Basin Plan. The project was classified as inactive by the 
Corps in March of 1976. 

UPPER GRAND RIVER, MO 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 
Description.-The authorized project included 62 miles of levees 

and 38 miles of channel modification along the main stem of the 
Upper Grand River and four tributaries-East Fork, Middle Fork, 
West Fork, and Wildcat Creek. The Upper Grand River project is 
within the Grand River Basin Plan. The project was classified as 
inactive by the Corps in March of 1976. 
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MILL LAKE, MO 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1970. 
Description.-Mill Lake would have been located on Mill Creek 

in Cass County. The dam would have been an earthfill structure, 
about 2,700 feet long, with its top about 76 feet above the valley 
floor at the highest point. The multipurpose pool would have cov­
ered about 360 acres, and, at the top of the flood control pool, the 
lake would have covered about 500 acres. Mill Lake is one element 
of a system of four lakes and a channel modification authorized to 
provide flood control to a heavily industrialized area of Kansas 
City, Missouri. All four lake projects are being deauthorized by the 
bill. The channel modification on the Blue River in Jackson 
County, Missouri, has received construction funding. The Mill Lake 
project was classified by the Corps as deferred in September of 1978 
to consider including water supply as a project purpose. 

LITTLE NEMAHA RIVER, NEMAHA COUNTY, NE 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 
Description.-The authorized project envisioned construction of 

levees along the Little Nemaha River from the vicinity of Brock, 
Nebraska, downstream to existing Missouri River tieback levees 
near the mouth. The Little Nemaha River project was classified as 
inactive by Corps in 1972 because of lack of local support. 

GLEASON CREEK DAM, NV 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1960. 
Description.-The project plan provided for construction of a res­

ervoir with a gross storage capacity of 1,500 acre-feet for flood con­
trol. It was to be located on Gleason Creek, about 7 miles west of 
Ely, Nevada. 

HUMBOLDT RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, NV 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1950. 
Description.-The project would have provided for construction of 

3 storage reservoirs and minor channel improvements. 

NEWARK BAY, HACKENSACK AND PASSAIC RIVERS, NJ 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1954 and the River and 
Harbor Act of 1966. 

Description.-The 1954 project would have provided for a 32 to 
34-foot channel in Hackensack River, including an approach chan­
nel in Newark Bay from the branch channel at Port Newark Ter­
minal and a 25-foot turning basin. The 1966 Act added authority to 
deepen two channels to 15 feet and 32 feet, respectively, in the 
Hackensack River. The work remaining to be done is the deepening 
of the Hackensack River to 32 feet and 15 feet. 

FIVE MILE CREEK, UNIT 2, ALLEGANY, NY 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of JUly 24, 1946, Public Law 
526, 79th Congress. 
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Description.-The project would have consisted of constructing 
about 2,710 feet of earthen dike; relocating the channel of Lippert 
Run for a distance of about 1,050 feet; raising streets in 2 places; 
and providing for internal drainage. Restudy of the project under 
the Upper Allegheny River Basin study indicated a lack of econom­
ic feasibility. 

ALLEGHENY RIVER, UNIT 1, ALLEGANY, NY 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of July 24, 1946, Public Law 
526, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have consisted of constructing 
about 4,000 feet of earthen dike and about 400 feet of floodwall; 
raising streets in 2 places; and providing for internal drainage. Re­
study of the project under the Upper Allegheny River Basin study 
indicated a lack of economic feasibility. 

HUDSON RIVER, NEW YORK CITY TO ALBANY (12-FOOT HARBORS) , NY 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of June 25, 1910, Public 
Law 264, 61st Congress. 

Description.-The project plan provided for widening the harbors 
in front ofthe Cities of Troy and Albany, New York. 

HUDSON RIVER, NEW YORK CITY TO ALBANY (27-FOOT CHANNEL), NY 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 3, 1925, Public 
Law 585, 68th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have consisted of 1,300 linear 
feet of 27-foot-deep channel at AUiany, New York. 

OGDENSBURG HARBOR, NY 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of August 30, 1935, Public 
Law 409, 73rd Congress. 

Description.-The project would have involved the removal of 
hard material shoals in the southwest part of the lower basin. The 
project would have provided for enlarging and deepening the lower 
basin to 21 feet and removal of an elevator wharf. The shoals are 
out of the way, and removal is now considered unnecessary. 

RED CREEK, NY 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1966. 
Description.-The project plan provided for improvements of 

13,405 feet of channel of the main stem of Red Creek and a total of 
24,540 feet of channel improvements on tributaries within the 
towns of Brighton and Henrietta, New York; construction of two 
sections of levees totalling approximately 8,590 feet in length; re­
moval, replacement or enlargement of obstructive bridges, culverts, 
and conduits; and modification of utilities to fit enlarged stream 
channels. . 

TICONDEROGA RIVER, ESSEX COUNTY, NY 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 3, 1881. 
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Description.-The project plan provided for a channel 8 feet deep 
and 100 feet wide from a 8-foot contour in Lake Champlain to the 
railroad bridge, then 8 feet deep and 60 feet wide to the Village of 
Ticonderoga. The project is about 39 percent completed, but no 
work has been done since 1892. 

CAPE VINCENT HARBOR, NY 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-A small portion behind and adjacent to the existing 
breakwater has not been dredged to full project depth. The project 
plan provided for a depth of 16 feet behind and adjacent to the 
breakwater and a depth of 20 feet in the harbor downstream. Deau­
thorization was recommended by the Chief of Engineers in his 1st 
Annual Report pursuant to section 12(c) of the Water Resources 
Development Act of 1974, Public Law 93-251; however, by resolu­
tion of the House Committee on Public Works and Transportation, 
July 1977, the authorization was continued. 

EAST CHESTER CREEK, NY 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1950. 
Description.-The project plan provided for construction of a 

check dam and a channel 5 miles long and 10 feet deep. 

EAST ROCKAWAY INLET TO ROCKAWAY INLET, PART 2, NEW YORK 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 
Description.-The project plan provided for construction of a hur­

ricane barrier across the entrance of Jamaica Bay, dikes, levees, 
floodwalls, fill placements, stairways, ramps, road raising, and 
other appurtenant works. The project also would have included 
construction of beach erosion control work. The beach erosion por­
tion is currently underway, with periodic nourishment work. No 
hurricane protection work has been done. 

HAMMONDSPORT, GLEN BROOK (GLEN BROOK FLUME), NY 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of August 18, 1941, Public 
Law 228, 77th Congress. 

Description.-The project was designed to increase the channel 
capacity of Glen Brook by widening, deepening and straightening 
the upper 700 feet; constructing reinforced concrete cascades at the 
bend; clearing the channel above the flume; and constructing 
timber check dams in the channel above the flume to reduce debris 
deposited in the flume. 

ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY-PELTIER CREEK, CARTERET 

COUNTY, NC 


Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1954. 
Description.-The authorized project involved a dead-end side 

channel of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway and consisted of a 
channel 12 feet deep and 90 feet wide and a basin 12 feet deep, 200 
feet wide, and 600 feet long, in Peltier Creek. A 6-by-50 foot chan­
nel was constructed in August and September of 1955 using emer­
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gency maintenance funds provided under authority of Section 3 of 
the River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945. On June 26, 1957, the 
Corps of Engineers classified the 12-foot deep project as inactive 
and proposed that the completed 6-by-50 foot channel continue to 
be maintained. 

ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY TIDAL LOCK IN SNOWS CUT, NC 

Authorization.-River and Harbor of January 21, 1927, Public 
Law 560, 70th Congress. 

Description.-The Tidal Lock would have been located in Snows 
Cut between Myrtle Sound and Cape Fear River. Snows Cut and 
the Tidal Lock are a part of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway 
authorization for a 12-by-90-foot channel from Beaufort to the Cape 
Fear River. Construction of this portion of the Waterway was com­
pleted in 1932. Originally, the Lock was considered necessary for 
the Waterway to protect the Snows Cut Channel against destruc­
tive current velocities due to the apparent difference in elevation 
of certain stages of tides in Myrtle Grove Sound and the Cape Fear 
River. The other elements of the project under the authorization 
have been completed and are being maintained. Navigation will 
not be adversely affected by the omission of the Tidal Lock, which 
is the only element being deauthorized. No Tidal Lock has been 
found to be necessary in Snows Cut to protect the channel against 
current velocities, and its construction cannot to economically justi­
fied at this time. The Tidal was classified by the Corps as inactive 
in 1963. 

CAROLINA BEACH AND VICINITY, SOUTH AREA, NC 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1962. 
Description.-The project plan provided for construction of a 

dune with a base generally bordering at or near the bq.ilding line, 
having a crown width of 25 feet at an elevation of 13 feet above 
mean sea level (MSL); integral construction of a beach berm having 
a crown width of 50 feet at elevation 10 feet MSL, and a tempo­
rary, normal beach berm having a crown width of 50 feet at eleva­
tion 7 feet MSL, extending about 15,200 feet from the southern 
limits of Carolina Beach to a point about 1,550 feet south of the 
southern limits of Kure Beach, together with a transition section at 
7 feet MSL, extending 2,600 feet south of the southern end of the 
dune, and a transition section extending 1,000 feet north of the 
southern town limits of Carolina Beach. The project plan also 
called for Federal participation in the cost of beach nourishment 
for a period not to exceed 10 years from the year of initial place­
ment. 

The following improvements within the town limts of Carolina 
Beach were also authorized: restoration of the dune with a base 
generally bordering at or near the building line, have a crown 
width of 245 feet at an elevation 15 feet above MLW; construction 
of an integral beach berm with a crown width of 50 feet at eleva­
tion 12 and beachfill extending about 14,000 feet from the northern 
to the southern limits of Carolina Beach; and Federal participation 
in the cost of beach nourishment for a period not to exceed 10 
years from the year of initial placement. Initial construction of this 
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part of the projects was completed in 1982. Only the unconstructed 
part of the project south of the town limits of Carolina Beach is 
being deauthorized. 

PORT MACON STATE PARK, NC 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1962 and the Flood 
Control Act of 1962. 

Description.-This project would have consisted of initial restora­
tion of 7,750 feet of beach fill to an elevation of 8 feet, with a crown 
width of 100 feet; construction of a stone revetment to an elevation 
of 12 feet and a length of about 250 feet; construction of a stone 
masonry wall to an elevation of 12 feet and a length of about 350 
feet; and construction of a stone groin to an elevation of 9 feet and 
a length of about 1,670 feet. 

The project is about 90 percent complete. The State of North 
Carolina is that cooperating agency and has performed all con­
struction to date. Remaining work to be accomplished consists of 
capstone for the stone work and portions of the beach fill and re­
plenishment. Federal participation in the remaining work is the 
only element being deauthorized. 

The beach are a Fort Macon State Park has been used as a dis­
posal area for sand dredged during maintenance of the Beaufort 
Harbor project. No additional fill associated with the authorized 
Forth Macon project are projected to be required. In addition, the 
stonework which is in place appears to be holding up well, without 
the authorized capstone. 

MOREHEAD CITY HARBOR, NC 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of August 26, 1937, Public 
Law, 392, 75th Congress 

Description.-This project feature would have included dual rock 
jetties a Beaufort Inlet. The jetties were to be rubble-mound struc­
tures with top elevation of 14 feet above mean sea level. The gener­
al configuration of the dual jetty system was to be in the shape of 
an arrowhead, with the jetties being parallel for the seawardmost 
1,500 feet. The West jetty length was to be 10,150 feet and the east 
jetty length was to be 9,150 feet. The jetties are the only element of 
the overall project being deauthorized. 

OCRACOKEISLAND,NC 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 
Description.-The plan for beach stabilization and hurricane tital 

protection project for Ocracoke Island provided for protection of 
the ocean frontage from hurricane and erosion damage, a beach fill 
with a berm 50 feet wide at an elevation of 7 feet above mean sea 
level, . a feeder beach near the north end of the island, periodic 
nourishment for an initial period of 10 years, sand fences and vege­
tation. The Flood Control Act of 1965 also provided for a project at 
Ocracoke Village, providing for: restoration and stabilization of the 
Ocracoke Village frontage; beach fill to provide a berm with top 
elevation equal to that of the existing bank, but not exceeding 7 
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feet above mean sea level; vegetation and drainage facilities; and 
periodic nourishment for an initial period of 10 years. 

OCRACOKE ISLAND-VILLAGE SHORE, NC 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 
Description.-The plan for beach stabilization and hurricane 

tidal protection project for Ocracoke Island provided for restoration 
and stabilization of the Ocracoke Village frontage; beach fill to pro­
vide a berm with top elevation equal to that of the existing bank, 
but not exceeding 7 feet above mean sea level; vegetation and 
drainage facilities; and periodic nourishment for an initial period 
of 10 years. 

The above authorization also provided for a project for Ocracoke 
Island Hurricane Protection, which project provided for protection 
of the ocean frontage from hurricane and erosion damage; a beach 
fill with a berm 50 feet wide at an elevation of 7 feet above mean 
sea level in front of a dike with a top width of 25 feet at an eleva-­
tion of 11 feet above mean sea level; a feeder beach near the north 
end of the island; periodic nourishment for an initial period of 10 
years; sand fences; and vegetation. 

OCRACOKE INLET JETTY, HYDE COUNTY, NC 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1960. 
Description.-The project plan included a channel across the 

ocean bar, 18 feet deep, 400 feet wide, and the deferred construc­
tion of a single jetty, extending from Ocracoke Island to the 20-foot 
depth in the Atlantic Ocean. The 18-by-400-foot dredged channel 
was completed in fiscal year 1972. No design or construction work 
has been done on the jetty and only the jetty is being deauthorized. 

ROANOKE RIVER, HALIFAX COUNTY, NC 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of June 20, 1938, Public 
Law 685, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have included a channel 12 feet 
deep and 150 feet wide in the Roanoke River from Albemarle 
Sound to one mile above Plymouth, from there 10 feet deep and 
100 feet wide to Hamilton, from there 8 feet deep and 80 feet wide 
to Palmyra Landing, and from there 5 feet deep and 50 feet wide to 
Weldon, a total distance of 131 miles. In 1941, the project was com­
pleted up to Palmyar Landing, 50 miles below Weldon, which is the 
practical limit for providing improvement for navigation by chan­
nel improvement alone. This completed portion of the project will 
continue to be maintained. The 50-mile portion of the project pro­
viding for a channel 5 feet deep and 50 feet wide above Palmyra 
Landing to Weldon, North Carolina, by dredging, snagging, and 
regulation has been deferred for restudy. Only the unconstructed 
portion of the project above Palmyra Landing is being deauthor­
ized. 

OHIO RIVER, OH 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1937. 
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Description.-The project would have provided for additional 
beartraps, guardwalls, and extension of guidewalls. These project 
features were part of the old low-lift navigable dams along the 
Ohio River. A high-lift lock and dam system has now replaced the 
old dam system; therefore, these features are now considered obso­
lete. 

BURLINGTON, OH 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have located in Lawrence 
County, Ohio, on the Ohio River, 313 miles below Pittsburgh. The 
project would have consisted of an earth levee, having a crown 
width of 8 feet, a length of7,030 feet, an average height of 4.4 feet, 
1-on-3 side slopes, and three feet of freeboard over the highest flood 
of record, which occurred in 1937. 

CHESAPEAKE, OH 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project was to be located in Lawrence County, 
Ohio, on the Ohio River, 309 miles below Pittsburgh, opposite Hun­
tington, West Virginia. The project would have consisted of an 
earth levee, having a crown width of 8 feet, a length of 4,850 feet, 
an average height of 13.9 feet, 1-on-3 side slopes, and three feet of 
freeboard over the highest flood of record, which occurred in 1937. 

EMPIRE-STRATTON,OH 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have consisted of construction of 
portable pumping units, interceptor sewer systems and drainage 
structures. 

MARTINS FERRY, BELMONT COUNTY, OH 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have consisted of construction of 
about 12,000 feet of flood wall with 8 temporary closures; bank pro­
tection for reaches totalling about 8,700 feet; and 6 pumping plants, 
with other internal drainage facilities. 

The flood damage reduction project at this location was reexam­
ined by the Pittsburgh District during the Metropolitan Wheeling 
Urban Study and was found not to be economically feasible. 

POWHATAN POINT, BELMONT COUNTY, OH 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 29, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have involved construction of 
5,490 feet of earth levee; 5,330 feet of concrete wall; flood gates; the 
installation of pumps; and the relocation of highways. 
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The flood damage reduction project at this location was reexam­
ined by the Pittsburgh District during the Metropolitan Wheeling 
Urban Study and was found not to be economically feasible. 

PROCTORVILLE,OH 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project was to be located in Lawrence County, 
Ohio, on the Ohio River, 305 miles below Pittsburgh. The project 
would have consisted of a levee with an average height of 28.2 feet 
and side slopes 1 on 3 and a concrete wall with a length of 2,110 
feet and an average height of 29.8 feet, providing three feet of free­
board over highest flood of record, which occurred in 1937. 

SOUTH POINT, OH 

Authoriiation.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-,-The project was to be located in Lawrence County, 
Ohio, on the right bank of the Ohio River, 317 miles below Pitts­
burgh. The project would have consisted of an earth levee, having a 
crown width of 8 feet; a length of 1,630 feet; an average height of 
9.7 feet; 1-on-3 side slope; 1,340 feet of concreate wall having an av­
erage height of 23.5 feet; and three feet of freeboard over the high­
est flood of record, which occurred in 1937. 

SALT CREEK LAKE, OH 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1962. 
D(!scription.-The project would have been located in the Scioto 

River basin in Ross and Vinton Counties. The dam, 10.8 miles 
above the mouth of Salt Creek, would have controlled the runoff 
from a 285 square mile drainage area. It would have operated as a 
unit of a coordinated system for flood protection along the Scioto 
and Ohio Rivers. 

COLUMBIA DRAINAGE DISTRICT NO.1, OR 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1950. 
Description.-The project would have raised and restructured 9.3 

miles of existing levee and would have provided a tidebox and 
pumphouse. 

DEER ISLAND DRAINAGE DISTRICT, OR 

Authorization.-FIQod Control Act of 1950. 
Description,-The project would have provided for strengthening 

about 36,000 feet of existing levees and increasing the pumping ca­
pacity to protect 3,920 acres of Deer Island. 

SHELTON DITCH, MARION COUNTY,. OR 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1950 
Description.-The project would have included construction of a 

concrete lining for Shelton Ditch, 2.3 miles long, through Salem, 
Oregon. 
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UMPQUA RIVER-SCHOLFIELD RIVER, OR 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of September 22, 1922, Public 
Law 362, 67th Congress, and the Flood Control Act of 1954. 

Description.-The project would have provided a 12-foot-deep and 
100-foot-wide channel for a distance fo 2 miles in the Scholfield 
River. The entrance would have been widened to 300 feet for a dis­
tance of 500 feet. 

CASCADIA LAKE, OR 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act 0[1962. 
Description.-The project would have provided for a rockfill em­

bankment 1,170 feet long and 270 feet above streambed. Usable 
storage capacity of the lake was to be 145,000 acre-feet. 

GATE CREEK LAKE, OR 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1962. 
Description.-The project would have provided for a gravel em­

bankment 1,200 feet long and 270 feet above streambed. Usable 
storage capacity of the lake was to be 50,000 acre-feet. 

GRANDE RONDE LAKE, OR 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 
Description.-The authorized project, located on the Grande 

Ronde River near La Grande, Oregon, consisted of a dam, reser­
voir, and appurtenant facilities provide for flood control, irrigation, 
sports fishing, recreation, anadromous fish, water supply, and 
downstream power. The project plan included an embankment dam 
194 feet high with a crest length of 2,270 feet, spillway, and outlet 
works to regulate flow. The reservoir capacity would have been 
160,000 acre-feet, 8,000 of which would have been dead storage. 
Nine miles of state highway would have been relocated. Fish pas­
sage facilities would have been required to compensate for losses to 
wildlife because of the reservoir. About 600 acres of land would 
have been required for the planned relocation of facilities. 

GRANDE RONDE VALLEY, OR 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1950. 
Description.-The project was to be a local flood control project 

through the Grande Ronde Valley from the Town of Elgin to the 
Towns of La Grande and Union. It would have consisted of levees, 
channel clearing, and straightening and realignment of the Grande 
Ronde River, and Catherine, Ladd, and Willow Creeks. The project 
is one of several projects in the State of Oregon authorized by the 
Flood Control Act of 1950 which are being deauthorized in the bill. 
Those other projects are: Deer Island Drainage District; Shelton 
Ditch, Marion County; Holley Lake; Pendleton Levees, Riverside 
Area; and Columbia Drainage District No. 1. 

HOLLEY LAKE, OR 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1950. 
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Description.-The project would have included an earthfill em­
bankment 4,700 feet long and 150 feet above streambed. Usable 
storage capacity of the lake was to be 90,000 acre-foot. 

PENDLETON LEVEES, RIVERSIDE AREA, OR 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1950. 
Description.-The project plan included strengthening and ex­

tending existing levees upstream of Pendleton along the Umatilla 
River and constructing new levees in the Riverside area. The Riv­
erside area levees were never constructed due to lack of local sup­
port. This is the only part of the project that remains incomplete 
and is being deauthorized. 

WILLAMETTE RIVER ABOVE PORTLAND AND YAMHILL RIVER, OR 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of June 3, 1896, as modi­
fied by the River and Harbor Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 761, 
75th Congress. 

Description.-The project plan provided for widening and deepen­
ing the Willamette and Yamhill Rivers to various widths and 
depths. About 18 percent of the authorized project has been com­
pleted. The uncompleted element is no longer a critical navigation­
al need. 

WILLAMETTE RIVER AT WILLAMETTE FALLS, OR 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of June 25, 1910, Public 
Law 264, 61st Congress, and the River and Harbor Act of March 2, 
1945, Public Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have included modifying the 
original locks to provide for.ii new single-lift main lock and guard 
lock. The original project authorization provided for purchase and 
rehabilitation of an existing canal and six locks. The project ele­
ment being deauthorized in the bill is a single-lift lock and guard 
lock to replace the original six locks. The project is listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places. 

BRACKENRIDGE, TARENTUM, AND NATRONA, PA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have consisted of construction of 
approximately 17,250 feet of concrete wall with floodgates and in­
stallation of pumps and internal drainage facilities. 

CHESTER RIVER, DELAWARE COUNTY, PA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1919, Public 
Law 323, 65th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have provided for an 8-foot-deep 
channel from the mouth of the Chester River upstream for 950 
feet. 
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LEETSDALE, ALLEGHENY COUNTY, LEVEE AND DRAINAGE FACILITY, PA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have consisted of the construc­
tion of 4,200 feet of earth levee with flood gates and the installa­
tion of pumps. 

MUDDY CREEK LAKE, PA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1962. 
Description.-The project would have consisted of construction of 

a rolled earth embankment 6,900 feet long, with a height of 64 feet 
and with an uncontrolled sidehill spillway and reinforced concrete 
rectangular conduit intakes. The project would have required the 
relocation of one mile of highway and the alteration of several sec­
ondary roads and various utilities, as required. 

NEVILLE ISLAND, PA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have consisted of the construc­
tion of 19,800 feet or earth levee, the construction of 1,200 feet of 
concrete wall, the construction of flood gates, the installation of 
pumps, and the relocation of highways. 

NEW KENSINGTON AND PARNASSUS, PA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have consisted of the construc­
tion of approximately 8,700 feet of concrete wall and approximately 
1,500 feet of sheet piling wall, and the installation of 2 pumps and 
internal drainage facilities. 

ROCHESTER, BEAVER COUNTY, PA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have consisted of the construc­
tion of 5,000 feet of concrete wall with flood gates, the installation 
of pumps, and the relocation of highways. 

TREXLER DAM AND LAKE, LEHIGH COUNTY, PA 

Authorization.-Section 203 of the Flood Control Act of 1962. 
Description.-The multipurpose Trexler Dam project is a compo­

nent of the comprehensive plan for the immediate and long-range 
development and use of the water resources of the Delaware River 
Basin. The project has not been initiated because of lack of local 
cooperation. During the years since the dam was authorized, 
Lehigh County has witnessed the emergence of a new concern for 
preservation of the Region's natural environment and of a firm 
conviction that better alternatives exist and can be pursued to 
achieve the project's purpose. 
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YOUGHIOGHENY RIVER CANALIZATION, PENNSYLVANIA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1930, Public Law 395, 
71st Congress. 

Description.-The project would have consisted of the canaliza­
tion of the river from its mouth 19.3 miles to West Newton, Penn­
sylvania, in order to provide a navigable depth of 9 feet by the con­
struction of two locks and dams. Recent restudy of the project indi­
cates lack of economic feasibility for the canalization of the Y ough­
iogheny River as authorized. 

,AQUASHICOLA LAKE, PA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1962. 
Description.-The project plan provided for construction of an 

earthfill dam 2,000,feet in length and 110 feet high, having 2,000 
acre-feet of storage for flood control and 25,000 acre-feet of water 
supply. 

MAIDEN CREEK LAKE EARTH DAM, PA 

Authorization.~-Flood Control Act of 1962. 
Description.-The project would have consisted of an earth and 

rockfill dam 2,400 feet long with 74,000 acre-feet of storage for 
water supply and 38,000 acre-feet for flood control. 

FAJARDQ HARBOR, PR 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The project plan provided for an approach channel 
28 feet deep and 200 feet wide to and inCludirig a turning basin of 
the same depth coveting 10.5 acres in front of a deep-water termi­
nal to be provided by local interests. 

GUAYANES HARBOR, PR 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of August 26, 1937, Public 
Law 392, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project plan provided for an approach channel 
23 feet deep and 300 feet wide, arid an anchorage area of the same 
depth, 2,000 feet long and 1,300 feet wide. 

GREAT SALT POND, NEWPORT COUNTY, RI 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The project element being deauthorized would have 
included a 1 200-foot-Iong north jetty at the entrance to Great Salt 
Pond and a' 12-foot-Iong access channel and basin in the Inner 
Harbor (Trim Pond). The 1945 authorization provided for two jet­
ties at the entrance to Great Salt Pond. A 1,700-foot-Iong south 
jetty has been completed. It also provided for an 18-foot entrance 
channel with a central depth of 25 feet, which has also been com­
pleted. No work has been done on the north jetty or the Inner 
Harbor access channel and basin. 
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HARBOR OF REFUGE, BLOCK ISLAND, RI 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of July 25, 1912, Public 
Law 241, 62nd Congress. 

Description.-The project feature being deauthorized would have 
provided for two 15-foot anchorages in the Outer Harbor. The exist­
ing project at Block Island, by way of earlier authorization (in 
1870) and work completed in 1916, includes: a 15-foot access chan­
nel to the Inner Harbor, two breakwaters, a 15-foot inner anchor­
age, a 15-foot inner basin, and a T-shaped jetty. 

PAWCATUCK RIVER, WASHINGTON COUNTY, RI 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of June 3, 1896. 
Description.-The project would have included widening the 

middle section of Little Narragansett Bay channel by 100 feet (to 
200 feet); widening a 5,000-foot section of river channel at Avondale 
by 100 feet (to 200 feet); and deepening by 3 feet a 2,000-foot section 
of the upper river channel. The project was to include a channel 10 
feet deep and 200 feet wide from Stonington Harbor, Connecticut, 
through Little Narragansett Bay and the mouth of the Pawcatuck 
River at Avondale (Westerly), Rhode Island, thence 100 feet wide to 
the lower wharves at Westerly about one-half mile further up­
stream. The project was completed in 1949 except for (1) the middle 
section of the Little Narragansett Bay channel and a the 5,000-foot 
section of the river channel at Avondale, both of which were 
dredged to only a 100-foot width, and (2) a 2,000-foot section of the 
upper channel which was dredged to only 7 feet, rather than 10. 

PROVIDENCE RIVER AND HARBOR, RI 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1965 
Description.-The project would have provided for a branch chan­

nel along the India Point Waterfront, 30 feet deep, 150 feet wide, 
and about 1,000 feet long. 

The project authorization provided for deepening the main ship 
channel to 40 feet, for which work was completed in early 1976, 
and the India Point Channel, for which no work has been done. 
The India Point Channel work is now considered to be obsolete. 

WESTERLY HURRICANE PROTECTION, RHODE ISLAND 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965 
Description.-The projection would have provided multiple pur­

pose hurricane protection, beach protection and recreation by rais­
ing and widening about 3 miles of beach; constructing a gated con­
trol structure at the eastern end of Weekapaug Inlet and a rock­
faced dike at the western end; initially constructing three large 
groins; and constructing, on a deferred basis, 31 small rock groins 
to stabilize the beach. 

CHARLESTON HARBOR, FORT MOULTRIE ANCHORAGE AREA, SC 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 
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Description.-The project would have provided for modification of 
the Charleston Harbor project to provide an anchorage basin 30 
feet deep in the water area between Castle Pinckney and Fort 
Moultrie. The most essential portion of the project has been con­
structed and is currently maintained every two years. The anchor­
age area, as authorized, included a rectangular area with dimen­
sions of 4,000 feet by 13,000 feet. The anchorge area, as construct­
ed, provides an irregular shaped area with dimensions 2,200 feet by 
3,050 feet by 7,380 feet. 

MYRTLE BEACH, ANCHORAGE BASIN, sc 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have provided for modification of 
the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway project to construct an anchor­
age basin with width of 125 feet, a length of 335 feet, and a depth 
of 12 feet at mean low water. 

REEDY RIVER, GREENVILLE, sc 

Authorization.-Section 201 of the Flood Control Act of 1965 and 
approved by resolution of the Committee on Public Works of the 
House of Representatives, adopted December 15, 1970, and resolu­
t~on of the Committee on Public Works of the Senate, adopted De­
cember 17, 1970. 

Description.-Reedy river is located in northwestern South Caro­
lina, entirely within Greenville and Laurens Counties. Improve­
ments proposed were in and near the City of Greenville. The work 
was directed toward reduction of flood damages occurring along 
Reedy River in Greenville and vicinity. The plan included 5.4 miles 
of channel enlargement above Camperdown Falls· in the· city and 
2.4 miles of channel widening below the falls. 

CUMBERLAND RIVER ABOVE NASHVILLE, TN 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of August 5, 1886. 
Description.-The project plan initially included construction of 

Locks and Dams 1 through 17 and Lock and Dam 21 to ·secure (1) 6­
foot navigation at low water from Nashville, Tennessee, to Waits­
boro Shoals, Kentucky, a distance of 324.6 miles and (2) 4-foot navi­
gation from Waitsboro Shoals to Burnside, Kentucky, a distance of 
three miles. Locks and Dams 1 through 8 and 21 were constructed. 
Larger multipurpose projects authorized in 1938 and 1946 preclud­
ed construction of the other authorized locks and dams. Subsequent 
to their construction, the development of larger multipurpose 
projects replaced the initially-authorized Locks and Dams 1 
through 8 and 21. 

HIWASSEE RIVER, POLK AND BRADLEY COUNTIES, TN 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of August 14, 1876. 
Description.-The project would have provided improvements for 

navigation purposes of 35 miles of the Hiwassee River, between its 
mouth and the mouth of the Ocoee River, including spur dikes, 
training walls, submerged sills, bank protection and dredging. 
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ROSSVIEW LAKE, TN AND KY 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-Rossview Dam would have been located on the Red 
River, 17.4 miles above its confluence with the Cumberland River 
at Clarksville, Tennessee. The earthfill dam would have been 1,750 
feet in length and would have had a maximum height of 146 feet 
above the streambed. The impoundment would have been extended 
approximately 40 miles upstream from the damsite in Tennessee 
into Kentucky. The project was previously recommended for deau­
thorization by the Chief of Engineers, but was subsequently re­
moved from the deauthorization list. 

ALABAMA-COOSA RIVER BASIN, JACKS RIVER LAKE, TN 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

ALPINE, TX 

Authorization.-Section 201 of Flood Control Act of 1965 and ap­
proved by resolution of the Committee on Public Works of the 
House of Representatives, dated April 11, 1974, and resolution of 
the Committee on Public Works of the Senate, dated May 31, 1974. 

Description.-The project was to be in the vicinity of Alpine, 
Texas, and was to include: an earthfill dam 6,300 feet long and 77 
feet high on Alpine Creek for flood control, municipal and industri­
al water supply, and recreation; a diversion channel, and a saddle 
dam 2,100 feet long and 42 feet high, to control West Moss Creek 
inflows to the reservoir; a 3-mile, 4,000 cubic-foot-per-second diver­
sion channel from Paisano Creek to the reservoir; and a convey­
ance channel 3,900 feet long between West Moss and Alpine Creeks 
to prevent permanent ponding behind the saddle dam on West 
Moss Creek. 

BRAZOS ISLAND HARBOR, TX 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1960. 
Description.~The authorized project includes widening Browns­

ville Channel to 300 feet at a depth of 36 feet from former Goose 
Island passing basin to the turning basin extension, thence at a 
width of 500 feet and same depth to the turning basin proper; deep­
ening to 36 feet an area in the southeast corner of the turning 
basin; maintaining two existing basins of the fishing harbor and a 
connecting channel; constructing a third basin, with necessary con­
necting channel; and extending Brazos Island Harbor north jetty 
seaward 1,000 feet. Widening the Brownsville Channel from Goose 
Island to the Brownsville turning basin and deepening the south­
east corner of the Brownsville turning basin to 36 feet was complet­
ed in April 1980. Only the extension to the existing north jetty, 
which has been in an inactive status since 1980, would be deauthor­
ized. 
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BRAZOS RIVER, VELASCO TO OLD WASHINGTON, TX 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of June 13, 1902. 
Description.-This authorization provided for removal of snage 

and overhanging trees and for narrowing the river at shoals by use 
of training walls and spur dikes to obtain greater depths along the 
river. The project was practically completed in 1916 and some 
maintenance was performed through 1924. No work has been done 
since 1924. The project from the mouth of the Brazos River to Old 
Washington, a distance of 247.5 miles, would require complete re­
construction. 

CEDAR BAYOU, HARRIS, TX 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of September 19, 1980, as 
amended by the River and Harbor Act of July 8, 1930, Public Law 
520, 71st Congress. 

Description.-The project would have consisted of constructing a 
channel 10 feet deep and 100 feet wide between the Houston Ship 
Channel and a point 11 miles above the mouth of Cedar Bayou. 
The project also included the jetties at the mouth of the Bayou. 

CHANNEL TO PORT BOLIVAR, TX 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1907, Public 
Law 168, 59th Congress, as amended by the River and Harbor Act 
ofJune 25, 1910, Public Law 264, 61st Congress, and the River and 
Harbor Act of March 1, 1919. 

Description.-The Channel to Port Bolivar is located on the 
upper Texas coast at the southwestern tip of Bolivar Penninsula, in 
Galveston County. The project authorization provided for a channel 
from deep water in Bolivar Roads, 30 feet deep and 200 feet wide, 
to a turning basin, 30 feet deep, 1,600 feet long, and an average of 
about 750 feet wide. The project is presently being maintained 14 
feet deep and 200 feet wide from deep water in the turning basin 
area to the harbor line, a distance of approximately 900 feet to ac­
commodate the only user of the present channel-the toll-free Gal­
veston-Port Bolivar ferry service operated by the Texas Depart­
ment of Highways and Public Transportation. The 750-foot by 
1,600-foot by 30-foot deep turning basin was never contructed and 
is now classified by the Corps as inactive. 

DUCK CREEK CHANNEL IMPROVEMENTS, TEXAS 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 
Description.-The 'project would have consisted of channel im­

provement along the main channel of Duck Creek including the re­
alignment and enlargement of 6.6 miles of channel, modification of 
10 bridges, and acquisition of rights-of-way for construction and dis­
posal of excess .excavated material. 

GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY CHANNEL TO HARLINGEN, TX 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 



440 


Description.-The Channel to Harlingen is located on the lower 
Texas coast in Willacy and Cameron Counties, extending from the 
main channel of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW) at mile 
653 to the Arroyo Colorado and thence upstream to the vicinity of 
Harlingen. The project plan provided for a channel 12 feet deep by 
125 feet wide from the GIWW upstream in the Arroyo Colorado to 
Harlingen, Texas and included a 12-foot by 400-foot by 50D-foot 
turning basin between Rio Hondo and Harlingen. The authorized 
channel is about 31 miles long. The channel to Harlingen to mile 
25.8 has been completed. The authorized channel (mile 25.8 to mile 
31.0) above the turning basin has not been completed and is inac­
tive. 

GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY-CHOCOLATE BAYOU, TX 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1965. 
Description.-The project components being deauthorized include 

channel enlargement to 12-by-125 feet from the Gulf Intracoastal 
Waterway to mile 8.2 and construction of a saltwater barrier at 
mile 16.9; channel enlargement to 9-by-100 feet from channel mile 
8.2 to mile 13.2 and construction of a 600-foot by 600-foot turning 
basin to a depth of 9-feet at mile 13.2. 

HOUSTON SHIP CHANNEL, GREENS BAYOU, TX 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 
Description.-The project plan provided an improved navigation 

channel in the lower 2.7 miles of Greens Bayou, a tributary of the 
Houston Ship Channel. The lowest 0.3 mile of the authorized 
project channel is 36 feet deep and 175 feet wide. However, the 
Port of Houston maintains this reach of the project to a depth of 40 
feet. The next 1.3-mile increment of the project channel is 15 feet 
deep and 100 feet wide. The last 1.1-mile increment of the project 
channel, which has not been dredged, is authorized to a 12-foot 
depth and a 100-foot width. 

CHANNEL RELOCATION IN MATAGORDA BAY, GULF INTRACOASTAL 

WATERWAY, TX 


Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of June 25, 1910, Public 
Law 264, 61st Congress, as amended by the River and Harbor Act 
of 1925, Public Law 585, 68th Congress, the River and Harbor Act 
of January 21, 1927, Public Law 560, 69th Congress, the River and 
Harbor Act of July 23, 1942, Public Law 675, 67th Congress, and 
the River and Harbor Act of 1962. 

Description.-The authorized projects would have included relo­
cating a segment of the Intracoastal Waterway in Matagorda Bay 
between miles 454.3 and 471.3. The relocation would have provided 
a channel 12-by-125 feet on the previously abandoned route 
through Matagorda Bay. 

The River and Harbor Act of March 3, 1925 and January 21, 
1927 authorized a project for the Louisiana-Texas Intracoastal Wa­
terway in accordance with the recommendations contained in 
House Document No. 238, 68th Congress, 1st Session. The project 
plan provided for a channel 9 feet deep and 100 feet wide from the 
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Mississippi River at or near New Orleans, Louisiana, to Corpus 
Christi, Texas. These Acts changed the location of the Intracoastal 
Waterway to follow the northern shoreline of Matagorda Bay. The 
River and Habor Act of July 23, 1942 adopted a modification in ac­
cordance with the recommendations of House Document No. 230, 
76th Congress, 1st Session, to provide for enlargement of the Gulf 
section of the Intracoastal Waterway from the Mississippi River to 
Corpus Christi, Texas, and its extension to the vicinity of the 
Mexico border so as to provide, throughout the entire length of the 
Waterway, a channel 12 feet deep with a minimum width of 125 
feet. 

LAKE BROWNWOOD, TX 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1968. 
Description.-The modification would have consisted of an "add­

on" or composite earth fill embankment, revisions to the existing 
outlet works, and repairs and revisions to the spillway. rhe total 
controlled storage would have been 118,900 acre-feet, including 
85,900 acre-feet for water supply and 33,000 acre-feet for sediment 
reserve. Local interests have already constructed the modification 
without Federal assistance. 

LAKE FORK LAKE~LAKE FORK CREEK, TX 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1970. 
Description.-The plan of improvement provided for an earth 

and rock fill dam with a maximum height of 106.5 feet above the 
streambed and a total length of 16,130 feet, including an uncon­
trolled broadcrested-type concrete spillway 100 feet long. The outlet 
works would have consisted of 12-foot diameter conduit controlled 
by two slide gates. The reservoir would have had a total controlled 
storage capacity of 1,113,000 acre-feet, including 472,600 for flood 
control, 621,000 for water supply and 18,900 for sediment reserve. 
The project was one of three short-range multiple-purpose reser­
voirs recommended for authorization in a plan of development for 
the Sabine River Basin, to provide measures for flood control, 
water supply, recreation, and fish and wildlife conservation. 

NAVASOTA LAKE, TX 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1968. 
Description.-The plan of improvement provided for a concrete 

and earthfill dam about 16,100 feet long and would have included a 
424-foot gate-controlled concrete spillway. The total storage would 
have been 1,935,600 acre/feet, including 550,700 acre-feet for flood 
control, 1,315,400 acre-feet for water supply, and 69,500 acre-feet 
for sediment reserve. The project included improvement of the ex­
isting downstream channel for flood release purposes. 

PECAN BAYOU LAKE, TX 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1968. 
Description.-The lake would have been formed by an earth dam 

14,700 feet long, including an outlet works through the embank­
ment and an excavated uncontrolled saddle spillway. The total con­
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trolled storage would have been 206,300 acre-feet, including 102,700 
acre-feet for flood control, 93,500 acre-feet for water supply and 
10,100 acre-feet for sediment reserve. 

PEYTON CREEK, MATAGORDA COUNTY, TX 

Authorization.-Section 201 of the Flood Control Act of 1965 and 
approved by resolutions of the Committee on Public Works of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on Public Works of 
the Senate, adopted October 12, 1972. 

Description.-The project would have included enlargement and 
rectification of 13.40 miles of Peyton Creek, 9.13 miles of Bucks 
Bayou, 7.73 miles of Cottonwood Creek, 7.75 miles of Live Oak 
Slough, and 2 miles of Dry Creek; construction of a plug in Cotton­
wood Creek above Bay City; and construction of a diversion dam 
2.10 miles long from Cottonwood Creek to Bucks Bayou. Also to be 
provided was construction of a salt water barrier in lower reaches 
of Peyton Creek and major drainage outlets to serve agricultural 
lands in Peyton Creek Watershed. 

PLAINVIEW, TX 

Authorization.-Section 201 of the Flood Control Act of 1965 and 
approved by resolutions of the Committee on Public Works of the 
House of Representatives, adopted December 15, 1970, and the 
Committee on Public Works of the Senate, adopted December 17, 
1970. 

Description.-The plan of improvement provided for construction 
of 39,200 feet of improved channel along Running Water Draw; ex­
cavation of 39,500 feet of channel in the Playa-Lakes area to form 
the East Diversion Channel; a diversion dike to facilitate discharge 
of flood flows from the Playa-Lakes area; and relocated on alter­
ation of twenty-two highway or street bridges, four railroad 
bridges, two streets and existing utilities and pipelines. 

ROANOKE LAKE, TX 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1965 
Description.-Roanoke Lake would have been formed by an earth 

dam about 15,200 feet long, including a 328-foot-Iong controlled con­
crete spillway. The total controlled storage would have been 
249,900 acre-feet, including 223,700 acre-feet for flood control and 
26,200 acre-feet for sediment reserve. 

SABINE NECHES WATERWAY CHANNEL TO ECHO, TX 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1962. 
Description.-The Channel to Echo is located on the upper Texas 

coast, north of the City of Orange, in Orange County. The project 
plan provided for a channel in the Sabine River, from Orange to 
Echo, 12 feet deep and 125 feet wide. 

The Channel to Echo is an element of the Sabine Neches Water­
way authorized to improve the outer bar channel to 42 and 40 feet 
for all inland channels to Port Arthur Canal and 400 feet in 
Neches River Channel to Beaumont with three turning points in 
the Neches River; construct a 12-by-125-foot channel in Sabine 
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River to Echo; and replace a bridge at Port Arthur, Texas. The 
basic project is complete with the exception of the channel to Echo. 

SABINE RIVER, ECHO TO MORGAN BLUFF, TX 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1970. 
Description.-The channel from Echo to Morgan Bluff was to be 

located on the upper Texas coast, north of the City of Orange, in 
Orange County. The project authorization would have provided for 
channel in the Sabine River, 12 feet deep and 125 feet wide, from 
the authorized channel to Echo, upstream to and including a 600­
foot square turning basin at Morgan Bluff, Texas. 

DALLAS FLOODWAY EXTENSION, TRINITY RIVER, TX 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 
Description.-The project plan consisted of a leveed floodway cov­

ering the reach from the existing floodway downstream to Five 
Mile Creek, a distance of 9.1 miles. The plan included a flood con­
veyance channel through this reach and channel improvements 
and associated levees 4.1 miles upstream along White Rock Creek 
and 5.4 miles upstream along Five Mile Creek. 

LIBERTY LOCAL PROTECTION, TRINITY RIVER, TX 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 
Description.-The plan for the multiple-purpose channel consist­

ed of a combination flood control and navigation channel extending 
from Trinity Bay on the Gulf of Mexico up the Trinity River to Lib­
erty (river mile 45). The channel would be 12 feet by 200 feet up to 
approximately river mile 28, in the upper reaches of Wallisville 
Lake, with an average depth of 30 feet from this point to river mile 
45. 

GULF IWW CHANNEL TO PORT MANSFIELD, TX 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of September 9, 1959. 
Description.-The authorization called for improving channels 

and basins comprising channel to Port Mansfield; constructing 
turnout curves at Gulf Intracoastal Waterway intersection and 
bend easing at entrance to turning basin; constructing parallel jet­
ties at Gulf entrance; maintaining a locally dredged jetty channel 
16 by 250 feet; and maintaining a small craft basin. 

WEBER RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, MORGAN COUNTY UT 

Authorization.-Section 206 of the River and Harbor Act of 1968. 
Description.-The project would have provided low levees, chan­

nel improvement, clearing and snagging, and removal of diversion 
dams on Weber River and tributaries in the vicinity of Ogden, 
Utah. The project was originally authorized by Public Law 85-500 
and deauthorized in 1967. In 1968, Public Law 90-483 reauthorized 
the project with a specific deauthorization date of April 16, 1972 
unless local interests provided the necessary assurances. Morgan 
County did not provide assurances, and that portion of the project 
was eligible for deauthorization at that time. The Weber County 
and Davis County portions remain authorized but not constructed. 
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BENNINGTON, VT 

Authorization.-Flood Conrol Act of June 22, 1936, Public Law 
738, 74th Congress. 

Description.-This project is separated into two parts. The active 
part inlcudes 3,000 feet of levee, 210 feet of impervious levee, 166 
feet of reinforced concrete flood walls, 4 drainage structures, and 
64 acre-feet of ponding area. The inactive part invovles 8,500 feet of 
concrete crib-wall. The active portion of this project has been com­
pleted and is not being deauthorized. 

OTTER CREEK, ADDISON COUNTY, VT 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of June 10, 1872. 
Description.-The project would have included dredging a chan­

nel8 feet deep, 100 feet wide from Lake Champlain to Vergens. 

RUTLAND OTTER CREEK, VT 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, Public Law 
738, 74th Congress, as amended by the Flood Control Act of July 
31, 1947, Public Law 296, 80th Congress. 

Description.-The project would have included the construction 
of walls, levees, a flume, a debris basin, ponding areas, and pump 
stations; modifications to bridges, roads and utilities; construction 
of a new bridge; and clearing and snagging work for protection 
from overflow of both East Creek and Otter Creek. 

THIMBLE SHOAL CHANNEL, VA 

Authorization.-River Harbor Act of 1954. 
Description.-The 1954 authorization provided for side channels 

on both sides of the 1,000-foot channel, each side channel to be 32 
feet deep, and 450 feet wide. The existing project provides for an 
entrance channel into the Ports of Hampton Roads, 1,000 feet wide, 
45 feet deep and approximately 12 miles long. 

MOORE'S FERRY LAKE, VA AND NC 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project site would have been located on New 
River, Virginia, three miles west of Galax, Virginia, in. Grayson 
County, and 214 miles above the confluence of New River with 
Kanawha River, West Virginia. The project was to consist on a con­
crete gravity dam 1,470 feet long, with"a maximum height 230 feet 
above the streambed. The project was to control the runoff from a 
drainage area of 1,130 square miles. Project purposes included flood 
control, water quality control, recreation, fish and wildlife enhance­
ment, and hydroelectric power generation. 

PAMUNKEY RIVER, HANOVER AND KING COUNTIES, VA 

Authorization.-The River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, 
Public Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The River and Harbor Act of June 14, 1880 provid­
ed for dredging and snagging of a channel 5 to 6 feet deep and 40 
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to 60 feet wid~ to Hanovertown, Virginia; a channel 7 feet deep 
and 100 feet wIde on lower bars with dikes at 2 bars; and a channel 
7 feet deep and 100 feet wide to Bassett Ferry. All of this work was 
completed in 1913. The project modificiation being deauthorized 
provided for a channel 5 feet deep and 50 feet V\jde between Bas­
sett Ferry and Manquin Bridge. 

CHRISTIANSTED HARBOR-ST. CROIX, VI 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1950. 
Description.-This project included ·an approach channel 25 feet 

deep and 300 feet wide from the Caribbean Sea and included a 
turning basin in the same depth about 600 feet wide and 900 feet 
long. An alternative channel 16 feet deep and 300 feet wide, and a 
turning basin 16 feet deep and 600 feet wide have been completed. 

ST. THOMAS HARBOR, VI 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of August 26, 1937, Public 
Law 392, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The authorized project was to include construction 
of an entrance channel 36 feet deep and 600 feet wide; removal of 
Scorpion Rock to a 36-foot depth; an anchorage area 33 feet deep; 
and a breakwater 700 feet long between Rupert Rock and the 
mainland. 

WAKE ISLAND HARBOR, WAKE ISLAND 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of August 26, 1937, Public 
Law 392, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The authorized harbor improvement was to include 
a channel approximately 1,000 feet long, 200 feet wide and 18 feet 
deep and a basin approximately 1,000 feet square and 18 feet deep. 

ENTIAT RIVER, CHELAN COUNTY, WA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1950. 
Description.-House Document 531 described the needed. flood 

control improvements as follows: "Damage from the 1948 flood was 
also severe on the Entiat River, from Ardenvoir to the mouth. Fur­
ther investigations will be necessary to determine a solution. It is 
believed that approximately 2 miles of channel clearing and rectifi­
cation, together with about 6,000 feet of heavy rock riprap bank 
protection, are economically justifiable." 

LOWER WALLA WALLA RIVER, WA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1950. 
Description.-The project would have included channel realign­

ment and enlargement and revetted levees at intermittent loca­
tions along the lower 38 miles of the Lower Walla Walla River. 

METHOW RIVER, OKANOGAN COUNTY, WA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1950. 
Description.-House Document 531 described the needed flood 

control improvement "over numerous and widely scattered areas 
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along the Methow River in the 60-mile reach from Early Winters 
Bridge in the upper valley to the mouth at Pateros, Washington. 
Actual project sites and features were not specified. In general, the 
authorization referred to extensive channel clearing and rectifica­
tion, bank protection of critical points, and a program of continu­
ous maintenance. Protection of selected areas where property 
values and consequent damages were concentrated was believed to 
be economically justified." 

OKANOGAN RIVER, OKANOGAN, WA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1950. 
Description.-House Document 531 described the needed flood 

control improvements as follows: "Local protective works would al­
leviate flood damage to a considerable extent. Such work would 
consist of levees at the town of Oroville, Tonasket, Omak, Okano­
gan, and Mallot; rock riprap bank protection; channel clearing and 
rectification." 

Levees for Omak and Oroville have been constructed by the 
Corps under the small project program. The Similkameen Dam is 
being evaluated currently by a Feasibility Study. 

QUILLAYUTE RIVER, CLALLEN COUNTY, WA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of July 3, 1930, Public 
Law 520, 71st Congress. 

Description.-This project was to include construction of groins 
on the westerly side of the Quillayute River, extending from an ex­
isting rock dike and connecting a sand spit with James Island at 
the harbor entrance. The groins were originally viewed as contin­
gency features at the time of authorization. They were provided for 
in the event that they would be necessary to properly direct and 
confine the existing navigation channel. They were never con­
structed. The jetty and dike features were constructed in 1931, and 
the jetty was raised in 1960. 

SEATTLE HARBOR, KING COUNTY, WA 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of July 3, 1930, Public 
Law 520, 71st Congress. 

Description.-The project was to include a settling basin located 
at the upper end of the existing Duwamish waterway navigation 
project about 1.4 miles above the 14th Avenue So. Bridge. The au­
thorization capacity of the settling basin was to be 100,000 cubic 
yards. The settling basin was intended as a means of intercepting 
river sediments above navigation channels to reduce downstream 
in-channel maintenance. 

SPOKANE RIVER, SPOKANE, W A 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project plan provides, for about a mile of 
levees, bulkheads and floodwalls on the right bank of the Spokane 
River near downtown Spokane. The levees for Spokane are separa­
ble from those in Coeur d'Alene and St. Maries, which were com­
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pleted in 1941 and 1942, respectively. The project was recommend­
ed for abandonment in House Document 531, 81st Congress, dated 
October 1, 1948, but has not been deauthorized. Also, an urban 
study for the Metropolitan Spokane area completed in 1980 found 
no current need for the project. 

YAKIMA RIVER AT ELLENSBURG, WA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1950. 
Description.-House Document 531 described the need for flood 

control improvements "to protect some areas in the Yakima River 
Basin even though additional storage for flood control may be pro­
vided in this basin. Preliminary studies indicated that levee 
projects are needed near the mouth of Teanaway River; in the vi­
cinity of Ellensburg; in the Selah area; in the Yakima-Moxee, and 
the Wapato-Toppenish area. The proposed project at Ellensburg 
comprises construction of a new levee system for a distance of 
about 8 miles along the left bank of Yakima River, west of the 
town of Ellensburg." 

PALOUSE RIVER, WHITMAN COUNTY, WA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1950. 
Description.-The project was to provide flood protection for both 

urban and rural areas on the Palouse River and tributaries by 
means of channel improvements. 

PULLMAN PALOUSE RIVER, W A 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1944. 
Description.-The project was to provide flood protection for Pull­

man, Washington, by the improvement and concrete lining of the 
channel of the South Ford of the Palouse River and the lower 
reaches of Missouri Flat Creek, and by the construction of levees 
and revetments. 

STILLAQUAMISH RIVER, W A 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, Public 
Law 14, 79th Congress. 

Description.-The project plan envisioned construction of a navi­
gation channel 75 feet wide, extending from Stanwood, Washington 
through the South Pass of the Stillaquamish River to Port Susan. 

MOUNDSVILLE, MARSHALL COUNTY, LEVEES, WV 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project was to consist of constructing approxi­
mately 3,100 feet of earth levee and approximately 3,300 feet of 
concrete wall with flood gates and the installation of pumps. The 
flood damage reduction project at this location was re-examined by 
the Pittsburgh District during the Metropolitan Wheeling Urban 
Study, but it was found not to be economically feasible. 



448 

PANTHER CREEK LAKE, wv 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 
Description.-The authorized project was to be located on Pan· 

ther Creek 6.1 miles above its mouth, in McDowell County, West 
Virginia. Panther Creek is in the Tug Ford drainage basin. 

The project plan provided for construction of a rolled·rock dam, 
with a maximum height of 200 feet, a crest length of 900 feet, and 
an uncontrolled spillway with a bottom wiflth of 150 feet. The 
outlet works were to consist of a 7.5·foot diameter horseshoe tunnel 
located in the right abutment of the dam, with a 220·foot·high, dry 
well·type gated control structure on the upstream end. The project 
is presently classified as inactive by the Corps. 

PROCTOR, WETZEL COUNTY, wv 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project was to consist of the construction of 
2,340 feet of earth levee with flood gates, the installation of pumps, 
and the relocation of highways. The flood damage reduction project 
at this location was re·examined by the Pittsburgh District during 
the Metropolitan Wheeling Urban Study, but it was found not to be 
economically feasible. 

RAVENSWOOD, wv 

·Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project was to be located on the left bank of 
the Ohio River in Jackson County, West Virginia, 221 miles below 
Pittsburgh. The project was to consist of an earth levee, having a 
crown width of eight feet, a 700·foot length, an average height of 
12.8 feet, and 3-on-l side slopes. It also was to include a concrete 
wall, 1,385 feet in length, with an average height of 23.3 feet and a 
3·foot freeboard over the highest flood of record, which occurred in 
1913. . 

ROWLESBURG LAKE, wv 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1965. 
Description.-The project was to consist of a concrete gravity 

dam with a controlled center spillway 1,695 feet long and 271 feet 
high. The lake would have had a total storage capacity of 831,700 
acre·feet. 

WARWOOD, OHIO COUNTY, WALL AND DRAINAGE, WEST VIRGINIA 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project was to consist of approximately 3,300 
feet of concrete wall with flood gates and a pump. The flood 
damage reduction project at this location was re·examined by the 
Pittsburgh District during the Metropolitan Wheeling Urban 
Study, but the project was found not to be economically feasible. 
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NORTH WHEELING, OHIO COUNTY, WV 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project was to consist of constructing approxi­
mately 6,900 feet of concrete wall with flood gates and installing 
pumps and internal drainage facilities. The flood damage reduction 
project at this location was re-examined by the Pittsburgh District 
during the Metropolitan Wheeling Urban Study, but the project 
was found not to be economically feasible. 

WHEELING, OHIO COUNTY, LEVEES, WALLS AND PUMPING PLANT, WEST 

VIRGINIA 


Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project was to consist of about 24,500 feet of 
dike wall along the Ohio River; railroad relocation along practical­
ly the entire length of the project; installation of about 350 feet of 
pressure conduit along Wheeling Creek; and construction of about 
1,100 feet of cut-off dike, about 3,800 feet of flood wall along Wheel­
ing Creek, 10 gate closures, 4 pump stations and internal drainage 
facilities. The flood damage reduction project at this location was 
re-examined by the Pittsburgh District during the Metropolitan 
Wheeling Urban Study, but the project was found not to be eco­
nomically feasible. 

WHEELING ISLAND, OHIO COUNTY, WV 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The project was to consist of constructing approxi­
mately 4,000 feet of earth levee and approximately 4,500 feet of 
concrete wall with flood gates and installation of pumps and inter­
nal drainage facilities. The flood damage reduction project at this 
location was re-examined by the Pittsburgh District during the 
Metropolitan Wheeling Urban Study, but the project was found not 
to be economically feasible. 

BIRCH LAKE, WV 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. 

Description.-The dam was to be located about one mile above 
the mouth of Birch River, a tributary of Elk River, and 140 miles 
above the mouth of the Kanawha River, Braxton County, West Vir­
ginia. The authorized project was to consist of an earthfill dam ap­
proximately 143 feet high and 690 feet long. An uncontrolled spill­
way, 150 feet wide, was to be located in the left abutment. The 
outlet works were to consist of a conduit through the dam discharg­
ing through two sluice gates into a stilling basin. The dam was to 
control a drainage area of 142 square miles. 
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WOODLANDS, MARSHALL COUNTY, WV 


Authorization.-Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, Public Law 
761, 75th Congress. ' 

Description.-The project was to consist of the construction of 
1,860 feet of earth levee, flood gates, installation of pumps and the 
relocation of highways. The flood damage reduction project at this 
location was re-examined by the Pittsburgh District during the 
Metropolitan Wheeling Urban Study, but the project was found not 
to be economically feasible. 

HUDSON SMALL BOAT HARBOR, WISCONSIN 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1950. 
Description.-The project plan provided for a small boat harbor 

on the St. Croix River at Hudson, Wisconsin. The plan of improve­
ment was to consist of dredging a harbor basin about 500 by 550 
feet with a five-foot depth in a bay between Sawmill Point and 
Interstate Highway 94, and a protection dike extending about 700 
feet downstream from Sawmill Point. 

CASSVILLE SMALL BOAT HARBOR, GRANT COUNTY, WI 

Authorization.-River and Harbor Act of 1962. 
Description.-The project plan provided for construction of a rec­

reational small boat harbor to accommodate about 120 small craft. 
The project was to consist of a breakwater, entrance channel, and 
maneuvering channel. 

BUFFALO, JOHNSON COUNTY, DIVERSION CHANNEL, WYOMING 

Authorization.-Flood Control Act of 1950. 
Description.-The project plan provided for a diversion dam 

across Clear Creek valley, approximately one mile upstream of Buf­
falo, and a 3,500-foot diversion channel from Clear Creek to an ex­
isting drainage channel. 

SECTION 1002 

Subsection (a) deauthorizes the navigation project at Eastport 
Harbor, Maine, authorized by section 101 of the River and Harbor 
Act of 1960. 

Subsection (b) requires the Secretary to, as soon as practicable, 
transfer without consideration to the City of Eastport, Maine, any 
facilities and improvements constructed by the United States as 
part of the Eastport Harbor project. Interests in land underlying 
the project, title to which is held by the State of Maine, are not 
required to be conveyed by this section. 

SECTION 1003 

Section 1003 would deauthorize the Lakeport Lake, California, 
project and make provisions for the transfer of lands already ac­
quired for the project. Lakeport Lake, authorized by the Flood Con­
trol Act of 1965, would have been located on Scotts Creek, approxi­
mately four miles west of the City of Lakeport, California. The 
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project would have included a 203-foot-high dam and about seven 
miles of downstream levees and channel improvements. 

After authorization, two tracts of land, of 160 acres and 480 acres 
each, were acquired for the project at an acquisition cost of $64,000 
and $264,000, respectively. Although the overall project is no 
longer desired, some local flood protection is still needed, and these 
lands could serve as part of a local flood protection project. There­
fore, the Lake County Flood and Water Conservation District will 
be given the opportunity to purchase these lands within a five year 
period, at the price at which the lands were acquired by the United 
States. If non-federal interests purchase the land, they must contin­
ue to administer the land for flood control and related purposes, or 
ownership of the land is to revert to the United States. 

SECTION 1004 

Subsection (a) deauthorizes the Onaga Lake flood control project, 
Vermillion Creek, Kansas, authorized by the Flood Control Act of 
1962. 

Subsection (b) directs the Secretary to expedite his current study, 
pursuant to section 216 of the Flood Control Act of 1970, with re­
spect to the addition of water supply storage at Tuttle Creek Lake, 
Kansas. 

SECTION 1005 

Subsection (a) deauthorizes the William L. Springer Lake flood 
control project. 

Subsection (b) provides that, before any lands acquired by the 
United States for the William L. Springer project are sold or other­
wise disposed of or used for any purpose other than to carry out 
the project, those lands must first be made available to the City of 
Decatur, Illinois, for purchase at the price paid by the United 
States. 



TITLE XI 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SECTION 1101 

Subsection (a) defines the objectives for which a water resources 
project carried out by the Secretary is to be planned and for which 
the benefits and costs, both quantifiable and unquantifiable, shall 
be included in the evaluation of the project. It provide that the ob­
jectives of enhancing regional economic development, the quality of 
the total environment (including it protection and improvement), 
the well-being and quality of life of the people of the United States, 
the prevention of loss of life, preservation of cultural and historical 
values, and national economic development, shall be the objectives 
to be included in water resources projects carried out by the Secre­
tary. It also provides that the benefits and costs attributable to 
these objective, both quantifiable and nonquantifiable, shall be in­
cluded in the evaluation of the benefits and costs of these projects. 

Some benefits are easly quantifiable in monetary terms. These 
include flood damages provented, transportation savings associated 
with improved navigation facilities, production of hydroelectric 
power, and provision of municipal and industrial water supply at a 
cost which is less than available alternatives. Other benefits cannot 
be measured in this manner. Examples include mitigation and en­
hancement of fish and wildlife habital, environmental protection 
resulting from project features designed to reduce or eliminate ad­
verse effects on the invironment, and enhancement of the security 
of life and health by reducing risk of flood, drought, or other disas­
ter and by minimizing hazards to health and safety. 

Benefit-cost analysis for water resources projects had its origin in 
the policy expressed in the 1936 Flood Control Act that Federal 
participation in the provision of flood protection should be under­
taken "if the benefits to whomsoever they may accrue are in excess 
of the estimated costs, and if the lives and social security of people 
are otherwise adversely affected. 

Interpretation of this statute has resulted in development of vari­
ous procedures to evaluate the benefits and costs of proposed 
projects. These procedures centered around economic analysis and 
were first published as "Proposed Practices for Economic Analysis 
of River Basin Projects" in May 1950 and revised in May 1958. 
Budget Bureau Circular No. A-47 was issued on December 31, 
1952, informing the agencies of considerations which would guide 
the Bureau of the Budget in its evaluations of projects and requir­
ing uniform data that would permit comparisons of projects. 

In October of 1961, the President requested the Secretaries of In­
terior, Agriculture, Army, and Health, Education, and Welfare to 
review existing evaluation standards and to recommend improve­

(452) 
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ments. Their report, "Policies, Standards, and Procedures in the 
Formulation, Evaluation, and Review of Plans for Use and Devel­
opment of Water and Related Land Resources," was approved by 
the President of May 15, 1962, and published as Senate Document 
No. 97, 87th Congress, 2d Session. 

This document remained applicable until the development of 
principles and standards by the Water Resources Council pursuant 
to the provisions of the Water Resources Planning Act of 1965. 

The Act established the Water Resources Council, composed of 
the heads of the various Federal agencies involved in water re­
sources development. One of the specific duties assigned to the 
Council was the establishment, with the approval of the President, 
of Principles, Standards and Procedures for the formulation and 
evaluation of Federal water resources projects. 

The Council appointed a task force to study new principles and 
standards. The task force report was completed in the fall of 1977. 
These proposed principles and standards in their earlier stages of 
development provided for the consideration of the so-called "four 
accounts" in water resources planning-national economic develop­
ment, regional economic development, the quality of the total envi­
ronment and the well-being of the people. This led our Committee 
to include Section 209 in the Flood Control Act of 1970, which ex­
pressed the intent of Congress that the four accounts should be the 
objectives to be included in Federally-financed water resources 
projects. The four accounts developed by the Council were not ac­
cepted 'by the Office of Management and Budget, however. 

The Principles and Standards of the Water Resources Council 
have been repealed by the present Administration, and new Princi­
ples and Guidelines have been promUlgated in final form by the 
Office of Water Policy of the Department of the Interior. Perhaps 
the most significant change is the emphasis on national economic 
development as the objective and source of benefits to be consid­
ered in project evaluation and formulation as opposed to the equal 
consideration given to environmental quality in the earlier princi­
ples and standards. 

The Committee continues to feel strongly that national economic 
development, while important, should not be the sole or primary 
objective for which a water resources project is planned and should 
not be the sole, or in some cases the primary source, of benefits at­
tributable to that project. Water resources projects serve a variety 
of purposes and national, regional and local needs. These include 
navigation,· flood control, hydroelectric power production, munici­
pal and industrial water supply, recreation, fish and wildlife en­
hancement and preservation, preservation and enhancement of en­
vironmental values, and enhancing the quality of life of all Ameri­
cans. Existing laws mandate the consideration of a large number of 
factors in the planning of a water resources project. These laws in­
clude the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the Federal Water 
Project Recreation Act, the National Environmental Policy Act and 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, to name but a few. Under 
these circumstances, projects are required to be planned and imple­
mented with a view to serving many purposes for which economic 
benefits cannot be quantified. However, while the costs associated 
with serving these purposes are easily quantifiable in economic 
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terms, the benefits may not be. In the benefit-cost analysis, the 
result is that all quantifiable economic costs of a project are count­
ed, but many benefits-such as those relating to environmental, 
social and quality of life issues-are nonquantifiable and are not 
considered to constitute additions to national economic develop­
ment in a monetary sense. 

Because benefits of water resources projects substantially tran­
scend additions to national economic development, the Committee 
feels it important and essential that all these benefits be evaluated 
and described in project report recommendations. It is most impor­
tant that, when water resources projects are planned, all relevant 
benefits, impacts, and effects are considered. The other objectives 
enumerated in Section 1101 are equally important. Section 1101 re­
quires that all of these factors are to be fully and equally consid­
ered in water resources planning. This will result in better 
projects, a better environment, and a better quality of life for the 
people of the United States. 

Subsection (b) provides that, notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, for the purpose of analyzing the costs and benefits of any 
water resources project which includes any element that provides 
flood protection to any distressed low-income area, the benefits to 
be derived from carrying out that element shall exceed the costs of 
carrying out that element. With this provision, the Committee rec­
ognizes that, in purely economic terms, the protection of some low­
income areas may be subject to a benefit-to-cost ratio below unity. 
This can occur because the market value of properties in such 
areas may be relatively low. However, in light of the obvious social 
value of protecting the lives and property of the inhabitants of 
such areas, the Committee believes this provision to be a valuable 
supplement to the project evaluation criteria set out in subsection 
(a). 

SECTION 1102 

This section defines the requirements for a feasibility report, 
which forms the basis for authorization of a water resources 
project, and the Federal and non-Federal responsibilities in the 
conducting of reconnaissance studies and feasibility reports. 

Subsection (a) provides that in the case of any water resources 
study authorized to be undertaken by the Secretary, the Secretary 
shall prepare a feasibility report. ThE;! feasibility report is to de­
scribe with reasonable certainty, thE;! environmental benefits and 
detriments, the costs and benefits attributable to each of the objec~ 
tives set forth in Section 1101, the engineering features (including 
hydrologic and geologic information), the public acceptability, and 
the purposes, scope and scale of the recommended plan. The report 
is also to include the views of other Federal agencies and non-Fed­
eral agencies with regard to the recommended plan, a description 
of a nonstructural alternative to the recommended plan when that 
plan does not have significant nonstructural features, and a de­
scription of the Federal and non-Federal participation in the plan. 
It shall also demonstrate that states, other non-Federal interests, 
and Federal agencies have been consulted in its development:_ The 
requirements of subsection (a) do not apply to any study with re­
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spect to which a report has been submitted to Congress before the 
date of enactment of this Act, any study for a project, which 
project is authorized in this Act, and any study for a project con­
ducted under the Corps of Engineers' small project authorities. The 
types of projects planned and constructed under the small project 
authorities do not require the same detail which is required for 
larger projects. The smaller projects, of course, are still subject to 
all applicable requirements of law, such as the National Environ­
mental Policy Act, the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act and 
other similar Acts. 

Subsection (b) provides that the Secretary, before preparing a 
feasibility report, shall first perform at full Federal expense, a re­
connaissance survey of a potential water resources project for the 
purpose of defining water resources and environmental problems 
and needs to be addressed by the project and identifying potential 
solutions to these problems in sufficient detail to enable the Secre­
tary to determine whether or not planning of the project should 
proceed to the preparation of a feasibility report. The survey is to 
include a preliminary analysis of the Federal interest, costs, bene­
fits, and environmental impacts of such project and an estimate of 
the costs of preparing the feasibility report. 

Subsection (c) requires non-Federal interests to contribute 50 per­
cent of the cost of any feasibility report for any water resources 
study prepared by the Secretary. Not less than one-half of this non­
Federal contribution is to be made by payments, and not more 
than one-half may be made by the provision of services, materials 
or supplies necessary to prepare the feasibility report. Any amount 
contributed by the non-Federal interests toward the cost of the 
study is to be credited toward the non-Federal share, if any, of the 
cost of construction of the project for which the report is prepared. 
This cost-sharing requirement does not apply to water resources 
studies, whether at the reconnaissance or feasibility stage, for 
which Federal funds have already been obligated before the date of 
enactment of the bill. It also does not apply to any water resources 
project for any navigation improvement to the inland waterway 
system, because the benefits of these projects are widespread and it 
is infeasible to identify any specific governmental entity as a bene­
ficiary. 

SECTION 1103 

This section provides that in the evaluation by the Secretary of 
benefits and costs of a water resources project, the benefits attrib­
utable to measures included in the project for the purpose of envi­
ronmental quality, including protection and improvement of the 
environment, mitigation of project-caused fish and wildlife losses, 
and fish and wildlife enhancement, shall be deemed to be at least 
equal to the costs of such measures. 

This section is designed to work in conjunction with Section 110lo 
Section 1101 requires among other things that environmental 

preservation and improvement measures be considered as objec­
tives in the planning of water resources projects and that the bene­
fits of these measures, whether quantifiable or nonquantifiable, 
shall be considered in evaluating the benefits and costs of the 
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project. Section 1103 provides that the benefits attributable to envi­
ronmental measures shall be deemed at least equal to their costs. 
This provision is necessary because, while the economic costs of 
constructing and operating a project for the purpose of environ­
mental quality are easily ascertained in monetary t(;lrms, the bene­
fits attributable to this purpose are not. Section 1103 represents a 
determination by Congress that the costs of measurres included in 
a project for the purpose of environmental quality are worth the 
economic cost. Without this provision, the economic costs associat­
ed with incorporation of these environmental measures will tend to 
depress and distort the beneft-cost ratio of a project. This, in turn, 
acts as a disincentive to include these environmental measures. 
Section 1103 will help ensure that there is no artificial hindrance 
to inclusion of these important environmental measures in a water 
resources project, so that projects may be constructed and operated 
to serve needed purposes while at the same time not contributing 
to a loss of environmental quality and, in fact, improving environ­
mental quality in many instances. 

SECTION 1104 

This section establishes and Environmental Protection and Miti­
gation Fund in the amount of $35 million. Amounts in this fund 
are available for undertaking, in advance of construction of any 
water resources project which is authorized to be constructed, any 
measures which are authorized as a part of the project, including 
protection of environmental values through the acquisition of lands 
and interests therein, as may be necessary to ensure that project­
in-duced losses to fish and wildlife production and habitat will be 
mitigated. The Secretary is to reimburse the fund for any amounts 
expended under this Section for a water resources project from the 
first apropriations made for construction, including planning and 
designing of the project. 

It is not uncommon for a number of years to elapse between au­
thorization of a project and initiation of construction of that 
project. During those. years, lands and environmental elements 
which have been identified as being necessary to mitigate losses to 
fish and wildlife production and habitat and other environmental 
values, may become unavailable for a number of reasons, such as 
development in the area, clearing of woodlands and the like. This 
section provides a mechanism for preserving necessary lands and 
undertaking necessary measures to ensure that when the project is 
built, the necessary mitigation and environmental features will be 
able to be included. 

SECTION 1105 

Subsection (a) of this Section authorizes the Secretary, in consul­
tation with appropriate Federal, State and local agencies, to study 
the water resources needs of river basins and regions of the United 
States. The Secretary is to report the results of this study to Con­
gress not later than October 1, 1987. 

Subsection (b) of Section 1105 provides that in carrying out these 
studies the Secretary shall consult with State, interstate, and local 
governmental entities. 
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These studies are intended to be general and broad-based in 
nature and to identify present and future water resources problems 
and needs in various areas of the country. Included are navigation, 
flood control, municipal and industrial water supply, hydroelectric 
power generation, water-related recreation, fish and wildlife, and 
environmental quality. The Secretary, in carrying out these stud­
ies, is directed to use and consider information provided by State 
and local governmental bodies. This study will provide the Con­
gress with an assessment of the Nation's water resources needs and 
will enable it to determine the future course of the water resources 
program and appropriate policies to meet the needs of the Nation 
in the critical areas of water resources conservation and develop­
ment. 

SECTION 1106 

Subsection (a) of this Section authorizes the Secretary to estab­
lish and develop separate campgrounds for individuals 62 years of 
age or older at lakes or reservoirs under the jurisdiction of the Sec­
retary where camping is permitted. 

Subsection (b) authorizes the Secretary to prescribe regulations 
to control the use of and the access to any separate campground 
established and developed under subsection (a). 

Subsection (c) authorizes to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out subsection (a). 

Subsection (d) directs the Secretary to establish and develop a de­
fined parcel of land at the Sam Rayburn Dam and Reservoir, 
Texas, as a separate campground for individuals 62 years of age or 
older. 

Subsection (e) directs the Secretary to prescribe regulations to 
control the use of and the access to the separate campground estab­
lished at the Sam Rayburn Reservoir. 

Subsection (f) authorizes to be appropriated $600,000 to carry out 
the provisions of Subsection (d). 

Subsection (g) describes the parcel of land to be established and 
developed as a separate campground at the Sam Rayburn Reser­
voir project. 

SECTION 1107 

Section 2 of Public Law 97-128 deauthorized the Meramec Dam 
project in Missouri. That law also authorized the Secretary to un­
dertake such structural and nonstructural measures as he deter­
mines to be economically and engineeringly feasible to prevent 
flood damage to communities along the route of the Meramec River 
and its tributaries in St. Louis and Jefferson Counties, Missouri, at 
an estimated cost of $20 million. Section 1107 modifies this prior 
authority to include Franklin County (including the community of 
Pacific, Missouri), Missouri, and to increase the estimated cost to 
$100 million. The project is to be constructed at full Federal cost. 
The change is necessary to allow the Secretary to properly address 
regional flood problems in the area. The section also provides that 
any structural measures undertaken under authority of Public Law 
97-128 as amended, shall not include the construction of any dam 
or rese~voir on the Meramec River. 
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SECTION 1108 


Section 111 of the River and Harbor Act of 1968 authorizes the 
Secretary to construct projects at full Federal expense fot the miti­
gation of shore damages caused by Federal navigation projects, if 
the estimated cost of such a project is $1 million or less. Where the 
estimated cost exceeds $1 mi~lion, the Secretary must prepare and 
submit a report to Congress for authorization. Section 1108 amends 
Section 111 to make it clear that the mitigation projects may be 
either structural or nonstructural. 

SECTION 1109 

Subsection (a) of this Section authorizes the Secretary to restore 
to a safe condition dams owned by states or political subdivisions 
thereof which have been found to be hazardous as part of the Sec­
retary's program of inspection of dams. The authority for the Corps 
to restore an unsafe dam owned by a State or its political subdivi­
sion is authorized regardless of whether the particular r;lam has 
been found to be hazardous as part of an inspection under author­
ity of Public Law 92-367 or under authority of any other Federal 
law, including surveys authorized by House or Senate Committee 
resolutions in accordance with Federal law. The State or other 
public agency must agree to pay 20 percent of the costs of such res­
toration during the period of restoration, and, over a period not to 
exceed 50 years from the date of completion of the restoration, the 
remaining costs of the restoration with interest. The State or other 
public agency must also agree to maintain the dam in a safe condi­
tion, and the State in which the work is to be accomplished must 
have in existence a dam safety program for non-Federal dams 
which insures that these dams are built in accordance with sound 
engineering practice. The subsection authorizes appropriations of 
$30 million for each fiscal year beginning after September 30, 1985, 
to carry out this subsection. 

Subsection (b) provides that in any case in which any hazardous 
conditions are found during an inspection of a dam the Secretary, 
upon request by the owner of the dam, may perform detailed engi­
neering studies to determine the structural integrity of the dam, 
subject to reimbursement of such expense. 

Subsection (c) directs the Secretary in accordance with Subsec­
tion (a) to repair the spillway and undertake such other measures 
as the Secretary determines are necessary to restore the safety of 
the dam used to supply water to Schuyler County Public Water 
Supply District No.1, Missouri. 

Subsection (d) directs the Corps to make necessary repairs to 
Milton Dam in Mahoning County, Ohio, in accordance with the 
work described in the Report of the Pittsburgh District Engineer 
entitled "Milton Dam, Mahoning County, Ohio; Investigation to De­
termine the Adequacy of Structural and Hydraulic Components", 
dated February 1980. Non-Federal interests are to repay the Corps 
for this work within 50 years, in accordance with the repayment 
provisions of the Water Supply Act of 1958. 

Milton Dam is a 66-year-old dam which was constructed by the 
City of Youngstown, Ohio, for water supply purposes. The dam re­
tains a 1,685 acre lake containing about 8 billion gallons of water. 
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On December 11, 1971, the Senate Committee on Environment and 
Public Works, by Committee resolution, authorized a study of the 
need for repair, modification, or replacement of Milton Dam and 
Reservoir. The final report on that study defined the structural 
and hydraulic deficiencies that exist at Milton Dam, including the 
related potential hazard to public safety, and presented corrective 
measures required to alleviate the problems. The report concluded 
that various structural and hydraulic components of the Milton 
Dam structure are inadequate under current Corps criteria and 
that, in view of the present deteriorated condition of the dam, it 
could be concluded that the continued safety of the structure is not 
sufficiently assured and that an emergency situation may ultimate­
ly result. The report recommended that remedial measures should 
be undertaken as soon as possible by the owner of the structure, 
the City of Youngstown. The recommended remedial measures in­
cluded additional instrumentation and the stabilization and repair 
of the structural components of the Dam. The total estimated cost 
for implementing the recommended remedial measures is approxi­
mately $6 million. Due, in part, to the depressed economy in north­
eastern Ohio-and particulary the steel-producing Youngstown, 
Ohio, area-these remedial measures are presently beyond the im­
mediate means of the local community. This provision will author­
ize the Corps to make the necessary repairs in order to protect the 
lives and property of downstream residents and will allow the City 
of Youngstown to repay the Corps for that work within 50 years. 

Subsection (d) amends the Act authorizing the Secretary of the 
Army to undertake a national program of inspection of dams to 
provide that the Secretary shall annually update the inventory of 
dams required to be prepared under that Act and submit a report 
to the Congress of such update each year. Maintaining a current 
inventory of dams in the United States is essential to keep the Con­
gress apprised of the scope and nature of dam safety problems 
throughout the Nation. The Secretary is required to take into ac­
count any other review of dams which he has conducted under the 
authority of any other law, and the update shall include review of 
the dam inventory, review of the inspection results (including re­
inspection if needed), and review of recommendations (including 
new recommendations if warranted). 

SECTION 1110 

Subsection (a) of this section amends Section 202(f) of the Water 
Resources Development Act of 1976 to extend the authorizations 
for appropriations for fiscal years beginning after September 30, 
1985, for the general authority of the Secretary to remove drift and 
debris from navigable waters of the United States. 

Subsection (b) of the section directs the Secretary to develop, im­
plement and maintain a project under Section 202 of the 1976 Act 
for removal of drift and debris from Buffalo Harbor, New York, 
and removal of dilapidated structures from the adjacent shoreline. 
This will be a continuing program designed to improve navigation 
safety in the area of the Harbor. 
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SECTION 1111 


This section declares Lake Pend Oreille, Idaho, to be not a navi­
gable water of the United States for purposes -of Section 10 of the 
Act entitled "An Act Making Appropriations for the Construction, 
Repair, and Preservation of Certain Public Works on Rivers and 
Harbors and for Other Purposes" approved March 3, 1899. Section 
10 requires a permit from the Secretary for the erection of struc­
tures and other work in navigable waters of the United States. 
Lake Pend Oreille is technically a navigable water of the United 
States because it empties into a river; however, interstate naviga­
tion is not possible and Section 1111 will free the users of the Lake 
from the requirement of obtaining a Federal permit for the con­
struction of wharves and docks for recreation. 

SECTION 1112 

This section increases the annual authorization for appropria­
tions for removal of obnoxious aquatic plant growths from naviga­
ble waters from $10 million to $12 million. 

SECTION 1113 

This section authorizes the Secretary, upon request of a governor 
or a local government representative, to provide designs, plans, and 
specifications for carrying out projects for removing accumulated 
snags and other debris and clearing and straightening channels in 
navigable streams and their tributaries. 

SECTION 1114 

Subsection (a) of this section directs the Secretary to undertake a 
program to increase the capability to control river ice and harbor 
ice, and to assist communities in breaking up such ice that would 
otherwise be likely to cause or aggravate flood or other damage or 
severe streambank erosion. 

Subsection (b) further authorizes the Secretary to provide techni­
cal assistance to units of local government to implement local 
plans to control or break up river ice and harbor ice. As part of 
this authority, the secretary is authorized to purchase, utilize and, 
if requested by units of local government, loan any necessary ice 
control or ice breaking equipment to such units of local govern­
ment. 

Subsection (c) directs the Secretary to implement this section on 
a priority basis with respect to the Kankakee River in the vicinity 
of Wilmington, Illinois. The Secretary is required to report to Con­
gress not later than one year after date of enactment of this Act 
and annually thereafter on the effectiveness of the program under 
this section with respect to the Kakakee River in the vicinity of 
Wilmington, Illinois. 

Subsection (d) authorizes to be appropriated $5 million each 
fiscal year through fiscal year 1988 to implement the provisions of 
section 1114. 

The authority provided in this section is not intended to include 
ice breaking activities by the Secretary for navigation purposes 
which are normally performed by the United States Coast Guard. 
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SECTION 1115 


T~is section d~rects the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of 
Engmeers to compile the laws of the United States relating to the 
improvement of rivers and harbors, flood control, beach erosion, 
and othe water resources development enacted after November 8, 
1966 and before January 1, 1985. 

Laws relating to water resources development have been com­
piled in a number of volumes throughout the years up to Novem­
ber 8, 1966. This compilation is a very useful source of relevant 
laws relating to all aspects of water resources development. The 
Committee accordingly directs the Secretary in Section 1115 to 
update the current compilation through January 1, 1984. 

SECTION 1116 

Although the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 encour­
ages and directs the historic properties under the jurisdiction of 
Federal agencies be maintained, preserved, rehabilitated, and re­
stored, the Secretary has no statutory authorization to expend 
funds for these purposes. Section 1116 provides the authority to 
seek appropriations for the preservation and interpretation of his~ 
toric properties at Corps of Engineers projects if such properties 
are include in the National Register of History Places. 

SECTION 1117 

This section continues the authority for the Secretary to contract 
with local governments for increased law enforcement assistance at 
Corps of Engineers reservor projects and increased the amount to 
$10 million per year. Section 120 of the Water Resoruces Develop­
ment Act of 1976 authorizes the Secretary to contract with states 
and their political subdivisions of the purpose of obtaining in­
creased law enforcement services at water resources development 
projects under the jurisdiction of the Secretary to meet needs 
during peak visitation periods. Corps of Engineers lakes, as other 
reacreational facilities, experie~ce a seasonably significant level of 
criminal activity. A direct involvement of state and local law en­
forcement agencies is needed to control such activity. Section 1117 
allows this program to continue so that law enforcement protection 
necessitated by the existence of a Federal project may continue. 

SECTION 1118 

This section directs the Secretary to convey to the Metropolitan 
Park District of Columbus and Franklin County, Ohio,all right, 
title and interest of the United States in and to all or any part of 
the 834 and 9/100 acres of land which were acquired for the Big 
Darby Lake Flood Control Project and which have been determined 
to be surplus property. The Secretary is to convey any such right, 
title and interest for consideration in an amount equal to the con­
sideration paid by the Secretary for acquisition of the lands. The 
conveyance of land under this Section is to be made on the condi­
tion that the Park District administer the land for park purposes. 
If, at any time after such conveyance, the land is not so adminis­
tered, all right, title and interest in the land shall revert to the 



462 


United States which shall have immediate right of reentry thereon. 
The Big Darby Lake Flood Control Project has been deauthorized. 
The lands in question are surplus lands and the Park District 
wishes to acquire them in order to make them available for public 
park purposes in the area. 

SECTION 1119 

Section 16 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1974 
modified the comprehensive plan for flood control and other pur­
poses in the White River Basin to provide for a free highway bridge 
over the Norfolk lake in the area where United States Highway 62 
and Arkansas State Highway 1;01 were inundated as a result of the 
construction of the Norfolk Dam and lake. 

When this project was constructed in the early 1940's during 
World War II, the State of Arkansas agreedto accept the payment 
of $1,342,000 from the United States as compensation for the inun­
dation of State Highway 101, rather than insist that the United 
States construct a replacement bridge. This decision, made during 
the emergency wartime situation, turned out to be most disadvan­
tageous to the State, because a serious need exists for a crossing of 
the lake to replace the inundated road. Section 16 provided for 
such a crossing, with the condition that the State repay to the 
United States the compensation received in 1943, with interest 
from that date. 

Section 1119 removes the requirement for payment of interest, 
and in lieu thereof, increases the principal of $1,700,000. 

SECTION 1120 

This section dirf;'lcts the Secretary to maintain the navigation 
projects for the Delaware River, Philadelphia to the Sea, and Tren­
ton to Philadelphia, to the authorized dimensions. The purpose of. 
this provision is to ensure that these important projects be fully 
maintained so as to realize maximum benefits to navigation. 

SECTION 1121 

Subsection (a) of this section declares whitewater recreation on 
the Gauley River to be an additional project purpose of the Sum­
mersville Project, West Virginia. 

Subsection (b) provides that during the fall flood control draw­
down period for the project, the Secretary is to provide releases 
from the Summersville Dam for whitewater recreation in the 26­
mile tailwater segment of the Gauley River commencing at the 
base of the Dam. Releases at times and lev:els suitable for such 
recreation shall commence on the first weekend. after Labor Day of 
each year. In each year there are required to be releases on at lea~t 
20 days during the 6-week period beginning on Labor Day. Addi­
tional releases may be provided at other times during the fall 
drawdown at the Secretary's discretion. 

Subsection (c) provides that the Secretary may temporarily sus­
pend for such periods as may be necessary, or modify any release 
required under Subsection (a) or scheduled under Subsection (b) 
when necessary for purposes of flood control or any other project 
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purpose or for reasons of public health and safety. Except in cases 
of emergency, however, no suspension or modification of such re­
leases may be made solely for reasons associated with the genera­
tion of hydroelectric power at the Summersville Dam. 

Subsection (d) provides that nothing in subsection (b) affects the 
authority of the Secretary regarding releases of water from the 
Summersville Dam for any project purpose, including whitewater 
recreation, at any time other than the period specified in subsec­
tion (b). 

SECTION 112 

Public Law 95-502, signed into law on October 21, 1978, author­
ized replacement of the existing Locks and Dam 26 at Alton, Illi­
nois, with a new dam and a single 1,200-foot lock. That Act also 
imposed a tax on fuel used in inland waterway transportation, au­
thorized the Secretaries of Commerce and Transportation to study 
the impacts of waterway user charges, and directed the Upper Mis­
sissippi River Basin Commission to prepare a comprehensive 
Master Plan for the management of the Upper Mississippi River 
System. The Commission completed that plan and transmitted it to 
Congress on January 1, 1982. 

In the Act, Congress directed the Commission, in preparation of 
the Master Plan, to evaluate: 

the impacts of navigation and operation and maintenance on 
fish and wildlife, water quality, recreation and potential wil­
derness areas; 

the carrying capacity of the Upper Mississippi River System; 
the costs and benefits to the nation of expanding the Sys­

tem's capacity for navigatjon; _ 
the effects of navigation expansion on railroads and on na­

tional transportation policy; 
the economic need for a second lock at Locks and Dam 26 

and ways to mitigate any damage that might be caused by a 
second lock; , 

the costs and benefits of disposal of dredged material outside 
the floodplain; and 

the possibility of a computer information system to analyze 
effects of alternatives. ­

The report submitted to Congress in January 1982 contained the 
results of these studies and a series of recommendations that con­
stitute the recommended Ml;lster PJan for the Upper Mississippi 
River Basin. . 

The Upper Mississippi River Basin System is a multi-purpose 
System with two Congressional mandates. The Upper Mississippi 
River System is a nationally significant ecosystem and a nationally 
significant commercial navigation system. As a result of separate 
Congressional actions, this System is managed for two specific pur­
poses: commercial navigation and national wildlife refuges. Imme­
diate actions are necessary to further define and to provide for the 
near-term needs of this multi-purpose river system. Projected com­
mercial navigation growth beyond 1990 cannot be met by the 
system with presently authorized projects. The integrity of the ex­
isting system including fish, wildlife and terrestrial and aquatic 
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habitats, cannot be properly maintained or enhanced under exist­
ing authorization and with current levels of funding. Also, current­
ly available economic and environmental data are not conclusive 
enough to make sound management decisions for the period beyond 
1990. 

The recommended Master Plan incorporates a strategy to meet 
the near-term critical needs over the next ten years and assist in 
the making of decisions for the future. The recommendations of the 
Master Plan are generally as follows: 

Congress should immediately authorize the enginering, 
design and construction of a second chamber 600 feet in length 
at Lock and Dam 26; 

steps should be undertaken to increase the capacity of specif­
ic locks throughout the sytem by employing certain nonstruc­
tural measures and making minor structural improvements; 

traffic movements on the navigation system should be moni­
tored to update traffic projections, verify lock capacities, and 
refine economic justifications and implementation dates for 
future capacity expansion; 

Congress should immediately authorize a habitat rehabilita­
tion and enhancement program to plan, construct and evaluate 
projects to protect, enhance or rehabilitate aquatic and terres­
trial habitats lost or threatened as a result of man-induced ac­
tivities or natural factors; 

immediate action should be taken to reduce erosion rates to 
tolerable levels to help preserve the integrity of all resource 
values on the Upper Mississippi River System; 

Congress should immediately authorize implementation of a 
long-term resource monitoring program; 

Congress should immediately authorize implementation of a 
computerized inventory and analysis system for data storage 
and retrieval and for use in the long-term resource monitoring 
program; 

a program for coordinating with potential users should be 
developed by the concerned states in coordination with the 
Corps of Engineers, utilizing and updating existing demand in­
formation as well as the collection of empirical data to facili­
tate economically feasible productive uses of dredged material; 

Congress should immediately authorize the implementation 
of a program of recreational projects and the conduct of an as­
sessment of the economic benefits generated by recreational ac­
tivities in the Upper Mississippi River System; 

the States of the Upper Mississippi River System should es­
tablish a cooperative arrangement to maintain coordination 
and management activities for water and related land re­
sources. 

Section 1122 incorporates these recommendations insofar as they 
relate to improvement of the environment and fish and wildlife 
and recreation resources in the Upper Mississippi River System. 
Specific direction is not included with regard to the recommenda­
tion to reduce erosion rates because this is a matter which can be 
addressed under existing programs of the Department of Agricul­
ture and the Soil Conservation Service. The Department is expect­
ed, however, to emphasize erosion control measures in the Upper 
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Mississippi River System and to coordinate with the Secretary in 
order to assure that the measure authorized by Section 1122 will be 
most effective. 

Subsection (a) of Section 1122 declares it to be the intent of Con­
gress to recognize the Upper Mississippi River System as a nation­
ally significant ecosystem and a nationally significant commercial 
navigation system in order to ensure the coordinated development 
an enhancement of the system. It also includes the recognition of 
Congress that the system provides a diversity of opportunities and 
experiences. The System is directed to be administered and regulat­
ed in recognition of its several purposes. 

Subsection (b) contains a number of definitions. The terms 
"Upper Mississippi River System" and "System" are defined as 
meaning those river reaches having commercial navigation chan­
nels on the Mississippi River maintain north of Cairo, Illinois; the 
Minnesota River, Minnesota; the Black River, Wisconsin; the St. 
Croix River, Minnesota and Wisconsin; the Illinois River and Wa­
terway, Illinois and the Kaksaskia River in Illinois. The term 
"master plan" is defined as meaning the comprehensive master 
plan for the management and the Upper Mississippi River System 
dated January 1, 1982, prepared by the Upper Mississippi River 
Basin and submitted to Congress pursuant to Public Law 95-502. 
Ther terms "GREAT I", "GREAT II" and "GRRM Studies" mean 
the studies entitled "Great River Environmental Action Team­
GREAT I-A study of the Upper Mississippi River" dated Septem­
ber 1980, "Great River Environmental Action Team-GREAT II-A 
study of the Upper Mississippi River" dated December 1980, and 
"Great River Resource Management Study" dated September 1982. 

Subsection (c) contains the approval of Congress of the master 
plan as a guide for future water policy on the Upper Mississippi 
River System. 

Subsection (d) grants the consent of Congress to the States of Illi­
nois, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin or any two or more 
of such states to enter into agreements not in conflict with any law 
ofthe United States for cooperative effort and mutual assistance in 
the comprehensive planning for the use, protection, growth and de­
velopment of the Upper Mississippi River System, and to establish 
such agencies, joint or otherwise, or designate an existing multi­
state entity as they may deem desirable for making effective such 
agreements. It also authorizes the Secretary to enter into coopera­
tive agreements with the Upper Mississippi River Basin Associa­
tion or any other agency established under Subsection (d) to pro­
mote and facilitate active state government participation in the 
river system management, development and protection. 

Subsection (d) also designates the Upper Mississippi River Basin 
Association or any other agency established under Subsection (d) as 
the caretaker of the Master Plan. Any changes to the Master Plan 
recommended by the Secretary are to be submitted to the Associa­
tion or agency for review. Such agency or Association may make 
comments with respect to the recommendations of the Secretary as 
the agency or Association deems appropriate and shall transmit 
the comments to the Secretary. The Secretary is directed to trans­
mit the recommendations along with the comments of such agency 
or Association to the Congress for approval. 
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Subsection (e) authorizes the Secretary in consultation with the 
States of Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri and Wisconsin to un­
dertake, as identified in the Master Plan, a program for the plan­
ning, construction and evaluation of measures for fish and wildlife 
habitat rehabititation and enhancement; implementation of a long­
term resource monitoring program; and implementation of a com­
puterized inventory and analysis system. Each of these programs is 
to be carried out over a ten-year period beginning on the date of 
enactment of this Act. Before the last day of the ten-year period, 
the Secretary in consultation with the States of Illinois, Iowa, Min­
nesota, Missouri and Wisconsin is to conduct an evaluation of the 
programs and submit a report on the results of the evaluation to 
Congress. The evaluation is to determine each such program's ef­
fectiveness, strengths and weaknesses and contain recommenda­
tions for the modification and continuance or termination of the 
program. For the purposes of carrying out the program for the 
planning, construction and evaluation of measures for fish and 
wildlife habitat rehabitation and enhancement, there is authorized 
to be appropriated to the Secretary not to exceed $8,200,000 for the 
fiscal year beginning after the date of enactment of this Act, not to 
exceed $12,400,000 for the second fiscal year, and not to exceed $13 
million per fiscal year for each of the succeeding eight fiscal years. 
For purposes of carrying out the implementation of a long-term re­
source monitoring program, there is authorized to be appropriated 
to the Secretary not to exceed $7,680,000 for the first fiscal year 
after date of enactment and not to exceed $5,080,000 per fiscal year 
for each of the succeeding nine fiscal year. For purposes of carrying 
out the implementation of a computerized inventory and analysis 
system, there is authorized to be appropriated to the Secretary not 
to exceed, $40,000 for the first fiscal year beginning after the date 
of enactment, not to exceed $280,000 for the second fiscal year, not 
to exceed $1,220,000 for the third fiscal year, and not to exceed 
$975,000 per fiscal year for each of the succeeding seven fiscal 
years. 

The Secretary is directed to determine if the States of Illinois, 
Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri and Wisconsin are adequately partici­
pating in the planning, construction, evaluation and implementa­
tion of the authorized programs during the third fiscal year after 
the first appropriation of funds to carry out the programs. If par­
ticipation of the States is not adequate to allow the Secretary to 
carry out the programs, the Secretary is to submit a report to Con­
gress requesting termination of the program funding. None of the 
funds appropriated pursuant to any authorization contained in 
Subsection (e) is to be considered to be chargeable to navigation 
purposes on the Upper Mississippi River System. 

Subsection (D authorizes the Secretary, in consultation with any 
agency established under Subsection (d)(l) of this Section, to imple­
ment a program of recreational projects for the system substantial­
ly in accordance with the recommendations of the GREAT I, 
GREAT II and GRRM Studies and the Master Plan reports. In ad­
dition, the Secretary is directed to conduct an assessment of the 
economic benefits generated by recreational activities in the 
system. For purposes of carrying out the program of recreational 
projects there is authorized to be appropriated to the Secretary not 
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to exceed $500,000 per fiscal year for each of the first ten fiscal 
years. beginning after the effective date of the Act. For purposes of 
carrymg out the assessment of the economic benefits of recreation­
al activities there is aut.horized to be appropriated to the Secretary 
not t~ exceed $300,000 per fiscal year for the first and second of 
such fiscal years, and $150,000 for the third of such fiscal years. 

Subsection (g) directs the Secretary in consultation with any 
agency established. under Subsection (d) to submit to Congress 
annual recommendations of measures to be undertaken to increase 
the capacity of specific locks throughout the system by employing 
nonstructural measures and making minor structural improve­
ments. 

Subsection (h) directs the Secretary in consultation with any 
agency established under Subsection (d) to monitor traffic move­
ments on the system Jot: the purpose of verifying lock capacity, up­
dating traffic projections and refining the economic evaluation so 
as to verify the need for future capacity expansion of the system. 
The Secretary in consultation with the States of Illinois, Iowa, Min­
nesota, Missouri and Wisconsin is also directed to determine the 
need for river rehabilitation and environmental enhancement 
based on the condition of the environment, project developments, 
and projected environmental impacts from implementing any pro­
posals resulting from recommendations made under subsection (g) 
and paragraph (1) of subsection (h) relating to traffic projections 
and economic evaluation and future expansion of the system. 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the Secretary for each of 
the ten fiscal years beginning after the date of enactment of the 
bill, such sums as may be necessary to carry out subsection (h). 

Subsection (i) directs the Secretary as he determines feasible to 
dispose of dredged material from the system pursuant to the rec­
ommendations of the GREAT I, GREAT II, and GRRM studies. The 
Secretary is directed to establish and request funding of a program 
to facilitate uses of dredged material. Coordination with affected 
States is required. 

Subsection (j) provides that notwithstanding, another provision of 
this section, the Secretary must enter into an interagency agree­
ment with the Secretary of the Interior, with respect to projects 
and programs in the master plan for which the Department of the 
Interior (or any agency or bureau of the Department) is designated 
in the pl~n as the lead agency, under which the Secretary of the 
Interior will carry out all functions that the Secretary, and, but for 
this subsection, would carry out regarding th~se projects an? pro­
grams. For purposes of carrying out the functIOns set forth l~ the 
agreement of this subsection, there is authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as may be necessary to the Secretary of the Interior for 
each of the first ten fiscal years beginning after the date of enact­
ment of this Act. Amounts appropriated for any fis~al ye~r. under 
this paragraph are in lieu of, and shall not be m addltIop. .to, 
amounts authorized to be appropriated to the Secretary, actmg 
through the Chief of Engineers, under this section for such fiscal 
year. 
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SECTION 1123 


Subsection (a) declares it to be the intent of Congress to recognize 
the importance of the economic vitality of the Great Lakes region, 
the importance of exports from the region in the United States bal­
ance of trade, and the need to assure an environmentally and so­
cially responsible navigation system for the Great Lakes. Congress 
finds that the Great Lakes provide a diversity of agricultural, com­
mercial, environmental, recreational, and related opportunities 
based on their extensive water resources and water transportation 
systems. This recognition is made to ensure the coordinated eco­
nomic revitalization and environmental enhancement of the Great 
Lakes and their connecting channels and the Saint Lawrence 
Seaway known as the "Fourth Seacoast" of the United States. 

Subsection (b) establishes the Great Lakes Commodities Market­
ing Board. The Board is to develop a strategy to improve the capac­
ity of the Great Lakes region to produce, market, and transport 
commodities in a timely manner and to maximize the efficiency 
and benefits of marketing products produced in the Great Lakes 
region and products shipped through the Great Lakes. 

The strategy is to address, among other things, environmental 
issues relating to transportation on the Great Lakes and marketing 
difficulties experienced due to late harvest seasons in the Great 
Lakes region. The strategy should include, as appropriate, alterna­
tive storage, sales, marketing, multimodal transportation systems, 
and other systems, to assure optimal economic benefits to the 
region from agricultural and other commercial activities. The strat­
egy will develop­

(i) methods to improve and promote both bulk and general 
cargo trade through Great Lakes ports; 

(ii) methods to accelerate the movement of grains and other 
agricultural commodities through the Great Lakes; 

(iii) methods to provide needed flexibility to farmers in the 
Great Lakes region to market grains and other agricultural 
commodities; and 

(iv) methods and materials to promote trade from the Great 
Lakes region and through Great Lakes ports, particularly with 
European, Mediterranean, African, Caribbean, Central Ameri­
can, and South American nations. 

In developing the strategy, the Board is to conduct and consider 
the results of: (i) an ~nalysis of the feasibility and costs of using 
iron ore vessels which are not being utilized to move grain and 
other agricultural commodities on the Great Lakes; (ii) an econom­
ic analysis of transshipping such commodities through Montreal, 
Canada, and other ports; (iii) an analysis of the economic feasibility 
of storing such commodities during the non-navigation season of 
the Great Lakes and the feasibility of and need for construction of 
new storage facilities for such commodities; (iv) an analysis of the 
constraints on the flexibility of farmers in the Great Lakes region 
to market grains and other agricultural commodities, including 
harvest dates for such commodities and the availability of trans­
port and storage facilities for such commodities; and, (v) an analy­
sis of the amount of grain and other agricultural commodities pro­
duced in the United States which are being diverted to Canada by 
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rail but which could be shipped on the Great Lakes if vessels were 
available for shipping such products during the navigation season. 

The Boar~ is also to consider weather problems and related costs 
and marketm~ I?robl.ems rt;lsulting from the late harvest of agricul­
tural commodItIes (mcludmg wheat and sunflower seeds) in the 
Great Lakes region. The Board must also consult United States 
p.orts on the Great Lakes and their users, including farm organiza­
tions (such as wheat growers and soybean growers) port authori­
ties, water ca~rier organizations, and other interested persons. 

The Board IS to be composed of seven members: (A) the chairman 
of the Great Lakes Commission or his or her delegate, (B) the Sec­
retary or his or her delegate, (C) the Secretary of Transportation or 
his or her delegate, (D) the Secretary of Commerce or his or her 
delegate, (E) the Administrator of the Saint Lawrence Seaway De­
velopment Corporation or his or her delegate, (F) the Secretary of 
Agriculture or his or her delegate, and (G) the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency or his or her delegate. Members 
of the Board shall serve for the life of the Board. 

Members of the Board will serve without pay and those members 
who are full time officers or employees of the United States will 
receive no additional pay by reason of their service on the Board, 
except. that members of the Board shall be allowed travel or trans­
portation expenses under subchapter I of chapter 57 of title 5, 
United States Code, while away from their homes or regular places 
of business and engaged in the actual performance of duties vested 
in the Board. Four members of the Board constitutes a quorum but 
a lesser number may hold hearings. The cochairmen of the Board 
will be the Secretary or his or her delegate and the Administrator 
of the Saint Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation or his or 
her delegate. The Board will meet at the call of the co-chairmen or 
a majority of its members. The Board shall, without regard to sec­
tion 5311(b) of title 5, United States Code, have a Director, who will 
be appointed by the Board and be paid at a rate which the Board 
considers appropriate, and subject to such rules as may be pre­
scribed by the Board, the Board may appoint and fix the pay of 
such additional personnel as the Board considers appropriate. Fur­
ther, upon request of the Board, the head of any Federal agency is 
authorized to detail, on a reimburseable basis, any of the personnel 
of such agency to the Board to assist the Board in carrying out its 
duties under this subsection. 

The Board is authorized to hold such hearings, sit and act at 
such times and places, take such testimony, and receive such evi­
dence, as the Board considers appropriate. The Board may secure 
directly from any department or agency of the United States any 
information necessary to enable it to carry out this subsection. 
Upon request of the cochairman of the Board, the head of such de­
partment or agency shall furnish such information to the Board. 
The Board may use the United States mail in the same mam~er 
and under the same conditions as other departments and agenCIes 
of the United States and the Administrator of General Services 
shall provide to the Board on a reimbursable basis such adminis­
trative support services as the Board may request. 

The Board is required to transmit, not later than September 30, 
1988, to the President and to each House of the Congress a report 
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stating the strategy developed under this subsection and the results 
of each analysis conducted under this subsection. The report is to 
contain a detailed statement of the findings and conclusions of the 
Board together with its recommendations for such legislative and 
administrative actions as it considers appropriate to carry out such 
strategy and to assure maximum economic benefits to the users of 
the Great Lakes and to the Great Lakes region. The Board will 
cease to exist 180 days after submitting its report pursuant to this 
subsection. There is authorized to be appropriated such sums as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this subsection for 
fiscal years beginning after September 30, 1985, and ending before 
October 1, 1989. 

Subsection (c) provides for the President to invite the Govern­
ment of Canada to join in the formation of an international adviso­
ry group whose duty it shall be (A) to develop a bilateral program 
for improving navigation, through a coordinated strategy, on the 
Great Lakes, and (B) to conduct investigations on a continuing 
basis and make recommendations for a systemwide navigation im­
provement program to facilitate optimum use of the Great Lakes. 
The advisory group is to be composed of five members representing 
the United States, five members representing Canada, and two 
members from the International Joint Commission established by 
the treaty between the United States and Great Britain relating to 
boundary waters between the United States and Canada, signed at 
Washington, January 11, 1909 (36 Stat. 2448). The five members 
representing the United States are to include the Secretary of 
State, one member of the Great Lakes Commodities Marketing 
Board (as designated by the Board) and three individuals appointed 
by the President representing commercial, shipping, and environ­
mental interests, respectively. 

The United States representatives to the international advisory 
group will serve without pay and the United States representatives 
to the advisory group who are full time officers or employees of the 
United States will receive no additional pay by reason of their serv­
ice on the advisory group, except that the United States represent­
atives are allowed travel or transportation expenses under sub­
chapter I of chapter 57 of title 5, United States Code, while away 
from their homes or regular place of business and engaged in the 
actual performance of duties vested in the advisory group. 

The international advisory group established by this subsection 
must report to Congress and to the Canadian Parliament on its 
progress in carrying out the duties set forth in this subsection not 
later than one year after the formation of the group and biennially 
thereafter. 

Subsection (d) requires the Secretary and the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency, in cooperation with the Sec­
retary of the Interior, the Administrator of the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, and other appropriate Federal 
and non-Federal entities, to carry out a review of the environmen­
tal, economic, and social impacts of navigation in the United States 
portion of the Great Lakes. In carrying out the review, the Secre­
tary and the Administrator are to use existing research studies, 
and investigations relating to such impacts to the maximu~ extent 
possible. Special emphasis is to be made in the review of the im­
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pact~ of n~vigation on ~h~ shoreline and on fish and wildlife habi­
t~t, mcludmg, but n?t lImIted to, impacts associated with resuspen­
SIOn of bottom sedIment. The Secretary and the Administrator 
must submit to Congress an interim report of such review not later 
than September 30, 1987, and a final report of such review along 
with recommendations not later than September 30, 1989. 

SECTION 1124 

. This section provide~ ~ha~ where a project includes the acquisi­
tIon of lands for the mItIgatIOn of fish and wildlife losses attributa­
ble to the project, or for fish and wildlife enhancement these lands 
are to be a~quired eithe; !~ advance of const:uction of the project, 
or along WIth the acqUIsItIon of lands and mterests in lands for 
project purposes, whichever the Secretary determines appropriate. 
This Section is designed to ensure that the acquisition of mitigation 
lands is not delayed and to reduce the possibility of clearing or de­
velopmemt of lands proposed for acquisition before they are actual­
ly acquired. It will work in conjunction with the Environmental 
Projection and Mitigation Fund, which is available for acquisition 
of mitigation lands prior to project construction. Section 1124 ap­
plies to acquisition of lands as the first step of project construction 
and during other acquisition of lands needed for the project. The 
two provisions working together give the Secretary necessary au­
thority to acquire mitigation lands well in advance of project con­
struction if this is needed to protect those lands, and also ensure 
that when funds are first appropriated to initiate construction of a 
project, acquisition of mitigation lands shall be either the first or 
among the first actions to be taken. 

SECTION 1125 

This section provides that where a water resources· project in­
volves the acquisition of lan~s for recreat~o~~l purposes these lands 
are to be acquired along WIth the aCqUISItIO~ of land~ for o~h~r 
project purposes. This section is si~i~a~ to SectIOn 11~4 m that It .IS 

designed to ensure that the acqUISItIon of r~cre~tIOn lands WIll 
occur on a timely basis and prio: to any ~roJect-mduced develop­
ment which might occur of potentIal recreatIOn lands. 

SECTION 1126 

This section provides that the Secretary s~all not require non­
Federal interest to assume operation and mamtenance of any rec­
reational facility operated by the Sec:r:etary at any wate~ re~orr~i.~ 
project as a condition to the constructIOn of new rec;eatIOna aCI I 
ties at such project or any other water resources proJect. 

S t· 4 of the Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944, a~thor-
izese~~~~onstruction of recreation facilities at Corps 0' ECgIneer} 
water resources projects. Pursuant to this authodrity, t e orpsgeod. t t d ny facilities an has encoura
Engmeers has ~ons ruc e rna ment of the facilities. A 
states and local m~erests .t? flssume manage erated b the Corps
number of recreatIOn facIhtIes are, however, op t" A 1 f 1965 in 

~fi~~d:e:~J~~sr~~~~~~:r;~ifc:f~~e~!!:~f~n~~tde~el~pment at 
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Federal water resources projects. It required non-Federal interests 
to pay 50 percent o~ the construction costs. and t<;> operate ~l'I.d 
maintain the recreatIOn areas after completIOn. ThIs cost-sharmg 
policy has been administratively applied to facilities constructed 
under the 1944 Act. In 1982, the Department of the Army imple­
mented a new policy with regard to construction of new recreation­
al facilities at Corps of Engineers projects. It was determined that 
funding would be recommended fo~ ~~w areas onl~ if non-Fe~eral 
interests agreed to assume responsIbIlIty for operatIOn and mamte­
nance of recreation facilities now being undertaken by the Corps. 
Also the Federal capital investment involved in the new facilities 
wouid have to be more than offset by operation and maintenance 
reductions resulting from non-Federal assumption of responsibility 
for facilities now operated by the Corps. 

This policy has two effects. First, it effectively makes recreation 
development at Corps of Engineers projects totally a non-Federal 
responsibility, because the non-Federal interests must agree to 
assume enough operation and maintenance activities to more than 
offset the construction cost of the new facilities. Second, it totally 
precludes any new recreational development in those areas where 
there are no Federally-operated recreation facilities for which the 
non-Federal interests can assume operation and maintenance. The 
Committee considers this policy ill-founded and contrary to the 
intent of Congress expressed in the 1965 Federal Water Project 
Recreation Act, and has accordingly included section 1126. 

SECTION 1127 

This section directs the Secretary to establish in the Directorate 
of Civil Works of the Office of the Chief of Engineers an Office of 
Environmental Policy. This Office is to be responsible for the for­
mulation, coordination and implementation of all matters concern­
ing environmental quality and policy a they relate to the Water 
Resources Program of the Corps of Engineers. The Office shall, 
among other things, develop, and monitor compliance with, guide­
lines for the consideration of environmental quality in the formula­
tion and planning of water resources projects carried out by the 
Secretary, the preparation and coordination of environmental 
impact statements for such projects, and the coordination with Fed­
eral, State and local agencies of environmental aspects of such 
projects and the regulatory responsibilities of the Secretary. Envi­
ronmental aspects of Corps of Engineers water resources projects 
and the Corps of Engineers Regulatory Program constitute an ever­
increasing amount of the planning, coordinating and decision­
maki,ng pro~ess in view of the importance of preserving. and en­
hancmg envIronmental values. The Committee feels that the estab­
li~hment of an Office of Environmental Policy in the Civil Works 
pirectorate of the Corps of Engineers will assist in highlighting the 
Importance of environmental of uniform guidelines and procedures. 

SECTION 1128 

This section modifies the Secretary's authority to accept contrib­
uted funds to be used in connection with project construction to 
provide that no funds may be accepted or expended unless such ac­
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ceptance and expenditure have been specifically authorized by law 
It also amends the S,::cretary's ~uthority to accept advances of 
funds to be expe~ded In c<;mnectlOn with construction of projects 
from non-Feder~l Interests In the same fashion. The Department of 
the Ar~y has cIted these statutes as authority for its policy that no 
funds wIll ~e recommended for new construction starts of water re­
sources I?roJects unless non-Federal interests agree to provide local 
c?operabon gre~ter than that required by the project authoriza­
tIon. The CommIttee feels very strongly that changes in cost-shar­
in~ for authorized projects should be made by the Congress and not 
umlaterally by the Administration without benefit of Congers­
sional review and action. 

SECTION 1129 

This section authorizes to be appropriated to the Secretary an 
amount not to exceed $15 million to carry out agreements entered 
into with the State of Illinois pursuant to Section 110 of the River 
and Habor Act of 1958 relating to the repair and modification of 
the Illinois and Mississippi Canal. This amount is in addition to 
amounts previously authorized to be appropriated. 

The Corps of Engineers constructed the Illinois and Mississippi 
Canal between 1892 and 1907. Illinois operated and mainatined the 
Canal unitl June 3'0, 1951, when it was closed to traffic. Studies 
were conducted on the feasibility of draining and abandoning the 
Canal or converting it into a parkway. On August 1, 1970, owner­
ship of the Canal was turned over to the State of Illinois, which 
has been operating the Canal since that date as the Hennepin 
Canal Parkway. As part of the transfer to the State, Congress au­
thorized rehabilitation work on the Canal in the amount of 
$8,528,000. This rehabilitation work was started in the 1960s and 
continued until three counties and the township road commission­
ers within those counties sued the Federal government in 1974 over 
maintenance of highway bridges. After the lawsuit was filed, fur­
ther work on the Canal was suspended in order to avoid the possi­
bility of subjecting the government to liability over a~d abov,:: the 
authorized amount of appropriations. In ~ccord~nce WIth the Judg­
ment in this lawsuit, $3,723,000 was deposI~e~ WIth the cler~. of ~he 
court to be used by the counties in !epamng and re~abIhtatlIW 
highway bridges over the Canal. DeSIgn and constructlOn of thIS 
work by the counties is currently underway. .. . . 

After deducting the amount spent on reha~IhtatlOn work prlOr to 
the lawsuit, which was $3,664,000 plus the Judgn;~nt fund, the r~ 
maining authorization to complete the re~abIlI~atlOn work IS 
$1,141,000. This amount is inad~q~ate.. It IS estI!Dated that at 
today's prices an additional $15 mllhon WIll be reqUlre~ to perform 
the work authorized by the 1958 Act as amended. SectlOn 1129 pro­
vides this authority. 

SECTION 1130 

This section provides that for purposes of analyzing the costs l~n~ 
benefits of any project recommended. by th~ ~ec.ret~ry as a re~~ 
an stud on the Pearl River BaSIn, MISSISSIppI and Lou~sIana,
w~ch wis authorized prior to the date of enactment of the bIll, the 

0 
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Secretary shall take into account the costs and benefits of any 
measures undertaken by the Secretary pursuant to any provision 
of law enacted after July 1, 1983 and before December 31, 1986 in 
the interest of preventing flood damages along the Pearl River in 
the vicinity of Jackson, Mississippi. 

The Secretary is currently conducting a study of flood and relat­
ed problems in the Pearl. River Basin, Mississippi and L01:lis~a~a, 
including among other thmgs flood problems. at .Jackson, MISSl~SlP­
pi. Chapter 4 of the Supplemental ApprOpriatIOns Act for Fiscal 
Year 1983 (Public Law 98-63) authorizes and directs the Secretary 
to design and construct and undertake measures necessary to pro­
vide a level of protection as the Chief of Engineers determines nec­
essary to prevent recurring flood damages along the Pearl River in 
the vicinity of Jackson, Mississippi, substantially in accordance 
with preliminary plans developed by the Mobile District engineer 
at a currently estimated cost of $26,500,000. This provision is in re­
sponse to the very serious flooding which has occurred in the area. 
It will address some of the flooding problems in the basin, but seri­
ous problems will still remain and are being addressed by the 
Corps of Engineers in its comprehensive study. Among other things 
this study is examining the feasibility of constructing a dry reser­
voir at the Shoccoe site in order to provide flood protection for the 
City of Jackson. 

The purpose of Section 1130 is to ensure that the work undertak­
en separately under authority of the Supplemental Appropriations 
Act will not adversely affect the economics of any overall project 
developed by the Corps of Engineers. This work, for purposes of 
economic analysis, is to be considered a part of any overall project 
which is recommended so that the overall project may be consid­
ered as a whole and not in separate increments. 

SECTION 1131 

This section provides that the prohibitions and provisions for 
review and approval of activities in waters of the United States ~ 
set forth in Sections 9, 10 and 13 of the Act of March 3, 1899, the 
first Section of the Act of June 13, 1902, and Section 404 of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act shall not apply to any works 
or imporvements constructed or maintained now or in the future in 
the Great Miami River Basin, the Great Miami River and the trib­
utaries of the Great Miami River above river mile 7.5 by any politi­
cal subdivision established pursuant to Chapter 6101, Ohio Revised 
Code, as in effect on July 1, 1983. 

SECTION 1132 

This section provides that any project authorized for construction 
by the bill shall not be authorized after the last day of the five-year 
period beginning on the date of enactment of the bill unless, during 
such period, funds have been obligated for construction, including 
planning and designing, of the project. This section is designed to 
encourage early consideration of funding for water resources devel­
opment projects. If no funds have been obligated within five years, 
then the authorization expires and reauthorization will be neces­
sary after appropriate reviw by the authorizing Committees to 
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ensure t~at th.e project meets then existing conditions and policies. 
The sectIOn wIll.prevent a l~rge ba~klog of unconstructed projects 
fro~ accumulatmg ~nd ~IlI. provIde an incentive for funding 
proJ~cts . for constructIOn wIthm a reasonable period following au­
thOrIZatIOn. 

SECTION 1133 

Subsection (a) of this section provides that on and after Decem­
ber 31, 1989, the Secret~ry shall continue in effect any cottage site 
lease of property, or assIgnment of the lease, until such time as the 
lease is. terminated by the l~aseh?lder or by the Secretary under 
subsectIon (b). Any such contmuatIOn beyond the date of expiration 
of such lease as in effect on December 31, 1980 shall be at fair 
market rentals and on such other reasonable terms and conditions 
as the Secretary deems necessary. No continuation shall be made 
unless the leaseholder agrees to hold the United States harmless 
from any claim for damages or injury to persons or property aris­
ing from occupancy of, or through the use of, the property subject 
to the lease. 

Subsection (b) provides that on or after December 31, 1989, the 
Secretary may terminate a lease only if the property covered by 
the lease is neededcfor immediate use for public park purposes or 
other higher public use or for a navigation or flood control project, 
or if the leaseholder violates a provision of the lease. 

Subsection (c) makes subsections (a) and (b) applicable to leases 
entered into by the Secretary pursuant to section 4 of the Act enti­
tled "An Actauthorizing the construction of certain public works 
on rivers and harbors for flood control, and for other purposes", ap­
proved December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 889; 16 U.S.C. 460d), and in 
effect on December 31, 1989, and any assignment of such a lease. 

Subsection (d) provides that no houseboat, floating cabin, marina, 
dock or cabin shall be required to be moved if the property is main­
tained in usable condition, unless it is needed for public purposes 
or for a navigation or flood control project. 

Cottage site leases are presently included under the provisions of 
Section 6 of Public Law 97-140 which provides that no hOuseboat, 
floating cabin, marina, or lawfully installed dock or cabin shall be 
required to be removed before December 31, 1989 from any Federal 
water resources reservoir or lake project administered by the Sec­
retary if the property is maintained in usab~e condition a~d does 
not occasion a threat to life or property. SectIOn 1133 establIshes a 
policy for cottage site leases beginning i~mediately .after the date 
specified in Section 6. The Corps of ~ngI~eers has Issu~d a lar~e 
number of special use licenses and cabm SIte leases, p~rtIcularly m 
the area of the Upper Mississippi River. Over 800 lIcens~s ?aye 
been issued to adjacent landowners and othe!s .along ~he MISS~SSIP­
pi River to construct stairways, docks, and sIm~lar prIvate resIde~­
tial structures to gain access to the water. WIth respect to cab~n 
site leases, the Corps has a total of 1,023 such leas~s a~ong. the MIS­
sissippi River and an additional 335 along ~he Illmols. RIver. The 
Corps of Engineers, in the late 1960's establIshed a polIcy t<;> phase 
out all cottage site and residential leases. Th~ present polIcy, f?ti 
lowing enactment of Public Law 97-140, prOVIdes that leases WI 
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be extended to a common expiration date of December 31, 1989. 
The Committee feels that as long as the leaseholder is not violating 
a provision of the lease and is paying fair market value, and as 
long as the property covered by the lease is not needed for immedi­
ate use for public park purposes or other higher public use or for a 
navigation or flood control project, the leases should be allowed to 
remain in effect. This policy is enunciated in Section 1133. 

SECTION 1134 

This section defines the so-called "discretionary authority" of the 
Secretary to make modifications to projects without seeking addi­
tional authority from the Congress. The term "discretionary au­
thority" arises from the inclusion of the phrase in recommenda­
tions of the Chief of Engineers in accordance with which projects 
are traditionally authorized that the project be authorized with 
such modifications as in the discretion of the Chief of Engineers 
may be necessary. Traditionally, the authority of the Corps of Engi­
neers to make changes has been construed in a limited manner and 
Section 1134 makes such a limitation more formal. The Secretary 
is authorized to make modifications which reflect changes in con­
struction costs as are indicated by engineering and other appropri­
ate cost indices; which do not materially alter the scope or function 
of the project; or which are the result of additional studies, modifi­
cations or other actions including mitigation and other environ­
mental actions, authorized by the bill or any other law enacted 
before, on or after the date of enactment of this Act. 

Increases in project costs associated with inflation have been rec­
ognized as being within the project authorization. With regard to 
modifications which do not materially alter the scope or function of 
the project, these have generally been regarded as including 
changes in design necessary to meet unexpected foundation condi­
tions, extensions of levees and other structures to meet changes in 
the area, so long as they are not significant extensions, and modifi­
cations in the scope of project functions, so long as these are not 
significant and do not involve the deletion of a project purpose of 
the addition of a project purpose not otherwise authorized by law. 
For example, minor reductions in flood control storage in reser­
voirs, or minor increases in storage for water supply or conserva­
tion purposes, have always been regarded as within the Corps' dis­
cretionaryauthority. 

In all cases, of course, there comes a point where it is a matter of 
judgment whether changes are or are not significant. This is a 
matter which cannot be resolved by legislation and must remain, 
as it has always been, a question for the courts. 

One of the best descriptions of the Corps' discretionary authority 
is found in the special report on Corps of Engineers civil works ac­
tivities prepared in 1952 by the House Public Works Committee's 
Subcommittee to Study Civil Works. In a report by the Chief of En­
gineers, printed as part of the Subcommittee's report, it was stated: 

Favorable survey reports submitted to Congress by the 
Corps of Engineers usually recommend authorization of a 
certain improvement subject to such modifications as in 
the discretion of the Chief of Engineers may appear advis· 
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a?le. The Corps of ~ngineers recognizes that such permis­
SlOn to al~er authorIzed projects is an important delegation 
of authorIty, and has attempted to exercise that privilege 
?arefully. The .Corps classes such permissible modifications 
m two categorIes: 

a. Those necessary for engineering or construction rea­
s<?~s to produce the full usefulness of the improvement en­
vislOned by Congress, such as shifting a dam from one site 
~o a more ad~quate nearby s~te; changes in storage capac­
Ity or allocatIOn ~f a reserVOIr to ensure its optimim per­
forI?a~ce for all mterests; changes in channel alinement 
as mdicated by' more detailed surveys; or change from a 
concrete to an earth d~m, or vice versa, as dictated by 
mo~e ~o.mplete foundatIOn explorations or the relative 
avaIlabIlIty and cost of construction materials. 

b. Moderate ~xtensions of authoriz~d project limits, such 
as le,:,ee exten.sIOn to protect developmg urban areas or in­
cre~sm~ the SIze of locks to meet changing requirements of 
naVIgatIOn. Such changes are considered to be those re­
quired to meet changing engineering or economic condi­
tions, and within the intent of Congress in authorizing the 
project.

9n the. other h~nd, ~he Corps considers it necessary to 
brmg project modIficatIOns to the attention of Congress for 
specific action whenever modifications will-

a. Materially alter the scope or functions of the project. 
b. Materially change the authorized plan of improve­

ment. 
c. Involve special circumstances unknown to the Corps 

and to Congress when the project was authorized. 

SECTION 1135 

Subsection (a) of this section authorizes the Secretary to review 
the operation of water resources projects constructed by the Secre­
tary before the date of enactment of this Act in order to determine 
the need for modifications in the structures and operations of the 
projects for· the purpose of improving the quality of the environ­
ment in the public interest. Many older projects were constructed 
without current higher requirements to protect and enhance the 
environment. Also, there are instances where unexpected environ­
mental effects have occurred. Subsection (a) provides the authority 
to study these projects and determine whether it is feasible to 
modify their operation and structures for the purpose of environ­
mental quality. One of the matters expected to be examined is the 
effect of reservoir releases on water quality and the feasibility of 
measures to achieve such results as an increase in dissolved oxygen 
in the released waters, changes in temperature, changes in release 
schedules to accommodate downstream fisheries, and the like. 

Subsection (b) authorizes the Secretary to carry out a demonstra­
tion program for a two-year period begin~ing on the d~te o~ ena~t­
ment of this Act for the purpose of makmg such modificatlOns m 
the structures and operations <?f water reso~rces projects which the 
Secretary determines are feasIble and conSIstent WIth the author­
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ized project purposes and which will improve the quality of the en­
vironment in the public interest. 

Subsection (c) directs the Secretary to coordinate any actions 
taken pursuant to this Section with appropriate Federal, state and 
local agencies. The Committee notes in this regard that the Ten­
nessee Valley Authority has done a considerable amount of work 
in the area of improving the quality of waters released from dams. 
Subsection (d) directs the Secretary to transmit to Congress not 
later than two years after the date of enactment of the bill a report 
on the results on the review conducted under subsection (a) and on 
the demonstration program conducted under subsection (b). This 
report is to contain any recommendations of the Secretary concern­
ing modification and extension of the program. 

Subsection (e) authorizes to be appropriated not to exceed $25 
million to carry out the Section. 

SECTION 1136 

Subsection (a) authorizes the Secretary to reimburse the State of 
New York for 50 percent of the costs of maintaining and operating 
the New York State Barge Canal. The Secretary is also authorized 
to reimburse the State for 50 percent of reconstructing and reha­
bilitating the canal in accordance with recommendations in the 
report required to be submitted to the Congress under subsection 
(b) on the need for reconstruction and rehabilitation. The State of 
New York is to continue to own and operate the Canal. 

Subsection (b) directs the Secretary to study the need for recon­
struction and rehabilitation of the Barge Canal for commercial, 
recreation, historical and environmental purposes. Not later than 
two years after the date of enactment of the Act the Secretary is to 
transmit to the House Public Works and Transportation Commit­
tee and the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee a 
report on this study along with recommendations of the Secretary 
for rehabilitation and reconstruction. No appropriation may be 
made for any rehabilitation and reconstruction if they have not 
been approved by resolutions adopted by the two Committees. 

Subsection (c) defines the term "New York State Barge Canal" 
for the purposes of the Section. It is defined as including the Erie 
Canal, the Oswego Canal, the Champlain Canal and the Cayuga 
and Seneca Canals. 

This waterway represents an important historical achievement 
and still presents the potential for enhancing both commercial and 
recreational navigation. Section 1136 will provide a means for de­
termining whether its rehabilitation and reconstruction are needed 
and appropriate measures to be taken. In view of the traditional 
policy of Federal responsibility for 50 percent of the costs of recre­
ational navigation and the state ownership of this Canal, the Com­
mittee feels that 50 percent cost-sharing is appropriate. 

The Committee is concerned about the deteriorating condition of 
the New York State Barge Canal, which is the only state-operated 
waterway in the Nation. The Corps of Engineers and others have 
warned that if the deterioration continues at the present pace, the 
Canal may have to be closed for commercial use within the decade. 
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Funds for. <?pe:r:ations and maintenance, as well as reconstruction 
and re~abIhtatIOn, need to be provided as soon as possible. 

In VIew of the fact that the Canal has been under study b th 
Corps since 1973, the Committe~ exp~cts .that the Corps will Ycom~ 
plete the study mandated by thIS legIslatIOn well within the allot­
ted ~wo yea!s. The C0:J?mit~ee also directs that the study shall be 
carned out m cooperation wIth the State of New York. 

SECTION 1137 

This sect~on authorizes the Secre~ary to develop and implement a 
flood warnmg system for the WhItewater River San Bernardino 
and Riverside Counties, California. Non-Feder~l interests must 
agre~ to operate and maintain th~ system and develop, maintain 
and Imple~ent eII?-erge~cy evac~atIOn plans satisfactory to the Sec­
retary. ThIs SectIOn wIll prOVIde a measure of protection from 
floods to the residents of the area at a minimum cost. 

SECTION 1138 

Subsection (a) of this section provides that the Secretary shall, to 
the extent he determines feasible, provide for the employment of 
residents of the labor market area in which a water resources 
project is constructed. 

Subsection (b) provides that not later than 90 days after the 
President or any other official requests the appropriation of initial 
funds for any water resources project, the Secretary shall transmit 
to Congress current information on the potential benefits of the 
project which are attributable to the employment of unemployed 
residents of the labor market area in which the project is located. 
This provision is designed to ensure that the Congress has current 
information on these benefits when funds are first appropriated for 
project construction. 

Subsection (c) provides that the term "labor market area" shall 
have the meaning given such term by the Secretary of Labor. A 
labor market area has a high rate of unemployment if the average 
rate of unemployment for the area, as determined by the Secretary 
of Labor over the most recent 12-month period for which statistics 
are available, is higher than the national average rate of unem­
ployment over the same period. 

SECTION 1139 

This section provides that the uniform allowance for unif?rmed 
civilian employees of the United States Army Corps of En~n~t:;rs 
may be up to $400 annually. Current law provides for: an ~n~t~al 
and replacement uniform allowance ?f $125. On the baSIS ?f In~tl~l 
purchase of uniform items at 1982 pnc~s, the amount reqUIred IS In 
excess of $700. Maintenance of the umform costs between $7~ and 
$100 annually. In 1976 the uniform allowance for the ~atIOnal 
Park Service was increased to an amount up to $400. ~h~ F.Ish and 
Wildlife Service allowance was increased to the s~me lImIt In 1980. 
Section 1139 provides the same allowance for umformed Corps t:;m­
ployees as is provided for employees of the other Federal agenCIes. 
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SECTION 1140 


Section 145 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1976 au­
thorizes the Secretary to place clean, suitable dredged material 
from navigation projects on beaches for the purpose of beach resto­
ration and beach erosion control in non-Federal interests agree to 
pay the additional costs associated with depositing the material on 
the beach as opposed to depositing it in the planned disposal area. 
Section 1140 amends section 145 to provide that the state share 
shall be 50 percent of the additional cost rather than 100 percent. 
The Committee feels this is appropriate in view of the fact that ex­
isting law provides for 50 percent Federal cost-sharing for the pro­
tection of public beaches. 

SECTION 1141 

This section directs the Secretarty to amend the contract be­
tween the State of Illinois and the United States for use of storage 
space for water supply in Rend Lake on the Big Muddy River in 
Illinois to relieve the State of Illinois of the requirement to make 
annual payments for the portion of the maintenance and operation 
costs applicable to future water supply storage as is consistent with 
the Water Supply Act of 1958, until such time and in such propor­
tion as the storage is used for water supply purposes. At the 
present time the State is only using approximately 35 percent of 
the storage space which is available in Rend Lake. However, under 
the terms of its contract with the United States, it is paying oper­
ation and maintenance costs of the project allocated to the entire 
amount of water storage space. Section 1141 permits amendment of 
the contract to make it consistent with the requirements of the 
Water Supply Act of 1958, under it was entered into. 

SECTION 1142 

This section directs the Secretary to make a loan to the City of 
Hawaiian Gardens, California, to pay the cost of acquisition and re­
habilitation of the water supply system owned by the Southern 
California Water Company, which serves the City. The estimated 
cost of purchase is $8,500,000. The loan is to be made after an 
agreement for the sale is reached between the Walter Company 
and the City. The City is required to repay the cost of acquisition 
and rehabilitation to the Secretary in accordance with the Water 
Supply Act of 1958. 

SECTION 1143 

This section directs the Secretary to procure by contract not less 
then 30 percent of architectural and engineering services required 
for the design and construction of water resources projects under­
taken ?y the Secretary. Because of the duty imposed on the Corps 
of Engmeers to be ready to undertake increased military construc­
tio~ ro!es i!l ~i~es of ~mergency, it is important that the Corps 
!llamtaII~ withm Its CIvll ~ork~ Progra~ the capability of perform­
mg archItectural and engmeermg; serVIces. However, it is also im­
portant that not all of these serVIces be performed by government 
personnel. The size of the workload varies and it would not be fea­
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sible to maintain sufficient manpower to meet near maximum 
levels ~t all times. Also, there is a need to maintain capability in 
the pnvate sector. ~~e Committee, in section 1143, has balanced 
these ne.eds ~y reqUI~mg that at least 30 percent of architectural 
and engmeermg serVIces for the design and construction of water 
resources projects be procured by contract. 

SECTION 1144 

This section. requires ~hat ~ny surveying or mapping services to 
be performed m connectIOn wIth a water resources project which is 
undertaken by the Secretary shall be procured in accordance with 
Title IX of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949. This provi~i.on ~akes it clear that negotiated contract pro­
c~dures D?-ay be utilIzed m the procurement of surveying and map­
pmg serVIces. 

SECTION 1145 

This section abolishes the Calfornia Debris Commission. The 
Commission was established by the Act of March 1, 1893 for the 
purpose of controlling debris in navigible waters which resulted 
from upstream hydraulic mining. The Commission is no longer 
needed. The authorities, powers, functions and duties of the Com­
mission are transferred to the Secretary. The assets, liabilities, con­
tracts, property records and the unexpended balance of appropria­
tions, authorizations, allocations and other funds are also trans­
ferred to the Secretary for appropriate allocation. Unexpended 
funds transferred pursuant to this subsection shall be used only for 
the purposes for which the funds were originally authorized and 
appropriated. 

All acquired lands and other interests therein presently under 
the jurisidiction of the Commission are authroized to be retained 
and shall be administered under the direction of the Secretary, 
who is authorized to take such actions as are necessary to consoli­
date and perfect title, to exchange lands for other lands or other 
interests therein which may be required for recreations or for ex­
isting or proposed projects of the United States, to transfer to other 
Federal agencies or dispose of as surplus property and t? release to 
the co-extensive owners any easements no longer reqUIred by the 
United States under such conditions. 

The authorities of the California Debris Commission can be 
better and more efficiently exercised by ~he: Secretary, as the cur­
rent level of activities which the CommIssIOn was created to ad­
dress no longer warrant maintaining the Commission as an entity. 

SECTION 1146 

The Corps Engineers has authority to p~ovide eIIl:ergency sup­
plies of drinking water to areas wher~ publIc health IS t~reatened 
by a contaminated water supply. SectIOn 1146 amends thIS autho~­
ity by striking out the word "drinking". This is. intended to mak~ It 
clear that the Corps may supply uncontamma~ed. wat~r wh~ch 
might be used for purposes other than o!lly drn~k~ng, mcludmg 
cooking, washing, medical uses and essential mUnIcIpal uses. The 
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section also adds the provision that in any case in which the Chief 
of Engineers is otherwise performing wo.rk under .the Corps' au­
thority to provide emergency flood fightmg work m an area fo.r 
which the governor of the affected State has requested a determI­
nation that an emergency or a disaster exists under the Disaster 
Relief Act, the Chief of Engineers is authorized to perform, on 
public and private lands and waters for a period of ten days follow­
ing the governor's request, an~ et?ergenc~ work made necessB:ry by 
the emergency or disaster whIch IS essential for the preservation of 
life and property. This includes, but is not limited to, channel 
clearance, emergency shore protection, clearance and removal of 
debris and wreckage endangering public health and safety, and 
temporary restoration of essential public facilities and services. 

When the Corps of Engineers is already in an area peforming 
emergency flood fighting work, allowing it to remain and perform 
other essential services pending the determination on an applica­
tion for emergency or disaster relief will provide necessary assist­
ance which is not otherwise available until the declaration under 
the Disaster Relief Act is approved or denied. 

SECTION 1147 

When beach nourishment through the periodic deposition of sand 
was first recommended by the Corps of Engineers and authorized 
by the Congress as a means of beach erosion control and shore pro­
tection, the nourishment period was established at ten years on the 
basis that these were experimental projects and this period would 
enable proper evaluation. Later, as nourishment was shown to be 
feasible, authorized projects provided for nourishment for the life 
of the project. Section 156 of the Water Resources Development Act 
of 1976 provided that, in these older projects where only a limited 
period of nourishment had been recommended, the Secretary was 
authorized to continue the nourishment for a period of 15 years. 
This unfortunately was a typographical error. The Committee had 
intended the authority to be for 50 years. Section 1147 corrects this 
error. 

SECTION 1148 

This sectio~ amends the various small project authorities of the 
9or'p~ of EnglI~eers for the purpose of increasing the limitations on 
mdividual project costs and overall annual limitations to reflect in­
creases which have occurred in construction costs. Under these au­
thoriti~s, whi~h apply to a va.riety of types of projects, the Corps is 
authorized, wIthout the speCIfic authorization of Congress to un­
dertake construction. ' 

Subsection (a) increases the small flood control project authority 
frot? $4 million per project in Federal costs to $7,500,000 per 
project and the annual limitation from $30 million for such 
projects to $50 million. 

Subsection (b) increases the authority to construct small projects 
for. clearing and snagging for flood control from $250,000 per 
project to $750,000 and from an overall annual limitation of $5 mil­
lion to $10 million. 
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Subsecti?n (c) incr~ases the amount for emergency streambank 
and shorelme pr?te~tIOn from $250,000 per project to $750,000 and 
from an a!lnuall~mIt of $10 million to $15 million . 
. Subse~tIOn (d) mcreas~s. the authority to construct small naviga­

tIon projects from $2 mIllIon per project to $4 million and from an 
annual total of $25 million to $50 million. 
S~bsection (e) in~reases the authority to construct small beach 

erOSIOn control projects from $1 million per project to $3 million 
per projec~ and f!om a $25 million annual total to $30 million. 
~?bS~ctIOn (9 mcreases the. a?thority to .c~nstruct shore damage 

mItIgatIO~ proJe<:ts from $1 mIllIon to $3 mIllIon per project. 
Subsec~IOn (g) mcrea~es ~he aut.hority to undertake small projects 

for snaggmg and clearmg m the mterest of navigation from a total 
of $300,000 to $4 million. 

Subsection .(h) makes it clea! th.at these small project authorities 
may be used m the Trust TerrItorIes of the Pacific Islands. 

Subsection (i) provides that the amendments made by this Sec­
tion shall not apply to any project under contract for construction 
on the date of enactment of the bill. 

SECTION 1149 

This section directs the secretary to expedite completion of the 
study currently underway of a new lock parallel to the existing Poe 
Lock, which is being undertaken as part of the study of additional 
locks on the Great Lakes and Connecting Channels and St. Law­
rence Seaway and Channels. The Secretary is directed to submit to 
the Congress a report on this additional lock not later than Sep­
tember 30, 1986. 

A new lock is needed to relieve congestion and to eliminate the 
possibility of complete stoppage of 1,OOO-foot vessel traffic in the 
event the Poe Lock, which is the only lock at that particular loca­
tion which can handle 1,000-foot vessels, should have to be closed 
down for repair or rehabilitation. 

SECTION 1150 

This section provides limited authority for continued pl~nning 
and engineering of water resources projects between the tIme of 
completion of the Chief of Engineers report and authorization of 
the construction of the project. It is de~igned. to maintain the con~i­
nuity of the planning effort so that tIme wIll not be los~ later m 
restudies and reevalaution and the assembly of a new project study 
team. It provides that after the Chief of Engineers tra~smits his 
recommendations for a water resources development project to the 
Secretary of the Army for transmittal t? the Con~ess, and ?efore 
authorization for construction of the proJect, the ChIef of EngIneers 
is authorized to undertake continued planning and engineering for 
the project if the Chief finds that the proje~t is withou~ substanti~l 
controversy and justifies further eng;tneerIng, ~conomIc and .enVI­
ronmental investigations and the ChIef of Engme~rs transmIts to 
the Committee on Public Works and TransportatIon of the U.S. 
House of Represenatives and the Committee on EnvironI?ent and 
Public Works of the U.S. Senate, a statement of these findmgs. ~he 
continued planning and engineering does not include preparatIOn 
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of plans and specifications for. the project. Se~tio~ 1150 also pro­
vides that in the two-year penod after authonzatIOn for construc­
tion of a project, the Chief of Engineers is au~horized. to. undertake 
planning, engineering and ~esign for the proJect. ThIs IS. desIgned 
to continue the preconstructIOn efforts necessary for a project pend­
ing first appropriation of funds. It is, however, limited to two ye~rs. 

Subsection (b) requires the Secretary to pr~pare ~nd !ransmlt a 
report on the activities undert!lken under ~hIS SectIOn m the pre­
ceding fiscal year to the CommIttee on ~ubhc Works !lnd Transpor­
tation of the House and the CommIttee on EnvIronment and 
Public Works of the Senate. The report is to be submitted not later 
than January 15, 1986, and each January 15 thereafter. 

Subsection (c) authorizes not to exceed $20 million per fiscal year 
for each of the fiscal years 1986 and 1987 to carry out the Section. 

Subsection Cd) provides that the authorizations made by Section 
1150 are in addition to any other authorizations for planning, engi­
neering and design of water resources development projects, and 
shall not be construed as a limitation on any such other authoriza­
tions. This subsection was included so as not precluded the appro­
priation of funds for preconstruction planning. 

This section directs the Secretary to reevaluate the feasibility of 
the Elk Creek Lake feature of the project for the Rogue River, 
Oregon and California, authorized by the Flood Control Act of 
1962, including an evaluation of the feasibility of adding hydroelec­
tric power as a project purpose. The evaluation and justification of 
the Elk Creek Lane feature shall be based on the benefits and costs 
of all features of the project for the Rogue River. Hydroelectric 
power is to be added as a project purpose if the Secretary deter­
mines that this addition will increase the amount by which total 
economic benefits of the project exceed total econo:rp.ic costs. In re­
viewing the economic feasibility of the project, the Secretary is to 
use the rate of interest that applied at the time the project was au­
thorized. 

The Elk Creek project would be located in Jackson County on 
Elk Creek, about 26.5 miles north of Medford, Oregon Elk Creek 
Lake would be operated in conjunction with Lost Creek Lake as a 
t~o-~am system to provide flood control, water supply, fish and 
wIldhfe enhancement, water quality control, recreation and irriga­
tion. The project would control run-off from about 132 square miles 
upstream from the Elk Creek site. A total of 95,000 acre-feet of 
usable storage at Elk Creek would be utilized for flood control and 
water conservation. Lost Creek and Elk Creek as a unit would pro­
vide water for irrigation of about 25,000 acres of land, provide 
20,000 acre-~e~t of stored water for future water supply, improve 
stre~m cond~tlOns to enhance the fisheries of Rogue River and trib­
utanes by Increased flows and controlled discharges of cooler 
water, and would reduced the peak stage of floods. . 

.The Elk Creek projec~ was plannd and evaluated in conjuction
Wlt~ t~e Lost Creek proJect ..The overall plan for the Rogue River 
BasIn mcluded these two projects operating together as a unit. The 
Secretary has determined that the Elk Creek project should be re­
evaluated as an a~ded increment to the Rogue River Basin project 
rather than as ~n mtegral part of the overall project. The Commit­
tee dIsagrees wIth the approach because of the relationship of the 
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t~o .projects to ~ach other and their planning and proposed func­
tIo~mg as a ~mt. It therefore directs in Section 1151 that the 
proJect ev~luatIOn be based o~ the benefits and costs of all features 
of the proJect for the Rogue RIver as was originally done. 

SECTION 1152 

. This section pr.ovides that the Secretary, in recommending fund­
m~ for construct~on of wate~ resources projects, shall not give pri­
OrIty. to any project for whICh the non-Federal interests agree to 
provIde a greater non-Federal share than is required by the law au­
thorizing the project. 

The determination of which water resources projects are recom­
mended for construction funding should not be based on the finan­
cial capabilities of non-Federal interests to contribute greater 
amounts of money. In fact, very often projects are most needed in 
areas where non-Federal interests are least able to afford them. 
The Committee has therefore included the policy directive in Sec­
tion ~152, in .order to proyide greater equity, consistency, and fair­
ness m the ImplementatIOn of the Corps of Engineers water re­
sources program. 

SECTION 1153 

This section directs the Secretary to study and evaluate the 
measures necessary to increase the capabilities of the Corps of En­
gineers to undertake the planning and construction of water re­
sources projects on an expedited basis and to adequately comply 
with all requirements of law applicable to the water resources pro­
gram of the Corps of Engineers. The Secretary is directed to imple­
ment such measures as may be necessary to improve these capa­
bilities including the establishment of increased levels of personnel, 
changes in project planning and construction procedures designed 
to lessen the time required for such planning and construction, and 
procedures for expediting the coordination of water resources 
projects with Federal, State and local agencies. 

The Committee is very concerned that possible reductions in the 
Corps of Engineers will result in the Corps being unable to effi­
ciently meet obligations under existing law. In addition, the bill 
adds greatly to the responsib.ilities of the Co~ps both .il,l the area~ of 
project construction and envIronmental studIes. AddItional reqUIre­
ments have also been placed on the process of planning and formu­
lating projects. Also, it is essential to develop metho~s to lessen the 
time required for planning and construction of proJects. The Com­
mittee therefore feels it to be very important that the current em­
phasis'on increa~ing the Corps capability so that the agency can ef­
fectively meet the new responsibilities being placed upon it. 

SECTION 1154 

The Corps of Engineers has c,?nstructed and ~perates mapy 
projects which include hydroele~t~Ic power productIOn and whIch 
currently returns about $250 mIllIon annuaJly to ~h~ U..S. Treas­
ury. Under accounting procedures presently m .use, It IS dIfficult to 
ascertain the revenues attributable to each project and the amount 
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of each project's costs which have been repaid by revenues from 
the generation of power. Section 1154 directs the Secretary, not 
later than January 15, 1987, and each January 15 thereafter, to 
transmit to the House Committee on Public Works and Transporta­
tion and the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works 
a report on these projects. This report is to specify ~he am<?unt. of 
electricity generated by each water resources project WhICh In­
cludes hydroelectric prower features; it is to specif~ ~he revenues 
received by the United States from the sale of electriCIty generated 
by each such project; and it is to specify the costs of construction, 
operation and maintenance of the project allocated to the genera­
tion of electricity. The first report submitted under this section is 
to specify the amounts of electricity generated, the revenues re­
ceived, and the costs allocated for each project before October 1, 
1985 on a fiscal year basis. Each report submitted thereafter is to 
specify the amounts of electricity generated, revenues received and 
the costs allocated for each project for the preceding fiscal year. 
This will provide very useful information relating to the revenues 
generated by individual projects and the costs recovered by the 
Federal Government from the construction and operation of those 
projects through the generation of hydroelectric power. 

SECTION 1155 

This section provides that funds received from the Farmers 
Home Administration may be used to provide the non-Federal 
share of the cost of constructing wastewater treatment facilities. 
Many municipalities currently use these funds and funds provided 
in accordance with section 201 of the Federal Water Pollution Con­
trol Act to complete wastewater projects. Without the ability to use 
the Farmers Home funds, many of these projects would not have 
been built. This section allows the present practice to continue, 
since it has worked effectively to_provide the Nation with cleaner 
water. ­

SECTION 1156 

This section provides conditions under which the President may 
appoint a regular officer of any of the Armed Forces who is serving 
on active duty as the Federal Commissioner of the Red River Com­
pact Commission: Acceptance by a regular officer of an appoint­
ment as the Federal Commissioner of the Commission or the exer­
cise of the function of the Federal Commissioner and Chairman of 
such Commission by such officer shall not terminate or otherwise 
affect the officer's appointment as a military officer. 

SECTION 1157 

This section directs the Secretary to undertake such measures as 
are n~cessary to ensure that standard and uniform procedures and 
practices are followed by each district office (and each division 
office for any area in which there is no district office) of the Corps 
of Enginee~s in the preparation of feasibility reports on water re­
sources proJects. For the water resources program to function effec­
tively, it is necessary that all feasibility reports be prepared in ac­
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cordance with the same procedures and practices. This enables the 
Congress to evaluate these reports with grater sureness and confi­
dence. 

SECTION 1158 

Section 6 of the River and Harbor Act approved March 3 1909 
auth?~izes the Secretary to. reconstruct locks and dams wh~n th~ 
condItIon of a lock or dam IS such that its reconstruction is essen­
tial to .its efficient and economic maintenance and operation. The 
authorIty to reconstruct the dam is limited to a reconstructed 
project whi~h will serve the needs of existing, as opposed to future, 
traffic. SectIOn 1158 removes the requirement that the reconstruc­
tion serve only the needs of existing navigation. It adds, however 
t~~ requirem~nt that ~o appropriation shall be made for the acqui: 
sitlOn of any mterest m property for, or the actual construction of 
any such reconstruction if the acquisition and actual constructio~ 
have not been approved by resolutions of the House Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation and the Senate Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. This Section removes an inhibit­
ing limitation on the Secretary's general authority to undertake es­
sential reconstruction projects but adds the requirement of Com­
mittee review prior to appropriations in order to ensure appropri­
ate Congressional involvement in the process. 

SECTION 1159 

Subsection (a) of this section provides that in the ·preparation of 
feasibility reports for projects for flood damage prevention in urban 
and rural areas, the Secretary shall consider and evaluate meas­
ures to reduce or eliminate damages from flooding without regard 
to frequency of flooding, drainage area and amount of run-off. 

In 1978, the Department of the Army adopted new regulations 
defining the Federal interest in urban flood control problems. The 
Federal interest was limited to those cases where the ten-year flood 
is greater than 1.5 square miles. Where the flood was less than 800 
cfs and the drainage area was less than 1.5 square miles, the prob­
lem was considered a non-Federal responsibility. The Committee 
considers this definition of Federal and non-Federal intersts to be 
arbitrary and unfounded. Drainage area and amount of discha~ge 
have no definite relation to the amounts of flood damages whIch 
may be inflicted. Indeed, no such limitation exists in the c~se ?f 
planning and recommending projects. for floo~ dama~e r~ductIOn m 
rural areas. The limitation is espeCIally arbItrary m VIew of the 
fact that a particular discharge can produce much more severe 
flooding in an urban area than in a rural area because of the ef­
fects of development and the quicker. run-off an~ accu~ulation. of 
flood water. Accordingly, the CommIttee has dIrected m SectIOn 
1159 that the secretary shall consider and evaluate measures to 
reduce or eliminate damage from flooding without regard to fr~­
quency of flooding, drainage area and amount of ryn-off. ThIS 
places all areas, both urban and rural, on aJ?- equal ~o?tmg. . 

Subsection (b) provides that the cost sharmg prOVISIOns of sectIOn 
302 of the Act apply to all measures authorized after the date of 
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enactment of the Act to reduce or eliminate damages from flooding 
in urban and rural areas. 

SECTION 1160 

This section authorizes the Secretary to construct and improve 
facilities at the Niagara Frontier Transportation Authority, Port of 
Buffalo, New York, including the construction of covered bulk stor­
age facilities, additional paved wharf are~! and bulkheads up to a 
total length of 1000 feet sufficient to facIlItate a lOOO-foot class X 
vessel, or a 730-foot class VII vessel, and other projects consistent 
with implementation of the master plan for the Port of Buffalo, at 
an estimated cost of $7,000,000. 

The bulkheading is necessary in the interest of vessel safety. 
Present conditions include a rough rock surface which poses the po­
tential of vessel damage. 

SECTION 1161 

This section authorizes the Secretary to construct and maintain 
a navigation channel nine feet deep and 100 feet wide from the 
mouth of the Beaver River at Bridgewater, Pennsylvania, a dis­
tance of approximately three miles upriver to the dam of New 
Brighton at an esimated cost of $700,000. Prior to initiation of con­
struction of the project, non-Federal interests shall agree to pay 
one-half of the costs of construction of the project attributable to 
recreational boating. This is the traditional cost-sharing for recra­
tional navigation. 

SECTION 1162 

This section makes it a Federal crime to assault uniformed civil­
ian employees of the Corps of Engineers assigned to perform inves­
tigations, inspection, or law or regulatory enforcement functions. It 
is similar to provisions relating to other Federal agencies. 

SECTION 1163 

This section authorizes the Secretary, in consultation with appro­
priate Federal, state and local agencies, to plan, design and con­
struct a demonstration project for the recharge of groundwater in 
the drainage basin of the Tucson, Arizona, metropolitan area at an 
estimated cost of $2,500,000. 

Metropolitan :r~cs~n, with a population of 550,000 people is one 
of the largest CItIes In the country that is entirely dependent on 
groundwater for its water supply. At present, groundwater is being 
used at a rate far greater than the rate of natural replenishment. 

In 1990 to 1991, when the Tucson aqueduct of the Central Arizo­
na Project is expected to be completed, this overdraft of groundwat­
er W:Ill be reducte~, but will not be eliminated. In addition, the pop­
ulatIOn of Tucson IS expected to double by the year 2000, and triple 
by the year 2025. 

The 1~80 Arizona Groundwater Management Act, the most com­
prehensIve groundwater management statute in the Nation man­
dates ~hat groundwater withdrawals, be balanced with repienish­
ment In the Tucson area by the year 2025. Efficient use of avail­
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able water supplies is ~he focus of attention throughout the Tucson 
Area. The Tuscon Active Management Area, the entity of the Ari­
zona Depart~ent of Water Resou~ces responsbile for groundwater 
management In the Tucson area, IS currently preparing a ground­
water management plan that will promulgate groundwater conser­
vation me.asures and groundwater withdrawal policies for all users. 

The ArIzona Groundwater Management Act also authorizes the 
Director of the Department of Water Resources to levy an annnual 
groundwater withdrawal fee, a portion of which may be used for 
augmentation of the groundwater supply as through groundwater 
recharge. Water conservation, reuse of effluent and replenishment 
of the aquifer by groundwater recharge with flood flows, effluent 
and/ or surplus Central Arizona Project water, when it is available 
are very important elements in total water management for the 
Tucson community. In 1981, through its Tucson Urban Study, the 
Corps fo Engineers completed a basin-wide survey fo groundwater 
recharge potential. This study examined technical criteria, evaluat­
ed alternative methodologies and reviewed potential sites through­
out the basin. 

This provision for a groundwater recharge project for Tucson 
would authorize the Corps of Engineers to take its research several 
steps further and implement one of the most efficient ways of sta­
bilizing Tucson's water future. It would also provide data on re­
charge methodology that would be applicable throughout the arid 
West. The Corps would be continuing the work it has begun, nar­
rowing site election, intensively studying technical aspects of se­
lected sites, designing, constructing and monitoring a groundwater 
recharge demonstration project at a chosen site, and determining 
from this data the preferred methodology for recharge, and con­
structing a full-scale groundwater recharge project. 

SECTION 1164 

Subsection (a) authorizes the Secretary, with the concurrence. of 
the director of the National Park Service and the South FlOrIda 
Water Management District, to mofify the schedule for delivery of 
water from the Central and Southern Florida Project to the Ever­
glades National Park and to conduct an expe~imental program for 
the delivery of water to the Ever.gl:ades N~tIonal Park from the 
project for the purpose of determmmg an Improved schedule for 
such delivery. . . 

Subsection (b) authorizes the Secretary ~o acqu~re such mterests 
in lands currently in agricultural productIOn WhICh are a~versely 
affected by any modification of the sch~dule for water delIve~y t? 
Everglades National Park ~nder su~sectIon (a). The .Secretary IS dI­
rected to acquire any such mterest m land at the faIr market va!ue 
of such interest based on conditions ex~sting after t~e construction 
of the project and before any.modificatIOn of the delIvery schedule. 
The Secretary is also author~zed to constr1:1ct necessary flood pro­
tection measures for protectIOn of homes m the ar~a affected by 
any modification of such delivery schedule, at :an estImate.d cost of 
$10,000,000. The ecology of the Everglades NatIOnal P~rk IS totally 
dependent upon the wet and dry water cycles resul~mg fr~m the 
run-off of most of the Southern one-half of the FlOrIda pemnsula. 
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These natural cycles have been significa~tly mo~ifi~d by t~e Cen­
tral and South Florida Flood Control ProJect, whIch IS a project de­
signed for the purposes of flood control and water supply. The Ev­
erglades National Park has suffered several yea!s of drought apd 
flooding resulting in the loss of successful. nes~mg. by many bIrd 
species over the last five to ten years. The sItuatIOn IS now so acute 
that the loss of one or two more nesting cycles could caue extinc­
tion of some species. 

The Park has recently experienced very damaging ecological con­
ditions as a result of the unseasonably wet period during January 
through March 1983, which has caused the P.ark to go ,;"ithout the 
drying-out periof that normally occurs durmg that time of the 
year.

The Central and Southern Florida Project involves an area of 
about 16,000 square miles including all. or ~art of 18 counties in 
Central and Southern Florida. The project IS or the purposes of 
flood control and water conservation. The first phase of the project 
was authorized in 1948 and was amended through a series of Acts 
extending through 1968. The purposes of the project are to provide 
flood control for urban areas and the productive agricultural areas 
around Lake Okeechobee, the Upper St. Johns and Kissimmee 
River Basins, and South Dade County; to provide municipal and ag­
ricultural water supply to prevent salt water intrusion; enhance 
the region's fish and wildlife resources; and provide a water supply 
to the Everglades National Park. 

Construction of the project has eliminated the historical sheet 
flow of water over a wide geographical area which used to supply 
water to the Everglades National Park. In the 1960s, great concern 
was expressed over the lack of water supply to the Everglades Na­
tional Park. In response to that concern, section 2 of Public Law 
91-282, approved June 19, 1970, provided that delivery of water 
from the Central and Southern Florida Project to the Everglades 
National Park should be not less than 350,000 acre-feet annually 
prorated according to the monthly schedule set forth in th Nation­
al Park Service letter of October 20, 1967 to the Office of the Chief 
of Engineers, or 16.5 percent of total deliveries from the Project for 
all purposes including the Park, whichever is less. This was a pro­
posal adopted during relatively dry years. During the recent wet 
period, it has not functioned well at all. The problem is that the 
water is now delivered in relatively large amounts over a smaller 
geographical area to the Park rather than being delivered over a 
large area in a sheet flow to the Park so that it reaches the Park 
gradually and recharges groundwater resources in the process. 

The Corps of Engineers in conjunction with the Central and 
South Florida Flood Control District, the State of Florida and the 
National Park Service, has been studying means of improving 
water delivery to the Park. The serious situation at the Park how­
ever, will not permit waiting for the completion of that study.' 

Section 1164 is designed to address both the short-term and the 
long-term problems of the Park. The schedule for delivery of water 
to the Park from the Central and Southern Florida Project was de­
veloped during a relatively dry period. It does not work now. 
Therefore, subsection (a) authorizes the Secretary to conduct an ex­
perimental program for the delivery of water to the Everglades 



491 


Park for the purpose of determining an improved schedule for such 
delivery. This will be of use with regard to the present problems 
related to t,?o. much wat~r: being delivered to the Everglades. 

The pr:ovision authorIzmg the Secretary to acquire interests in 
land obv~at~s the need for lando~ners to commence legal actions 
and obtam Judgments. The CommIttee has directed that the lands 
be acquired at the. fair market yalue based on conditions existing 
after th.e constructIOn of the proJect and before any modification of 
the deh~ery schedule m order to avoid any argument that the 
lands mIght have been flooded under natural conditions without 
the project in existence and therefore no compensation is owed. It 
is enormously difficult to determine what the hydrologic conditions 
might have been without the project, especially in view of the 
eratic weather cycle in Florida. The Committee feels that the most 
equitable solution is to compensate any landowners whose lands 
must be taken on the basis of the value of those lands existing now 
with the Central and Southern Florida Project in place. 

SECTION 1165 

This section authorizes the Secretary to undertake such emer­
gency bank stabilization measures as are necessary to protect 
bridges on Elm Creek in the vicinity of Decatur, Nebraska, at an 
estimated cost of $500,000. 

SECTION 1166 

Section 221 of the Flood Control Act of 1970 requires non-Federal 
interests to enter into binding contracts with the Secretary of the 
Army to furnish the required non-Federal cooperation for Corps of 
Engineers water resources projects. Many States have had difficul­
ties with this requirement because it violates Constitutional proyi­
sions of the State against binding future legislatures to approprIa­
tion of funds. Section 1167 amends Section 221 to provide that in 
any agreement entered into by a State, the State may. make t?e 
furnishing of all or any portion of its required cooperatIOn contm­
gent upon the appropriation by the state of necessary funds for 
that purpose. 

SECTION 1167 

This section authorizes and directs the Secretary to improve 
public access to, and lessen a health and safety. hazar.d ;;tt, the Pear­
son-Skubitz Big Hill Lake, Kansas, by upgradmg eXIstmg roads to 
the extent feasible and acquiring additional rights-of-way and con­
structing new roads as required, at an estimated cost of $4,780,000. 
The Big Hill Lake was authorized by the. Flood Control Act. of 19.62, 
and impoundment of the lake began II?- Mar~h 1981. Smce Im­
poundment began, the reservoir has receIved WIde acceptance as a 
recreation area and visitation in 1982 was 34~,000 people. The 
main access road to the reservoir is unpaved, whICh c:eates a h~­
ardous dust problem to the travelers on the road. SectIOn 1168 WIll 
provide the necessary authority to the Secretary to pave the access 
roads to the project in order to adequately accommodate the many 
thousands of visitors which use it. 
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SECTION 1168 


This section authorizes the Secretary to contract with existing 
nonprofit economic develop.men~ organ~zations to assist in the prep­
aration of projects as provIded III SectIOns 804(a) and 851(b! of t~e 
bill and to undertake such actions as may be necessary to IdentIfy 
and stimulate the long-term economic development envis~oned as 
the result of projects which serve remote rural arc;as or III areas 
where such actions are justified because of econo!fllC reasons. ~ec­
tion 804(a) relates to loans for water supply projects and SectIOn 
851(b) relates to construction of projects including water supply by 
the Secretary. Section 1169 will enable the Secretary to assIst non­
Federal interests in the preparation of loan applications and to 
assist in plans for inclusion of water supply in Feder!ll projects in a 
manner which will stimulate the long-term economIC development 
of the areas involved. 

SECTION 1169 

This section modifies the Arkansas-Red River Chloride Control 
Project to remove the condition that construction shall not be initi­
ated on any element of the project until that element has been ap­
proved by the Secretary of the Army. 

The Arkansas-Red River Basin Water Quality Control Projects, 
Texas, Oklahoma and Kansas, provide for control of natural chlo­
ride pollution from the major source areas of tributaries of the Ar­
kansas and Red Rivers in northwestern Oklahoma, southern 
Kansas, southwestern Oklahoma, and northwestern Texas. In the 
Arkansas River Basin the plan of improvement consists of three 
freshwater lakes with outlet diversion channels, one on the Salt 
Fork of the Arkansas River, one a multiple purpose reservoir on 
the Cimarron and one on the Buffalo River, two brine 'lakes, one a 
modification of the existing Great Salt Plains Lake, and one on the 
Cimarron River. In the Red River Basin, the plan consists of five 
low-head brine collection dams; one on the North Wichita River, 
two on South Wichita River, One on Middle Fork Wichita River 
and one on Elm Fork. Also, there are three brine lakes, one on 
Fish Creek, one on Canal Creek and one on a small tributary of the 
North Wichita River. In addition, there would be subsurface cut-off 
walls and collection conduits, well collection systems and pipelines 
and pumping facilities. General investigations commenced in 1959 
and resulted in the preparation of a two-part report. Part I of the 
report, which was submitted to Congress in September of 1966, rec­
ommended structural control measures for three source areas 
along the Wichita River in the Red River Basin. These improve­
ments were authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1966. Structural 
control measures in Part II for five source areas in the Red River 
Basin and for four areas in the Arkansas River Basin were author­
ized by t~e Flood C~mtrol Act of 1970, subject to the provision that 
constructIOn of the Improvements recommended in both Part I and 
Part II reports would not be initiated. until approved by the Presi­
dent and the Secretary of the Army. This authorization combined 
Part I and Part II into one project. The Water Resources Develop­
ment Act of 1976 amended Section 201 of the Flood Control Act of 
1970 to provide that construction shall not be initiated on any ele­
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ment of the project until su~h element has been approved by the 
Secretary of the Army. Section 1170 removes the requirement for 
approval of each element by the Secretary of the Army so that the 
project may proceed. 

The section al~o authori~es the Secretary to conduct a restudy of 
the Arkansas RIver chloride control project to determine its eco­
nomic feasibility and directs him to report the findings to Congress. 

SECTION 1170 

T.his sect~on dir~cts the Secretary to require a value engineering 
reVIew dunng deSIgn for each water resources project authorized 
before, on or after the date of enactment of this Act which has an 
estimated cost in excess of $10 million. "Value engineering review" 
is defined as meaning a specialized cost control technique which 
uses a systematic and creative approach to identify and to focus on 
unnecessarily high costs in a project in order to arrive at cost-sav­
ings without sacrificing the reliability or efficiency of the project. 

SECTION 1171 

Subsection (a) of this section provides that appropriate non-Fed­
eral interests shall provide the necessary lands, easements and 
rights-of-way for any water resources demonstration project author­
ized by the bill or any law enacted after the date of enactment of 
the bill. If the value of the lands, easements and rights-of-way pro­
vided by the non-Federal interests is less than 10 percent of the 
cost of the project, the non-Federal interests must pay to the Secre­
tary over a 15-year period an amount equal to the excess of the 
value of the amount equal to 10 percent over the value of such 
lands, easements and rights-of-way.

Subsection (b) provides that if the Secretary estimates before the 
beginning of construction of any project to which this section ap­
plies, that the value of all lands, easements and rights-of-way will 
be a percentage of the cost of the project which is greater than 10 
percent, the Secretary shall, upon request by non-Federal interests, 
acquire such lands easements and rights-of-way except that the ag­
gregate amount or'the value of lands, easements and rights-of-~ay 
acquired by the Secretary shall be limited to the amount by whIch 
the estimated value exceeds 10 percent of the estimated cost of the 
project.. . . 

Demonstration projects are under~aken to prOVIde us~ful mfor­
mation as to procedures and techmques to .correct varIou~ p~ob­
lems. The results from such projects have WIdespread applIcatIOn. 
The Committee feels, however, that a non-Federal cost-share of 10 
percent is appropriate in such pr~jec.ts in view of the local bene~ts 
which may result from the applIcatIOn of new a.nd ~ yet un~rIed 
techniques to solve particular problems. The ~roJe~ts. m the.bIlI to 
which this section applies are those for whI~h It I.S speCIfically 
stated in the authorizing language that the project bemg undertak­
en is to be a demonstration project. 

http:pr~jec.ts
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SECTION 1172 


This section requires that beginning October 1, 1985, the Secre­
tary in cooperation with the State of Illinois, shall carry out meas­
ure~ents and make necessary computations required by the decree 
of the United States Supreme Court (388 U.S. 426) relating to the 
diversion of water from Lake Michigan, and shall coordinate the 
results with downstate interests. The measurements and computa­
tions are to consist of all flow measurements, gauge records, hy­
draulic and hydrologic computations, including periodic field inves­
tigations and measuring device calibrations, necessary to compute 
the amount of water diverted from Lake Michigan by the State of 
Illinois and its municipalities, political subdivisions, agencies and 
instrumentalities, not including water diverted or used by Federal 
installations. 

Subsection (b) of this Section authorizes to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out this Section, including those 
funds necessary to maintain the measurements and computations 
as well as necessary capital construction costs associated with the 
installation of new flow measurement devices or structures de­
clared necessary and appropriate by the Secretary. 

SECTION 1173 

This section provides that the total amount which may be appro­
priated from the General Fund of the Treasury for construction of 
water resources projects by the Secretary shall not exceed 
$1,500,000,000 per fiscal year for each of the fiscal years ending 
September 30, 1986, and September 30, 1987 and $1,600,000,000 per 
fiscal year for each of the fiscal years ending September 30, 1988, 
September 30, 1989, and September 30, 1990. 

SECTION 1174 

This section modifies section 22 of the Water Resources Develop­
ment Act of 1974. 

Secti~m 22 of that ~ct authorized the Corps to cooperate with 
States In. ~he preparatIOn of comprehensive plans for the develop­
ment, utilIzatIOn, and conservation of water and related land re­
sources of drainage basins located within the boundaries of each 
State and to submit to Congress reports and recommendations with 
respect to app~opriat~ Federal participation in carrying out those 
plans. ExpendItures In anyone State are currently limited to 
$.209,000 annua~l~ and expenditures under the entire program are 
lImIted to $4 mIllIon per year. Due to increases in planning costs in 
the years since the 1974 Act was passed, these amounts are no 
longer adequate to carry out this program This section provides 
that expenditures under this program can~ot exceed $500,000 per 
year for anyone State, and provide that expenditures for the over­
all program are to be limited to $10 million annually. 

SECTION 1175 

This sect. ion au~horizes and directs the Corps to remove the 
Berke~ey PIer, whICh ~xtends approximately 12,000 feet into San 
FranCISCO Bay. The estimated cost of the removal is $1,050,000. The 
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Berkeley Pier is a continuous source of drift and debris, and cre­
ates a ~onstant thr~at of damage to commercial and recreational 
vessels m San FrancIsco Bay. 

SECTION 1176 

This ~ection authorizes the Corps to implement a program of re­
search m order to demonstrate the cropland irrigation and conser­
v!ition te~hniques described in th~ Report of the New England Divi­
SIOn ~ngmeer on the St: John RI:ver Basin Maine. For the purpose 
of thI.S program. There IS authonzed to be appropriated $1,825,000 
for FIscal Year 1986, $820,000 for Fiscal Year 1987 and $785 000 
for Fiscal Year 1988. " 

SECTION 1177 

This section authorize the Corps to construct a seawall from the 
ca~neries in the Yillage of Atu'u. Ma'oputasi County, to Breakers 
Pomt near the VIllage of Tafananai. Sua County, Western Tutuile 
Island, American Samoa. 

SECTION 1178 

This section authorizes the Corps to rehabilitate a fuel dock be­
tween the Villages of Utulel and Fagatogo in Ma'oputasi County, 
Eastern Tutuila Island, American Samoa. 

SECTION 1179 

This section amends section 215 of the Flood Control Act of 1968, 
which authorized reimbursement or credit for advanced work per­
formed by non-federal public bodies after authorization of water re­
sources development projects, but limited such reimbursement or 
credit to $1,000,000 per project. This amendment raises that 
$1,000,000 limitation to $5,000,000 per project, in view of increased 
construction costs experienced since 1968. 

SECTION 1180 

This section authorizes the Corps to acquire from non-domestic 
sources and to utilize fill material for beach erosion and beach 
nourishment projects if such material is not available, for environ­
mental or economic reasons, froin domestic sources. 

SECTION 1181 

This section directs the Corps, the Federal Emergency Manage­
ment Agency, and the Soil Conservation Service to take necessa:r:y 
actions to ensure that information relating to flood hazard areas IS 
generally available to the public. These action~ include? but are not 
limited to, the posting and distrib~tion of m~ormatIOn and the 
preparation of distribution of educatI~)l~al ;matenals.and programs. 
Of the approximately 34000 commumtIes m the Umted States, the 
Federal Emergency M~nagement Agency has determined that 
19 938 have some flood hazard areas. Detailed floodplain maps have 
be~n prepared for 11,777 of these communiti~s, and 9,035 are in the 
National Flood Insurance program. The NatIOnal Resources Inven­
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tory, completed by the Soil Conservation Service in 1977, estimates 
that about 175,000,000 acres of non-Federal rural land are prone to 
flooding. Detailed flood hazard maps, sketched flood hazard bound­
ary maps, and flood insurance rate maps prepared by the Corps, 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency and the Soil Conser­
vation Service, as well as other related information, could be of 
more use in preventing flood related damages if it were made more 
widely available for viewing by the public. 

This section is designed to increase public awareness and concern 
for flooding by making these educational materials more widely 
available. 

SECTION 1182 

This section authorizes the Corps to accept funds from any 
entity, public or private, in accordance with the Pacific Northwest 
Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act to be used to pro­
tect, mitigate, and enhance fish and and wildlife in connection with 
projects constructed or operated by the Corps. The Corps is author­
ized to accept and use funds for such purposes without regard to 
any limitation established under any law or rule. This amendment 
is designed to facilitate implementation of an anadromous fish en­
hancement program in the Columbia River Basin. In enacting the 
Northwest Power Act of 1980 (Public Law 96-501) Congress recog­
nized the need to revitalize salmon and steelhead resources in the 
Columbia River Basin. That Act required that the Northwest 
Power Planning Council, after extensive public involvement, devel­
?p a fish and wildlife enhancement program that would then be 
Implemented by the Bonneville Power Administration and the Fed­
eral Hydropower Regulatory and Operating Agencies under the 
Council's guidance. On the mainstem of the Columbia River, the 
Bonneville, the Dalles, John Day and McNary Dams were con­
str~cted .by the Corps. On its tributary, the Snake River, Corps 
proJects mclude the Ice Harbor, Lower Monumental, Little Goose, 
and Lower Granite Dams. 

The P?wer Council's fish and wildlife program was formally 
adopted .m 1982, and it is now in the implementation phase. The 
cooperatIOn is essential in carrying out that fish and wildlife pro­
gram at Corps' projects, and for off-sight mitigation for the impacts 
of those projects, as called for in the Northwest Power Act. 

This section is to remove any uncertainty that the Corps may 
accept funds from the Bonneville Power Administration to carry 
out the fish and wildlife program developed by the Northwest 
Power Planning Council. 

SECTION 1183 

. This s~ction pro,:ides that, whenever on the basis of any informa­
~IOn avaIla~l~ to hIm, the Secretary finds any non-Federal interest 
IS not provIdmg any legally required item of cooperation with re­
spect to a water r~sources project, he shall issue an order requiring 
the. non-Federal mterests to provide that cooperation. If, after 
notIce and a!l 0l?por~unity for a hearing, the Secretary finds that 
any person IS vIOlatmg an order issued under this section, that 
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p~rson will be s,;!bject to a civil penalty of up to $10,000 per day, 
wIth a total maXImum penalty for any violation of $50000. 

In order to enforce the provisions of this section, the Secretary 
m~y requ~st tl?-e Att?rney General to bring a civil action for appro~ 
pnate. rel~ef, mcludmg p.ermanent or temporary injunctions, for 
any vIOlatIOn of an order Issued under this section to collect a civil 
penalty imposed under this section, or to recov'er any costs in­
curred by the Secretary in ,undertaking performance of any item of 
non-Federal cooperation required under Section 221(d) of the Flood 
Control Act of 1970. 

SECTION 1184 

This section authorizes the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency, in cooperation with other interested Federal 
and State agencies, to conduct a study of control measures which 
can be implemented to reduce the quantity of Great Lakes water 
Consumed without adversely affecting projected economic prowth 
of the Great Lakes region. This study is to include an analysis of 
both existing and new technologies which are likely to be feasible 
in the foreseeable future and shall, at a minimum, include (1) a 
review of the methodologies used to forecast Great Lakes consump­
tive uses, including an analysis of the sensitivity of key variables 
affecting such uses; (2) an analysis of the effect that enforcement of 
provisions of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act relating to 
thermal discharges has had on consumption of Great Lakes water; 
(3) an analysis of the efffect of laws, regulations, and national 
policy objectives on consumptive uses of Great Lakes water used in 
manufacturing; (4) analysis of the economic effects on a consuming 
industry and other Great Lakes interests associated with a particu­
lar consumptive use control strategy; (5) an analysis of associated 
environmental impacts, both singularly and in combination with 
other consumptive use control strategies; and (6) a summary discus­
sion containing recommendations for methods for controlling con­
sumptive uses, which methods maximize benefits to the Great 
Lakes ecosystem and also provide for continue~ full .econo~ic 
growth for consuming industries as well as other mdustnes whIch 
depend on the use of Great Lales water. 

Recent studies by the International Joint Commission have pro­
jected a five-fold increase in the amount of Great Lakes water tl?-at 
will be consumed over the next 50 years. In 1975, the consumptive 
use of Great Lakes water was estimated at 3.2 billion gallons per 
day by the year 2035, consumptive .us~ is expe.cted to incr~ase to 
over 16.4 billion gallons per day. ThIs mcrease m consumptive use 
may cause serious impacts, including loss of wetlan~s and redu~­
tion of fish spawning an habitat a~eas, as well as serlOu.s ec~nom~c 
losses to vital Great Lakes industnes. The s~udy authonzed m. t~llS 
section is included in recognition of the N~tIOnal goal of provIdmg 
environmental protection and preservat~lOn of <?ur natural r~­
sources while, at the same time, allowmg contmued economIC 
growth. 
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SECTION 1185 


This section provides that no water shall be diverted from any 
portion of the Great Lakes or their tributaries for use outside a 
Great Lake State unless that diversions is approved by the Gover­
nor of each of the Great Lake States. It also provides that no Fed­
eral agency may undertake any study, or expend any Federal funds 
to contract for any study of the feasibility of diverting any water 
from any portion of the Great Lakes or their tributaries for use 
outside of a Great Lakes States. This prohibition is not to apply to 
any study or collection of data performed by any Federal agency 
under the direction of the International Joint Commission in ac­
cordance with the Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909. This section 
recognizes that the Great Lakes are a most important natural asset 
and that the water in the Great Lakes must be carefully managed 
and projected to meet current and future needs within the Great 
Lakes States and Canadian Provinces. Any new diversions of Great 
Lake water for use outside of the Great Lakes States will have sig­
nificant economic and environmental impacts, adversely affecting 
the use of this resource by the Great Lakes States and Canadian 
Provinces, and would effect relations between the Government of 
United States and Government of Canada. Therefore, it is declared 
to be the policy of Congress to take immediate action to protect the 
limited quantity of water available from the Great Lakes system 
for use by the Great Lakes States and to prohibit any diversion of 
Great Lakes water by any State, any Federal agency or any private 
entity for use outside the Great Lake Lake States unless that diver­
sion is approved by all the Great Lakes States and the Internation­
al Joint Commission and to prohibit and Federal agency from un­
dertaking any studies that would involve the transfer of Great 
Lake water for use outside of the Great Lake States. 

SECTION 1186 

Subsection (a) authorizes the Corps in consultation with the En­
vironmental Protection Agency to take such action as may be nec­
essary to remove and dispose of toxic pollutants from areas of the 
Buffalo River in New York which contain high levels of toxic pol­
lutants. 

Subsection (b) provides that no appropriation is to be made for 
the removal and disposal of toxic pollutants from the Buffalo River 
under this section unless it has been approved by resolution adopt­
ed by the House Committee on Public Works and Transportation 
and the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works. 

Subsection (c) requires the Corps, in consultation with the Envi­
r~nmental Prott=;ction Agency, is to conduct a study of the Buffalo 
RlV.er to determme which areas of the River contain high levels of 
tOXIC pollutants, to determine whether or not removal and disposal 
of those poll~tants from those ~reas is economically and envir~>n­
mentally feaSIble, and to determme the most efficient and effectIve 
me~hods of removing those pollutants from those areas and of dis­
posmg ?f them after their removal. Within one year the Corps is to 
transmIt to the House Public Works and Transportation Commit­
tee and the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee a 
report on the results of the study (including a list of areas identi­
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fled as ~ontaining hi~h levels of toxic pollutants), along with recom­
mendatIOns concernmg whether or not removal and disposal of 
toxic pollutants ~rom the identifi~d areas is economically and envi­
ronmentally feasIble and concernmg methods of removing and dis­
posal of those pollutants. 
. The Committee reco~izes that for some time the Niagara Fron­

tIer has been faced With the occurrence of toxic chemical sub­
stances in the environment. Most recently, concern has been raised 
about polluted toxic "hot spots" in the Buffalo River. One of the 
most heavily contaminated sites appears to be within the Federal 
navigation channel of the Buffalo River, a location that may con­
tain a number of carcinogens at high levels. In view of the relation­
ship between these contaminated sites and the Corps' dredging pro­
gram, it is appropriate that the Corps expand its dredging program 
in that area to include remedial measures to alleviate the problem 
of sediment contamination, if economically and environmentally
feasible. 

SECTION 1187 

This section declares Bayou La Fourche, between Canal Boule­
vard in the City of Thibodaux and the Southern Pacific Railroad 
Bridge crossing the Bayou in the city of Thibodaux, to be a non­
navigable waterway of the United States within the meaning of the 
laws of the United States relating to the construction of bridges
across navigable waters. 

SECTION 1188 

This section modifies section 14 of the Act of March 3, 1899, 
which declares it to be unlawful for any person to take possession 
of or make use of for any purpose, or build upon, or in any manner 
whatever impair the usefulness of any seawall, bulkhead, jetty, 
dike, levee, wharf, pier, or other work built by the 1}"nited ~tates 
for the preservation and improvement of any of .Its naVIgable 
waters or to prevent floods. That Act also provides that the Secre­
tary of the Army may grant permission for the temporary o~cupa­
tion of any such works when in his ~ud.gment that.oCcup~tIOn or 
use will not be injurious to the publIc mterest. ThIS sectIon ~ro­
vides that the Secretary of the Army m.ay! on the recommen~atIOn 
of the Chief of Engineers, grant permISSIOn for the alteratH;)fi or 
permanent occupation or use of any of the publIc w<;>rks mentIOn~d 
in Section 14 when, in his judgment, that ~ccupat~on o.r use Will 
not be injurious to the public interest and WIll not ImpaIr the use­
fullness of those works. 

SECTION 1189 

This section authorizes the Secretary to acquire from wi!ling sell­
ers lands on which residential structures are located, whIch lands 
are subject to frequent and reoccurri~g ~ood da~age, in the area 
being studied pursuant to the PassaIC RIver Basm Flood Control 
Study authorized by Section 101(a) of the Water Resources Develop­
ment Act of 1976. Any lands acquired under this section are to be 
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retained for future use in conjunction with flood protection and 
flood management within the Passaic River Basin. 

SECTION 1190 

This section provides that, in order to assure a fair and reasona­
ble distribution of civil works contracts set aside for small and dis­
advantaged businesses, the Secretary shall, on a quarterly basis, 
transmit to the House Public Works and Transportation Commit­
tee and the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee a 
report describing the number and dollar amount of contracts 
awarded in each industry category or subcategory in each of Corps 
of Engineers District. 

SECTION 1191 

This section provides that the Secretary may dispose of any 
vessel used for dredging through sale or lease to a non-domestic 
government as part of a technical assistance program or to a Fed­
eral or State maritime academy for training purposes, or through 
sale for scrap. No such vessel may be disposed of within the United 
States for use in dredging. Amounts collected from sale or lease of 
any such vessel or equipment are to be deposited into the revolving 
fund authorized pusuant to the Civil Functions Appropriations Act, 
1954, to be available, subject to appropriations Acts, for the oper­
ation and maintenance of vessels under control of the Corps of En­
gineers. 

SECTION 1192 

This section authorizes the Secretary to construct a second lock 
1,294 feet in length, 115 feet in width, and 32 feet in depth, adja­
cent to the existing lock at Sault Sainte Marie, Michigan. 

SECTION 1193 

This section authorizes the State of California, or any political 
subdivision of the State, which is operating the William G. Stone 
Lock under a lease agreement with the Secretary, to levy and col­
lect tolls from vessels using the lock. 

After the date of enactment of this Act, any lease for operation 
of the lock executed by the Secretary must require the lessee to de· 
velop a plan of operation for the lock acceptable to Yolo County 
California. ' 

SECTION 1194 

This section authorizes the Secretary to construct a water trans­
mission line in Bristol, Tennessee, in order to provide a safe water 
supply to the town. 

SECTION 1195 

This section authorizes the placement of earthen plugs in the 
Umbrella-Dover Creek system to reduce shoaling. It directs a 10­
year monitoring program of the plugs' effects and the development 
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of a model of the impacts of cuts and closures in tidally-influenced 
estuarine systems. 
Natu~al and mann;tade changes in drainage patterns can signifi­

cantly Impact estuarme processes. These changes in the Umbrella­
Dover Creek system have caused severe shoaling. This demonstra­
tion project will help solve a serious problem and the monitoring 
program should provide valuable data on estu~rine processes. 

SECTION 1196 

This section increases the amount which is authorized to be ap­
propriated for construction of the Big South Fork National River 
and Recreation Area in Kentucky and Tennessee to $156,600,000. 
The recreation area was established for the purpose of conserving 
and interpreting an area containing unique cultural, historic, geo­
logic, fish and wildlife, archaeologic, scenic,· and recreational 
values; and preserving as a natural free-flowing stream, the Big 
South Fork of the Cumberland River, including major portions of 
its Clear Fork and New River stems, for the benefit and enjoyment 
of present and future generations. The estimated cost of the fully 
developed and is currently being constructed which is designed to 
provide a well-balanced recreation area within the current authori­
zation of $103,522,000. The additional funds which this section au­
thorizes to be appropriated will be used to develop the Bear Creek 
recreation area in Kentucky and the Rugby recreation area in Ten­
nessee. It is estimated that this development would increase tour­
ism by 20 percent, with commensurate increases in retail sales and 
related jobs. 

SECTION 1197 

Subsection (a) authorizes the Secretary to permit the delivery of 
water from Dalecarlia Reservoir (Washington, D.C.) to any compe­
tent State or local authority in the Washington, D.C., metropolitan 
area in Maryland. The Secretary already has similar authority !o 
sell water to Virginia area authorities. All expenses must be paId 
by the requesting entity and at terms determined by the Secretary 
to be reasonable. The Secretary is permitted to revoke any permit 
for the use of water at any time. 

Subsection (b) authorizes the Secretary to purchase water from 
any competent state or local authority in Mary~and ?r Virgin.ia 
that has, at time of purchase, completed a conn.ectlOn wI~h the DIS­
trict of Columbia water system. The Secretary IS authorized to pay 
such charges for the water as are agreed upon prior to delivery. 

SECTION 1198 

This section authorizes the Secretary to study measures ~o pre: 
vent flooding in the Thurman to Hambury area of the MISSOUri 
River in western Fremont County, Iowa. The results of the study, 
along with recommendations for prevention measures, are to be 
submitted to Congress within two years of the date of enactment of 

the Act. S . th' d t Pending the outcome of the study, the ecretary ~s au OrIze 
install pumping facilities in the area at an estimated cost of 

0 

http:Virgin.ia
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$800,000. The local Pumping District will be responsible for the op­
eration and maintenance of the pumps. 

SECTION 1199 

Subsection (a) authorizes the Secretary to design, construct, oper­
ate and maintain a Federal project to reduce both flood damage 
and navigation maintenance on the Toutle, Cowlitz, and Columbia 
Rivers, Washington. The project is to consist of a single stage re­
tention sturcture near the confluence of the Toutle and Green 
Rivers with such design features as the Secretary determines to be 
advisable, including justified measures to mitigate adverse environ­
mental impacts associated with the project. However, based on re­
sults of Continuation of Planning and Engineering studies, the Sec­
retary may select and implement a staged sediment retention 
structure at the confluence of the Toutle and Green Rivers or 
dredging alternative on the Toutle, Cowlitz, and Columbia Rivers if 
he determines that continuing monitoring of sedimentation and 
further anaysis of benefits and costs provide compelling and con­
vincing new evidence to justify selection of a staged retention 
structure or dredging alternative. 

Subsection (b) places certain responsibilities upon non-Federal in­
terests prior to initiation of the project. The non-Federal interests 
must agree to: 

(1) conveyor otherwise provide to the United States, all 
lands, easements, and rights-of-way which the Secretary deter­
mines to be necessary for project construction and mainte­
nance, including borrow sites for the removal of material 
needed for retaining works and disposal sites for the disposal
of excavated material; 

(2) accomplish any alteration or relocation of buildings, 
roads, bridges, or other structures or utilities which the Secre­
tary determines to be necessary in connection with implemen­
tation of the project; 

(3) in the event local interests are unable to comply with 
paragraph (1) or (2) in a timely manner, provide a cash contri­
bution to the United States, at such times and in such amounts 
a.s the Secretary determines to be necessary to allow acquisi­
tion of the property by the United States in accordance with 
project construction schedules; 

(4) hold and save the United States free from damage due to 
design, construction, operation, and maintenance of the project 
except damages due to the fault or negligence of the Untied 
States or its contractors; 
. (5) op~rate a?d maintain any federally undertaken mitiga­

tion proJ.ect ~hlch the Secretary determines to be justified; and 
(6) mamtam all dredged material disposal sites . 

. Subsection (c~ requires that all items of local cooperation be pro­
vI~ed at the time ne~ded, as determined by the Secretary, and 
wIthout cost to the Umted States; except that in the event the Sec­
retary. selects a staged sediment retention structure or dredging al­
ternative rather than the single stage sediment retention struc­
ture, any increase this selection causes in the cost of local coopera~ 
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tion requirements, as determined by the Secretary shall be reim­
bursed by the Federal Government to the non-Federal interests. 

S.ubsection (~) provides .that ~oods and s~rvices purchased by the 
Umt~d Sta~es m. connectIOn W:Ith the project authorized pursuant 
to thIS sectIon wIll not be subject to the tax imposed by Chapters 
82.04,82.08, and 82.14 of the Revised Code of Washington and made 
applicable to contractors of the United States pursuant to Section 
82.04.190(6) of the Revised Code of Washington. 

Earthquakes of increasing frequency and intensity occurred in 
the area around Mount St. Helens in March 1980. Early on 18 May 
1980, an earthquake shook the mountain and its north side col­
lapsed toward Spirit Lake and the North Fork Toutle River. An 
eruption f~llowed with the release of superheated gasses, ash, and 
rock. DebrIS from the blast crossed the ridge north of Spirit Lake 
and into the Green River drainage basin. Billions of gallons of 
water released from snow and glacial ice picked up ash and debris 
and formed major mudflows. These mudflows moved down both 
forks of Toutle River and its mainstem, into the Cowlitz River and 
to the Columbia River-a distance of about 70 miles. All river 
channels were filled with ash and debris. Flooding on the Toutle 
and Cowlitz Rivers threatened 45,000 people living along the lower 
20 miles of Cowlitz River. Blockage of the Columbia River naviga­
tion channel and stranding of deep-draft vessels meant the loss of 
millions of dollar per day to the region. 

Continued in-stream transport and deposition of highly erodible 
volcanic sediment is increasing both the flood threat in urban 
floodplain areas and the cost of maintaining navigation channels. 
In the absence of a permanent solution to volcanic sediment prob­
lems, dredging and emergency flood protection costs will continue 
to increase as land costs for disposals of excavated materials and 
other operational costs increase. 

Implementation of the plan would save $23.3 million annually in 
dredging costs on the Cowlitz and Columba Rivers and would pre­
vent $4.5 million in average annual flood damages to development 
along the Cowlitz River. The plan would also provid~ for maximum 
preservation and enancement of the lower Toutle RIver and Green 
River fisheries as compared to other alternative actions. 

SECTION 1199A 

Subsection (a) requires the Secretary to disclose petroleum prod­
uct information to any State taxing agency making a request under 
subsection (b). Such information is to be disclosed for the purpose 
of, and only to the extent necessary in, the administration of State 
tax laws. . 

Subsection (b) requires disclosure of information under thIS ~ec-
tion only upon written request by the head of the State taxmg 
agency and only to the repres~nt~t.ives of such agenc~ designated 
in the written request as the mdIvIduals who are to mspect or to 
receive the information on behalf of the agency. Any ~uch repre­
sentative must be an employee or legal representatIve of the 
agency. d' 1 f . CSubsection (c) provides that requests for the ISC osure 0 mlor­
mation under this section, and the disclosure, thereof are to be 

http:82.04,82.08
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made in such manner and at such time and place as prescribed by 
the Secretary. Information disclosed to any person under this sec­
tion may be provided in the form of written documents or rep,r0­
ductions of such documents, or by any other mode or means whIch 
the Secretary determines necessary or appropriate. The Secretary 
may prescribe a reasonable fee for furnishing the info.rmation. Any 
reproduction of any document or other matter made m accordance 
with this subsection has the same legal status as the original, and 
any such reproduction will, if properly authenticated, be admissible 
in evidence in any judicial or administrative proceeding as if it 
were the original, whether or not the original is in existence. 

Subsection (d) provides that the Secretary cannot disclose infor­
mation to a State taxing agency of a State under this section 
unless such State has in affect provisions of law which exempt the 
information from disclosure under a State law requiring agencies 
of the State to make information available to the public, or other­
wise protect the confidentiality of the information. Nothing in this 
subsection is to be construed to prohibit the disclosure by an officer 
or employee of a State of information to another officer or employ­
er of such State (or political subdivision of such State) to the extent 
necessary in the administration of State tax laws. 

Subsection (e) defines (1) "petroleum product information" as in­
formation relating to petroleum products transported by vessel 
which is received by the Secretary (A) under section 11 of the Act 
entitled "An Act authorizing the construction, repair, and preser­
vation of certain public works on rivers and harbors, and for other 
purposes", approved September 22, 1922 (42 Stat. 1043; 33 U.S.C. 
555), or (B) under any other legal authority; and 

(2) "State taxing agency" as any State agency, body, or commis­
sion, or its legal representative, which is charged under the laws of 
such State with responsibility for the administration of State tax 
laws. 

Subsection (f) provides that section 11 of the Act entitled "An 
Act authorizing the construction, repair, and preservation of cer­
tain public works on rivers and harbors, and for other purposes", 
approved September 22, 1922 (42 Stat. 1043; 33 U.S.C. 555) is 
amended by striking out "$100" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$500" . 

This increases the penalty for failure to provide statements rela­
tive to vessels, passengers, freight and tonnage as are required by 
the Secretary concerning vessels and other craft plying upon the 
navigable waters of the United States. 

SECTION 1199B 

Subsection (a) requires that for any survey, planning, or design of 
any.water resources project for the Upper St. John's River Basin, 
FlOrIda, the Secretary must give equal consideration to structural 
nonstruct.ur~l, and primarily nonstructural alternatives including; 
b.ut not h~I~ed to, floodpro?fing of structures; flood plain regula­
tIon; acqUIsItIon of flood plam lands for recreational fish and wild­
life, and other public purposes; relocation; reductions in water 
demand; water-borne traffic scheduling; and vessel modification 
with a view toward formulating the most economically, socially, 
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and environmentally acceptable means of solving the water re­
sources problem. 

Subsection (b) provides that, subject to the provisions of subsec­
tion (c) of tJ:is ~ection, if a nonstructural or primarily nonstructu­
ral alternatI~e. IS ~ecommended for a water resources project, non­
~ederal 'partIcIpatIOn must be equa} to ~he non-Federal participa­
tIon WhICh would have been reqUIred If the most cost effective 
structural alternative had been recommended. 

Subsection (c) provides that, notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, except as provided in subsection (d), the non-Federal share 
of the costs for any water resources project on the Upper Saint 
John's River Basin can not exceed 25 percent. 

Subsection (d) provides that, notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, a nonstructural or primarily nonstructural alternative shall 
be recommended by the Secretary for the Upper Saint John's River 
Basin if, in the survey, planning, or design of the water resources 
project, the Secretary determines that the beneifts of such alterna­
tive do not exceed its costs and if the non-Federal participant 
agrees to increase its share of the project costs by an amount equal 
to the difference between the costs and benefits of such alternative. 

SECTION 1199C 

This section provides that the Secretary is to conduct mitigation 
activities recommended in the 1982 Environmental Protection 
Agency diagnostic feasibility study for Gorton's Pond in Warwick, 
Rhode Island, including the installation of retention basins, neces­
sary dredging, disposal of dredged material, and weed harvesting 
and nutrient inactivation. There is authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary to carry out this section for fiscal years beginning 
after September 30, 1985, $730,000, to remain available until ex­
pended. 

SECTION 1199D 

This section authorizes the Secretary to add emergency gates to 
the Abiquiu Dam in New Mexico at an estimated cost of $2,50.0,000. 
The Abiquiu Dam was constructed for flood control and sedIment 
control purposes as part of a comprehensive plan for development 
of the water resources of the Rio Grande Basin. The emergency 
gates would increase the dam's safety and would enhance flood and 
sediment control. 

SECTION 1199E 

This section provides that, in ?rder to rest.ore and pr~serve the 
Acequia irrigation ditch systems III ~ew. MeXICO and theIr cultural 
and historic values, the Secretary IS dIrected to underta~e suc~ 
measures as may be necessary to protect and restore the rIver dI­
version structures and associated canals attendant to the oper­
ations of the systems, at a Federal share of 80 percent of the cost of 
such measures and an estimated cost of $40,000,000. 
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SECTION 1199F 


This section provides that the Se~retary of ~gricultu!e, acti~g 
through the Administrator of the SOlI ConservatIon ServIce ~n~. In 
coordination with the Secretary, may study and conduct feasIbIlIty 
studies on authorizing any water resources development project­

(1) for flood prevention; .., . 
(2) for conservation, development, utIlIzatIOn, and dIsposal of 

water; or .. . . 
(3) for conservation and proper utIlIzatIOn of land; III excess 

of the size restrictions specified in section 2 of the Watershed 
Protection and Flood Prevention Act (16 U.S.C. 1002) if the 
benefits of such project accrue primarily to agricultural areas. 
The Secretary of Agriculture must transmit to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works of the Senate and the Com­
mittee on Public Works and Transportation of the House of 
Representatives a report on the results of any study conducted 
under this section. 

SECTION 1199G 

This section provides that in planning and implementing any 
navigation project (including maintenance thereof) on the Great 
Lakes and adjacent waters, the Secretary must consult and cooper­
ate with concerned States in selecting disposal areas for dredged 
material which is suitable for beach nourishment. 

SECTION 1199H 

The Cross Florida Barge Canal Project was authorized by Public 
Law 675, 77th Congress, dated July 23, 1942. The project would pro­
vide a barge waterway route between the St. Johns River at Pa­
latka and the Gulf of Mexico at Yankeetown, a distance of about 
110 miles. The project would include three dams, five locks, a chan­
nel 12 feet deep and 150 feet wide. 

Construction of the project was started in February 1964 and ter­
minated by the President in January 1971, after about 25 miles of 
channel, three of the five locks, the three dams and four bridges 
were completed. The President ordered that further construction 
be halted and directed that work in progress be terminated in an 
orderly manner to leave the affected areas in a safe condition. Ap­
proximately $74 million has been invested in completed works and 
lands for the project. 

This section provides for the disposition of the lands and facili­
ties of the project. 

Subsection (a) provides that for the multiple purposes of preserv­
ing, enhancing, interpreting, and managing the water and related 
land resources of an area containing unique cultural, fish and wild­
life, scenic and recreational values and for the benefit and enjoy­
ment of present and future generations and the development of 
healthful outdoor recreation, there is established the Cross Florida 
National Conservation Area. 

The Conservation Area is to consist of all lands and interests in 
lands held by the Secretary for the barge canal project referred to 
in subsection (b), all lands and interests in lands held by the State 
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of Florida or the Canal Authority of the State for the project and 
all l~nds and interests in lands held by the State or the Canai Au­
thority and acquired pursuant to section 104 of the River and 
Harbor Act of 1960. 

Subject to the provisions of subsection (c), the State of Florida is 
to retain jurisdiction and responsibility over water resources plan­
ning, development, and control of the surface and ground waters 
pertaining to the Conservation Area, except to the extent that any 
uses of such water resources would be inconsistent with the pur­
poses of this section. 

Subsection (b) provides that in order to further the purposes set 
forth in subsection (a), the portion of the high-level lock barge 
canal from the Saint Johns River across Florida to the Gulf of 
Mexico, authorized by the Act of July 23, 1942 (56 Stat. 703) which 
is located between the Eureka Dam and the Inglis Dam e~clusive 
of such dams is not authorized after the date this subsection be­
comes effective and shall not be authorized without a further Act 
of Congress enacted after the date this subsection becomes effec­
tive. 

Subsection (c) provides that those portions of the barge canal 
project referred to in subsection (a) which are located between the 
Gulf of Mexico and the Inglis Dam and between the Atlantic Ocean 
and the Eureka Dam shall be operated and maintained by the Sec­
retary for the purposes of navigation, recreation, fish and wildlife 
enhancement, and for the benefit of the economy of the region. 

Subsection (d) provides that not later than one year after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary, in consultation 
with the United States F,orest Service, the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and the State of Florida, is to develop, transmit to 
Congress, and begin implementation of a comprehensive manage­
ment plan with respect to lands (including water areas) located in 
the Conservation Area. 

The plan shall, at a minimum, provide for enhancement of the 
environment; conservation and development of natural resources; 
conservation and preservation of fish and wildlife; scenic and recre­
ational values; establishment of a procedure for the prompt consid­
eration of applications for easements across Conservation Area 
lands when such easements are requested by local or State govern­
ment~l jurisdictions for a public purpose; and, preservation and en­
hancement of water resources and water quality, including ground 
water. 

The plan must establish, among the Secretary, the ~orest Serv­
ice the Fish and Wildlife Service, and the State of FlOrida, respon­
sibility for its impleme~tation. The Se~retary must transmit recom­
mendations for protectmg and enh~ncmg the values ~f the Co~ser­
vation Area to Congress together WIth ~uch plan. Until ~ran~mIttal 
of the plan to Congress, the Secretary IS to operate, mamtam, and 
manage the lands and fac~lities held. by the Secretary for the barge 
canal project referred to m subsection (b), other than those lands 
described in subsection (c). The Secretary must consult and cooper­
ate with other departments and agencies of the United States and 
the State of Florida in the development of measures and.prog:a~s 
to protect and enhance water resources and water qualIty withm 
the Conservation Area. 
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Subsection (e) provides that the Secretary is to operate the 
Rodman Dam, authorized by the Act of July 23, 1942 (56 Stat. 703), 
in a manner which will assure the continuation of the reservoir 
known as Lake Ocklawaha. The Secretary can not operate the 
Eureka Lock and Dam in a manner which would create a reservoir 
on lands not flooded on January 1, 1984. 

Subsection (f) directs the Secretary to acquire all lands and inter­
ests in lands held on the date of the enactment of this Act by the 
Canal Authority of the State of Florida for the barge canal project 
referred to in subsection (b). For acquisition of such lands and in­
terests in lands, the Secretary is to pay the purchase price paid by 
the Canal Authority plus interest compounded annually at the av­
erage rate at which the Canal Authority borrowed funds for project 
purposes over the total period of financial commitment by the 
Canal Authority. In addition, the Secretary must reimburse the 
Canal Authority for the purchase price paid by the Canal Author­
ity for any lands and interests in lands for the project which lands 
and interests were transferred to the Secretary before the date of 
the enactment of this Act. The Secretary is to operate, maintain, 
and manage the lands and facilities acquired under this subsection. 

From amounts received under this subsection, the Canal Author­
ity must make payments to the counties of Duval, Clay, Putnam, 
Marion, Levy, and Citrus. The payments will, in the aggregate, 
equal $32,000,000. The amount of payment under this paragraph to 
each such county is to be determined by multiplying the aggregate 
amount by the amount of ad valorem taxes paid to the Cross Flori­
da Canal Navigation District by such county and dividing the prod­
uct by the amount of such taxes paid by all such counties. 

Subsection (g) provides that subsection (b) will not become effec­
tive until the State of Florida enacts a law which assures that, on 
and after the date on which construction of the portion of the 
barage canal project referred to in subsection (b) is no longer au­
thorized, all lands and interests in lands held by the State of Flori­
da or the Canal Authority of the State and acquired pursuant to 
section 104 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 will continue to be 
held by the State or Canal Authority, as the case may be, to carry 
out the objectives of this section. The State of Florida must also 
enact a law which assures that, on and after such date, the State of 
Florida will never transfer to any person (except the Federal Gov­
ernment) any lands owned by the State and contained within the 
expanded boundary of the Ocala National Forest as proposed and 
shown on the map dated July 1978, on file with the Chief of the 
Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, Washington, District of 
Columbia. Finally, the State of Florida must enact a law which as­
sures that, on and after such date, the interests in the lands de­
scribed in this subsection held by the State of Florida are sufficient 
to carry out the purposes of this section. 

SECTION 11991 

This provision provides the Secretary the authority and direction 
to develop and implement projects for the creation, protection, res­
toration, and enhancement of wetlands in conjunction with author­
ized navigation and flood control projects in the lower Mississippi 
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River Valley. Through natural and man-induced processes, wet­
lands in the lower Mississippi River Valley are disappearing at an 
alarming rate. The Corps' presence and role in managing water re­
sources in the valley and the existence of authorized Federal 
projects provided an opportuntiy to protect, improve, and even in­
crease wetland resources that are reasonably associated with those 
projects. The Secretary shall assume the lead in this important 
area and will consult with the Fish and Wildlife Service, the Na­
tional Marine Fisheries Service and state conservation agencies, as 
appropriate, in developing and implementing wetlands projects. 
Nothing in this section is intended to limit the Secretary's existing 
authority to implement, operate, and maintain projects for naviga­
tion and flood control for their authorized purposes. The Commit­
tee intends that the provisions of this section will be compatible 
with the prosecution of other authorized projects in the valley. 



TITLE XII 

WATER RESOURCES POLICY ACT 

Title XII establishes a National Board on Water Resources 
Policy. This Board would replace the Water Resources Council. 

The Water Resources Council was established by the Water Re­
sources Planning Act of 1965. The Council was originally composed 
of the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of Agriculture, the 
Secretary of the Army, and the Chairman of the Fed~r~l Power 
Commission (now the Federal Energy Regulatory CommIsSIOn). The 
purpose of the Act was to encourage the conservation, develop­
ment, and utilization of water and related land resources of the 
United States on a comprehensive and coordinated basis by the 
Federal Government, States, localities, and private enterprise. In 
subsequent acts, the Secretary of Commerce, the Secretary of Hous­
ing and Urban Development, the Secretary of Transportation, and 
the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency were 
added as members of the Council. 

The Chairman of the Council is appointed by the President, and 
since the original enactment of the Act the Chairman has always 
been the Secretary of the Interior. 

The Water Resources Council had three primary areas of respon­
sibility. Title I of the Act establishes the Council and assigns it the 
duties of: 

-Maintaining a continuing study and preparing a biennial as­
sessment of the adequacy of supplies of water necessary to 
meet the water requirements in each water resources region in 
the United States; 

-Maintaining a continuing study of the relation of regional or 
river basin plans and programs to the requirement of larger 
regions of the Nation; 

-Establishing, with the approval of the President, principles, 
standards, and procedures for Federal participation in the 
preparation of comprehensive regional or River Basin plans 
and for the formulation and evaluation of Federal water and 
related land resources projects. 

Title II of the Act authorizes the President to declare the estab­
lishment of River Basin Commissions upon request therefore by the 
Council or a request addressed to the Council by a state within 
which all or part of the basin is located. The request must be con­
curred in by the Council and by not less than one-half of the states 
within which portions of the basic concerned are located. 

The primary purposes of the River Basin Commissions were to: 
-Serve as the principal agency for the coordination of Federal, 

state, interstate, local and nongovernmental plans for the de­
velopment of water and related land resources in its area; 

(510) 
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-Prepare and keep up-to-date a comprehensive, coordinated 
joint plan for Federal, state, interstate, local and nongovern­
mental development of water and related resources; and 

-Foster and undertake such studies of water and related land 
resources problems in its area as are necessary in the prepara­
tion of the comprehensive plan. 

The six River Basin Commissions established pursuant to the Act 
were terminated by Executive Order 12319 of September 9, 1981. 

Title III of the Act provides 50 percent matching grants to the 
states to assist the states in developing and participating in the de­
velopment of comprehensive water and related land resources 
plans. 

The Water Resources Council did not live up to expectations. Op­
erating on a consensus basis, it had great difficulty reaching diffi­
cult decisions. This led to decisions being made either within the 
departments, by the President, or more ofter, the Office of Manage­
ment and Budget. It also led to substantial lessening of support for 
the Council within both the Executive and Legislative branches. 

In spite of the Council's failings, however, the Committee feels 
strongly that there is a need for an effective interagency group to 
develop principles and standards free from the dominance or influ­
ence of any particular agency and with a capable and professional 
staff. Also, the maintenance of current information on the nation's 
water resources needs and the adequacy of programs and policies 
to meet these needs provides an essential data base which can be 
utilized by Federal and non-Federal agencies, and the Congress. 

Title XII establishes an organization similar in concept to the 
Council, but smaller in scale and more effective. 

SUBTITLE A-SHORT TITLE 

SECTION 1201 

This section provides that Title XII may be cited as the Water 
Resources Policy Act of 1985. 

SECTION 1202 

This section provides that nothing in t~is :rit~e ~hal~ be construed 
to expand or diminish Federal or State JUriSdICtIOn m the field of 
water or related land resources planning. 

SUBTITLE B-NATIONAL BOARD 

SECTION 1221 

This section establishes a National Board on Water Resources 
Policy which is composed of seven ~embers as follows: 

-The Secretary of the InterIOr; 
-The Secretary of Agriculture; 
-The Secretary of the Army;
-The Administrator of the Environmental Protection 

Agency; . d b h P 'd t-Two members who shall be appomte y t e resl.en 
with the advise and consent of the Senate, one from nomma­
tions made by the Speaker of the House, and one from among 
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nominations made by the President pro tempore of the Senate; 

and ·d b-A chairman who shall be appointed by the Presl ent, y 
and with the advice and consent of the Senate. 

The Secretaries and the Administrator may designate members 
in their stead, but any person so desigI?-ated must be a I?erson ~ho 
is an officer of the United States, appomted by the PresIdent, wIth 
the advice and consent of the Senate. This is designed to insure 
that the four Federal agencies are represented on the Board by 
persons in responsible, policy-making positions. 

The Chairman of the Board shall request the Secretary of Com­
merce, the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, the Sec­
retary of Housing and Urban Development, the Secretary of Trans­
portation, and the Secretary of Ener~ and the he;a?s of su~h other 
Federal agencies as may be approprIate to partIcIpate wIthout a 
vote with the Board when matters affecting their responsibilities 
are considered by the Board. The Board is required to meet at least 
once during each quarter of the year. Any action of the Board re­
quires a quorum to be present and a majority vote of those mem­
bers present and voting. 

SECTION 1222 

This section describes the duties and responsibilities of the 
Board. These include: 

-Performing studies and preparing assessments of the adequacy 
of supplies of water necessary to meet the water requirements 
in each water resource region in the United States and the na­
tional interest therein. 

-Performing studies and preparing assessments of the relation 
of regional or river basin plans to the requirements of larger 
regions of the nation and of the adequacy of administrative 
and statutory means for the coordination of the water and re­
lated land resources policies of the several Federal agencies. 

SECTION 1223 

. This section directs the Boards to assist in interagency coordina­
tIon of Federal Water resources research, including a review of the 
adequacy of Federal programs for research, identification of dupli­
cation between two or more research programs, recommendations 
t~ the Federal agencies involved with respect to allocation of tech­
~llcal efforts, recommendations concerning management policies to 
Improve the quality of research efforts, and actions to facilitate 
interagency communication. 

SECTION 1224 

This section directs the Board to establish principles, standards 
and procedures for the formulation and evaluation of Federal 
water and related land resources projects. It provides that the ob­
jectives of enhancing regional economic development, the quality of 
the total environment, the well-being of the people of the United 
States, the prevention of loss of life, and national economic devel­
opment, shall be the objectives to be included in water resources 
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projects, and that the benefits and costs attributable to these objec­
tives shall be included in the evaluation of the benefits and costs of 
water resources projects. The principles and standards shall re­
quire that. ev~ry repox:t relating to a water resources project in­
clude specIfic mformatIOn on the benefits and costs attributable to 
each of the objectives. 

The principles and standards are also to define the objective of 
water conservation as including projects, programs, or features 
thereof designed to improve efficiency in use and reduce losses and 
waste of water (including by storage, reduce the demand for water, 
or improve land management practices to conserve water. 

The Board is directed to establish separate principles, standards 
and procedures for small Federal water or related land resources 
projects administered by the United States Department of Agricul­
ture. 

Finally, subsection (c) of Section 1224 provides that the princi­
ples, standards and procedures promulgated under the Water Re­
sources Planning Act by the Water Resources Council, as in effect 
on March 9, 1983, shall be in effect until such time as principles, 
standards and procedures established by the new Board take effect. 

SECTION 1225 

This section authorizes the Board to hold hearings, acquire office 
space, use United States mails, employ personnel, and incur neces­
sary expenses as are necessary to perform its functions. It also au­
thorizes the head of any Federal agency upon request of the Board, 
to furnish such information as may be necessary for carrying out 
the Board's functions and to detail to temporary duty with the 
Board such personnel as the Board may need for carrying out its 
functions. 

SECTION 1226 

This section establishes a Regional State Water Resources Advi­
sory Committee. The Board shall appoint one member from each of 
the major water resources regions of the country, giving consider­
ation to recommendations of the Governors of the states which lie 
within such regions. The Committee is authorized to submit to the 
Board its recommendations on any matter which is before the 
Board and these recommendations must be included in any recom­
mend~tions of the Board reported to the President and Congress. 

SECTION 1227 

This section provides that when the Board promulgates regula­
tions or rules relating to principles and standards, a copy of the 
regulations or rules shall be submitted to the House and the 
Senate. The regulations or rule shall not take effect before 90 cal­
endar days of continuous session of Congress. 

SECTION 1228 

This section requires the Boar? no later tha~ 15 days follO\ying 
the transmission of the President s budget submIttal, to tx:ansmit to 
the House and the Senate reports on Bureau of ReclamatIon, Corps 
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of Engineers, and Department of Agriculture water resources 
projects which are not included in the President's budget s~bmit­
tal, for which feasibility studies or construction have preVIously 
been authorized, and the construction of which have not been com­
pleted. The report is to include a description of each project, the 
President's explanation for not including the project in his budget 
submittal, and information on the compliance of each project with 
any relevant principle and standards. 

SECTION 1229 

This section authorizes the appropriation of funds to carry out 
the provisions of Subtitle B in the amount of $3 million per year 
for fiscal years 1986 through 1990. 

SUBTITLE C-ASSISTANCE FOR STATE WATER PLANNING 
AND MANAGEMENT 

SECTION 1241 

This section authorizes the Board to make grants to states to 
assist them in the development, implementation, and modification 
of programs and plans for the use, development, conservation, and 
management of state and regional water and related land re­
sources. 

SECTION 1242 

This section provides that the grants shall be based on the basis 
of population, land resources planning and management assistance. 
Each state shall receive not less than $100,000 for each of the fiscal 
years 1986 through 1990. The grant funds may be matched by the 
states in cash or in kind. 

SECTION 1243 

This section provides that grant assistance for state water plan­
ning shall be consistent with the provisions in Section 1202 regard­
ing the relationship of Federal and state jurisdiction in water re­
sources development. 

SECTION 1244 

This section authorizes to be appropriated for the grant program 
$20 million per year for each of the fiscal years 1986 through 1990. 

SECTION 1245 

This section provides that for the purposes of Subtitle C, "State" 
m~a~s the 50 states, the Distict of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the 
VIrgm Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the N()rthern Mariana Is­
lands and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. 
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SUBTITLE D-GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SECTION 1261 

This section repeals the Act which established the Water Re­
sources Council. The Water Resources Policy Board established in 
this title is a replacement for the Council. 

SECTION 1262 

This section provides that no payment under this Title shall be 
effective except to such extent and in such amounts as are provid­
ed in appropriation acts. 



TITLE XIII 


PORT INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT AND 

IMPROVEMENT TRUST FUND 


SECTION 1301 


This section establishes in the Treasury of the United States a 
trust fund to be known as the Port Infrastructure Development 
and Improvement Trust Fund. There is appropriated to the trust 
fund for each fiscal year amounts received from a new 0.04 percent 
tax on the value of cargo loaded or unloaded at United States ports 
plus an amount equal to the customs duties collected each year, 
but not to exceed the amount by which $1,000,000,000 exceeds the 
amount of taxes collected. Amounts in the Trust Fund are to be 
available for planning, construction, operation, and maintenance of 
port projects and St. Lawrence Seaway projects. 

The Committee wishes to note that this section differs in two sig­
nificant ways from the introduced bill and from the comparable 
section in the water resources legislation which passed the House 
in the 98th Congress. First, the authorized level of funding for the 
Trust Fund has been reduced from $2 billion per year to $1 billion 
per year. And second, rather than being financed entirely from 
monies equal to customs duties, the Trust Fund would be fmanced 
by a combination of these funds and a 0.04 percent tax on the 
value of commercial goods loaded and unloaded at U.S. ports. 

The Committee made these changes, as well as changes with re­
spect to cost-sharing policies, in recognition of changed fiscal condi­
tions. 

Subsection (a) of Section 1301 establishes the Port Infrastructure 
Development and Improvement Trust Fund in the Treasury of the 
United States. The Trust Fund is to consist of amounts appropri­
ated or credited to the Trust Fund as provided in subsection (b) of 
this section or section 1303(b) of this title. 

Subsection (b) of Section 1301 provides for an annual appropria­
tion of $1 billion to the Trust Fund. For each fiscal year beginning 
after September 30, 1985, the amount appropriated to the Trust 
Fund would be equal to­

(1) an amount equivalent to the taxes received in the 
Treasury under subsection (c) of this section in such fiscal 
year resulting from the 0.04 percent tax on the value of 
commercial cargo loaded or unloaded from U.S. ports, and 

(2) an amount equivalent to the customs duties collected 
during the 12-month period preceding such fiscal year, but 
not to exceed the amount by which $1.0 billion exceeds the 
amount collected from the 0.04 percent tax on the value of 
commercial cargo loaded and unloaded from U.S. ports in 
such fiscal year. 
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Subsection (c)(l) of Section 1301 imposes on commercial cargo 
loaded or unloaded from a vessel at a port in the United States a 
tax equal to 0.04 percent of the value of such cargo. 

Subsection (c)(2) of Section 1301 provides that the 0.04 percent 
tax shall be paid­

• 	 in the case of cargo imported into the customs territory of the 
l!nited States, by the importer of such cargo; 

• 	 In the case of cargo exported from the United States, by the 
exporter of such cargo; and 

• 	 in the case of any other cargo loaded on a vessel at a port in 
the United States, by the shipper of such cargo. 

The intent of the Committee is that the tax be paid by the im­
porter, exporter, or shipper of the cargo, and not by the owner or 
operator of the ship or vessel. This decision reflects the Commit­
tee's efforts to minimize the administrative and paperwork burdens 
of collecting the tax. Importers, exporters, and shippers have access 
to information and records which will allow the tax to be collected 
with a minimum 'of redtape. Owners and operators of the ship, on 
the other hand, would have a much more difficult time acquiring 
the information necessary to determine the amount of tax to be 
collected. Thus, the Committee imposed the duty to collect the tax 
on importers, exporters, and shippers. It is not the intent of the 
Committee that the tax be imposed on the initial landing of U.S. 
harvested fish and seafood. However, fish and seafood which is 
being imported or exported would be subject to the tax. 

Subsection (c)(3) of Section 1301 provides that the 0.04 percent 
tax is to be considered a tax imposed under the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954. 

Subsection (c)(4) of Section 1301 provides that a tax is not to be 
imposed under this subsection with respect to any cargo on which a 
tax has previously been paid under this subsection. In other words, 
this subsection specifically prohibits double taxation. For example, 
goods moving from one Great Lake's port to another Great Lake's 
port will not be taxed twice; the goods will be taxed only once. 
Likewise, goods moving from one U.S. port to another U.S. port 
will be taxed only once. 

Subsection (c)(5) of Section 1301 provides that the 0.04 percent 
tax is to commence with respect to commercial cargo loaded or un­
loaded at a port in the United States on or after October 1, 1985. 

Subsection (c)(6) of Section 1301 provides that the Secretary of 
the Treasury may issue such regulations as may be necessary to 
carry out subsection (c) .of Section 13ql. . 

Subsection (d) of SectIOn 1301 provIdes that amounts In the Trust· 
Fund are to be available as provided by appropriation acts for 
making expenditures- .,.

-for feasibility studies and for construction, operatIOn and maIn­
tenance of projects for ports by the Sec~etary of t~~ A~my;

-for feasibility studies and for constructIOn, rehabIlItatIOn, oper­
ation, and maintenance of projects for ports for the St. Law­
rence Seaway by the St. Lawrence Seaway Development Corpo­
ration; 	 . 

-for relocation of utilities, structures, and other Improvements 
necessary for construction, operation and maintenance of port 
projects; 
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-for making payments to any non-Federal interest which has 
planned and designed or constructed a port in accordance with 
Section 104 of Title I of this Act; and 

-for grants under Sections 113 and 114 of this Act. 
Subsection (d) of Section 1301 further provides that no amount is 

to be appropriated out of the Trust Fund unless the law authoriz­
ing the expenditure for which the amount is appropriated explicit­
ly provides that the appropriation is to be made out of the Trust 
Fund. In addition, subsection (d) makes it clear that nothing in Sec­
tion 1301 is to be deemed to authorize any program, project, or 
other activity not otherwise authorized by law. 

SECTION 1302 

This section provides that the amounts appropriated by Section 
1301(b) to the Trust Fund shall be transferred at least monthly 
from the general fund of the Treasury to the Trust Fund on the 
basis of estimates made by the Secretary of the Treasury of the 
amounts referred to in Section 1301(b). 

SECTION 1303 

Subsection (a) of Section 1303 makes it the duty of the Secretary 
of the Treasury to hold the Trust Fund and to report to the Con­
gress each year on the financial condition and the results of the 
operations of the Trust Fund during the preceding fiscal year and 
on its expected condition and operations during the next five fiscal 
years. 

Subsection (b) of Section 1303 makes it the duty of the Secretary 
of the Treasury to invest such portion of the Trust Fund as is not, 
in his judgment, required to meet current withdrawals. Such in­
vestments may be made only in interest-bearing obligations of the 
United States. 

Subsection (b) of Section 1303 further provides that interest on, 
and the proceeds from the sale or redemption of, any obligations 
held in the Trust Fund are to be credited to and from a part of the 
Trust Fund. 

SECTION 1304 

This section defines the term "construction," for purposes of 
Title ~III, as. inc~uding any planning, designing, engineering, and 
surveymg WhICh IS necessary to carry out a project to a port and 
which is performed after authorization of the project. It also de­
fines the terms "port" and "United States," for the purpose of Title 
XIII, as having the meanings given these terms in Section 110 of 
the bill. 



TITLE XIV 

BRIDGES OVER NAVIGABLE WATERS 

SECTION 1401 

The Port of Houston constructed a bridge across Greens Bayou 
(about mile 3) in 1931 under a Department of War (Army) permit. 
For about 20 years after completion, the vertical clearance of 27.6 
feet provided for in the permit was available. The general land sub­
sidence in the Galveston Bay has resulted in a reduction of the 
clearance to about 19 feet, which interferes with existing naviga­
tion through the bridge. This section requires the Secretary to re­
imburse the owner of the Port of Houston Authority bridge over 
Greens Bayou, Texas for work done prior to the enactment of the 
legislation for alterations to the bridge which were reasonably nec­
essary for the purposes of navigation. The section authorizes 
$450,000 for any reimbursement. 

Section 1401 also directs the Secretary to reimburse the owner of 
the pipeline bridge over Greens Bayou, Texas immediately adjacent 
to the Port of Houston Authority bridge over Greens Bayou for 
work done before enactment of the legislation for alterations to the 
pipeline bridge which were reasonably necessary for the purposes 
of navigation. The section authorizes $250,000 for the reimburse­
ment of the owner of the pipeline bridge. 

SECTION 1402 

Section 1402 requires the Secretary of Transportation to transmit 
to Congress a list of those bridges over navigable waters of the 
United States which have been constructed, reconstructed or re­
moved during the period of time since the last such list was com­
piled and transmitted to Congress in 1948, in order to bring this 
useful information up to date. 

SECTION 1403 

This section exempts the James A. Burke drawbridge, which 
crosses Fore river on Route 3A between Quincy and Weymouth, 
Massachusetts, from section 5 of the Act of August 18, 1894 (33 
USC 499). According to the provision the State of Massachusetts 
shall have the exclusive authority to regulate the opening of the 
bridge. 
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TITLE XV 

REPORTS 

SECTION 1501 

This section provides that where any report required to be trans­
mitted under this Act to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works of the Senate pertains in whole or in part to fish and 
wildlife mitigation, benthic environmental repercussions, or ecosys­
tem mitigation, the Federal officer required to prepare or transmit 
that report also must transmit a copy of the report to the Commit­
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries of the House of Representa­
tives. 
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TITLE XVI 

MISCELLANEOUS AND INLAND WATERWAYS 

SECTION 1601 

This section amends section 206 of the Inland Waterways Act of 
1978 (Public Law 95-502; 92 Stat. 1693) to add the Tennessee-Tom­
bigbee Waterway: From Pickwick Pool on the Tennessee River at 
RM 215 to Demopolis, Alabama, on the Tombigbee River at RM 
215.4. This will make the referenced portion of the Tennessee-Tom­
bigbee Waterway subject to section 4042 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954, relating to tax on fuel used in commercial transporta­
tion on inland waterways. 

COMPLIANCE WITH CLAUSE 2 (1) OF RULE XI OF THE RULES OF THE 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

(1) With reference to clause 2(l)(3)(A) of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives, no separate hearings were held on the subject 
matter of this legislation by the Subcommittee on Investigations 
and Oversight. However, the Subcommittee on Water Resources 
held numerous hearings in this subject matter. A joint hearing was 
held on February 23, 1983, by the Subcommittee on Water Re­
sources and the Subcommittee on Investigations and Oversight on 
the issue of the backlog of Corps of Engineers' projects. The 
deauthorizations contained in Title X of this bill are, in part, a 
result of information obtained through that hearing. 

(2) With respect to clause 2(l)(3)(B) of rule XI of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives, H.R. 6, as reported, does not provide new 
budget authority or increased tax expenditures. Accordingly, a 
statement pursuant to Section 308(a) of the Congressional Budget 
Act is not required.

(3) With reference to clause 2(l)(3)(C) of rule XI of the Rules of 
the House of Representatives, the Committee has received a report 
prepared by the Congressional Budget Office under Section 403 of 
the Congressional Budget Act. The report is as follows: 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 
U.S. CONGRESS, 

Washington, DC, July 17, 1985. 
Hon. JAMES J. HOWARD, 
Chairman Committee, on Public Works and Transportation, 
U.S. Hous~ ofRepresentatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional Budget Office has pre­
pared the attached cost estimate for H.R. 6, the Water Resources 
Conservation, Development, and Infrastructure Improvement and 
Rehabilitation Act of 1985. 
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If you wish further details on this estimate, we will be pleased to 
provide them. 

With best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

RUDOLPH G. PENNER. 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, COST ESTIMATE 

1. Bill number: H.R. 6. 
2. Bill title: Water Resources Conservation, Development, and In­

frastructure Improvement and Rehabilitation Act of 1985 
3. Bill status: As ordered' reported by the House Committee on 

Public Works and Transportation, June 26, 1985. 
4. Bill purpose: The bill authorizes studies, design, construction 

and modifications of water resources projects to be carried out by 
the Secretary of Army through the Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps); outlines new cost-sharing practices for water resources 
projects carried out by the Corps; directs the creation of several 
water resources demonstration projects; establishes a loan program 
for repair or improvement of water supply systems; renames a 
number of federal water projects; deauthorizes over 300 water re­
sources projects; creates and funds a National Board on Water Re­
sources Policy; sets a ceiling for appropriations from the general 
fund of the Treasury for fiscal years 1986 through 1990 for con­
struction of water resources projects by the Corps; establishes the 
Port Infrastructure Development and Improvement Trust Fund; 
and authorizes federal financial assistance for repair of nonfederal­
ly-owned bridges. 

In addition, this bill establishes a tax on commercial cargo to be 
used for financing feasibility studies for and construction, oper­
ation and maintenance of port projects. 

5. Estimated cost to the Federal Government: The estimated 
budget impact of the projects and activities authorized or mandated 
in this bill, assuming the necessary appropriations, is shown in the 
following table for fiscal years 1986 through 1990. 

[By fiscal year, in millions of dollars] 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Estimated authorization ............................................................................................ 1.5 1.4 1.8 2.6 2,2 

Estimated outlays..................................................................................................... 0.3 0.7 1.3 2.2 2.2 


In addition, it is estimated that outlays of $13.3 billion will be 
incurred by the federal government during the fiscal years 1991 
through 1998 as a result of enactment of this bill. Upon completion 
of all the projects; total operations and maintenance expenditures 
will be about $0.3 billion annually (in 1985 dollars). These federal 
outlays will be offset by nonfederal reimbursements totalling $1.1 
billion over a period of 50 years beginning in fiscal year 1991. 

The authorization levels and outlays for 1989 and 1990 in this 
table have been adjusted downward to reflect the impact of the ap­
propriation ceilings set in title XI. These ceilings limit total gener­
al fund appropriations for all Corps construction activities to $1.5 
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billion ~nnually in fiscal years 1986 and 1987 and to $1.6 billion an­
nually m fi.scal years 1988 through 1990. The appropriation ceilings 
exceed proJ~cted funding levels under this bill for 1986, 1987 and 
1.988,. but wIll reduce outlays by $185 million in 1989 and $520 mil­
ho.n IJ?- 1990 below levels that would otherwise be projected under 
thIS bIlL 
. Enactment of this bill 'Yill increase federal revenues by authoriz­
mg taxes on all commercIal users of ports and channels. Estimated 
revenues are summarized in the following table: 

[By fiscal years, in billions of dollars) 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Estimated revenue ................................................................................................... 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 


After 1990, the government would continue to receive annual 
revenues totaling .04 percent of the value of all commercial cargo 
loaded on to or off of vessels using U.S. ports. 
~he bill aslo deauthorizes over 300 water resources projects. The 

estimated budget impact of these deauthorizations, assuming they 
would otherwise have been funded, is as follows: 

[By fiscal years, in billions of dollars) 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Estimated authorization level................................................................................... (*) -0.3 -0.4 -0.6 -1.3 

Estimated outlays..................................................................................................... (*) -0.2 -0.4 -0.5 -1.0 


• less than $50 million. 

In addition, it is estimated that reduction in outlays of approxi­
mately$16.0 billion will be realized by the federal government over 
fiscal years 1991 through 1998 as a result of the deauthorization 
package included in this bill. After 1998, annual federal operations 
and maintenance expeditures will be reduced by about $0.3 billion. 

There are a number of provisions in this bill for which no cost 
estimate could be made. These include: the provision in title I au­
thorizing nonfederal interests to plan, design and construct naviga­
tion projects for ports in compliance with federal standards but not 
authorized by federal law (they would be reimbursed for the share 
of costs associated with the project that would have been incurred 
by the federal government had it been carried out under the 
normal federal authorization and appropriations process); the cost­
sharing requirements for flood control and port projects in titles I 
and III, as they apply to projects authorized by other legislation; 
the acquisition of 67,000 acres of land authorized in title V for the 
mitigation of wildlife losses resulting from construction and oper­
ation of the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway; and two general au­
thorizations in title VII-one authorizing the Secretary to modify 
under certain conditions any water resources development project 
for mitigation of damages to fish and wildlife, and the other au­
thorizing the Secretary to acquire for recreation purposes, as part 
of a project, lands which are not contiguous with that project. In 
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addition, there are a number of provisions in title XI for which no 
cost estimate could be made. These include general authorizations 
for: the construction of nonstructural projects for the mitigation of 
shore damages caused by navigation projects; the restoration of cer­
tain nonfederally-owned dams to a safe condition; the removal of 
snags, drift and debris from water res~urces project~ a!ld navi~able 
streams and tributaries; the preservatIOn and restoratIOn of hIstor­
ic properties located on water recources development projects 
under the jurisdiction of the Corps; the advance or concurrent ac­
quisition of lands necessary for mitiga~ion of fis.h an1 wildlife losses 
attributable to a water resources proJect; modIficatIOn of the cost­
sharing requirement for placement of beach quality dredeged mate­
rial on beaches; and an extension of the authority of the Corps to 
provide emergency aid following a disaster. 

The costs of this bill fall primarily within budget funcitons 300 
and 450. 

Basis of estimates: Titles I through V and title XI of this bill au­
thorize funds for construction and modifications of water resources 
projects, and title X deauthorizes over 300 such projects. In most 
cases, the bill specifies estimated costs in October 1984 prices as de­
termined by the Corps of Engineers. (In this estimate, these will be 
referred to as "first costs"). All first costs and annual operation 
and maintenance costs are presented in this estimate in October 
1984 dollars. The estimates of the total budget impact of these 
titles reflect the impact of inflation on first costs during the time 
lag between authorization, appropriation and beginning of con­
struction, and the actual construction period. 

In preparing estimates of the budget impact of authorizing legis­
lation, it is normally assumed that the full authorization level will 
be funded beginning immediately upon enactment. Such an as­
sumption would not be realistic for this legislation because of its 
size and scope. Thus, although this estimate assumes that the full 
amount authorized will be funded, a methodology was designed to 
approximate the normal lag in the funding of water projects. Rec­
ognizing the difficulty of estimating the timing of appropriation 
action for a particular project, the methodology is based on histori­
cal patterns and requires no explicit determination of when specific 
projects will be funded. The methodology uses an average time lag, 
based on ten years of historical data, for the length of time be­
tween the year of authorization and the year of first appropriation 
for advanced engineering and design and construction of similar 
projects. Outlays associated with both project authorizations and 
deauthorizations were estimated based on information from the 
Corps. They were then lagged in accordance with the calculated av­
erage time lag mentioned above, and were finally adjusted to re­
flect inflation. Authorization levels were estimated based on the 
his~orical outlay rates for affected programs. 

In the absence of the appropriation ceilings set in title XI, total 
spending for these projects would be determined by future appro­
priation action. Thus, no precise estimate of the budget impact of 
these ceilings could be made, since appropriations for fiscal years 
1986 through 1990 have yet to be enacted. However, for the pur­
poses of this estimate, the total funding estimated to be necessary 
to implement this bill was added to CBO's most recent estimate of 
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t~e Corps' current services budget for ongoing construction activi­
tIes. Total authorizations and outlays resulting from this bill were 
then reduced in any year where total projected funding exceeded 
the ceiling. The authorization level and outlays adjusted in this 
way are displayed in the summary table. Based on this methodolo­
gy, it is estimated that federal outlays resulting from this bill will 
be reduced by $185 million in fiscal year 1989 and by $520 million 
in fiscal year 1990 as a result of the appropriation ceilings. 

For the purpose of this estimate it also is assumed that all 
projects authorized by the bill will be constructed, and that all 
projects deauthorized by the bill would have been constructed (at 
the same frequency) in the absence of this legislation. (This bill 
contains a "sunset" provision stipulating that any project authori­
zation will expire if no funds have been obligated with five years of 
enactment; for the purpose of this estimate all projects are as­
sumed to receive at least some funding within this period.) It is as­
sumed that the bill will be enacted by October 1985, and that the 
necessary appropriations will be provided each year. 

The remainder of this section displays the costs of each title and 
discusses the basis for such estimates, including the costs to state 
and local governments. The latter are summarized in section 6 of 
the estimate. Estimated outlays associated with individual titles of 
this bill have not been adjusted to reflect the impact of the obliga­
tion ceilings. 

TITLE I-PORT DEVELOPMENT 

Sections 101 and 102 of the bill authorize navigation-related im­
provements at 6 deepwater ports and 29 other commercial ports at 
a total first cost of approximately $2.3 billion. Estimated authoriza­
tion levels and outlays associated with this title are as follows: 

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Federal Government: 
Estimated authorization level .......................................................................... 57 163 552 335 
Estimated outlays ............................................................................................ 

State and local governments: 1 Estimated outlays ................................................... 
42 
19 

130 
82 

421 
292 

373 
246 

I For the purpose of this estimate, outlays by port authorities have been attributed to state and local units of government. 

In addition, it is estimated that outlays of approximately $3.2 bil­
lion will be incurred by the federal government, and outl~ys of ap­
proximately $2.5 billion will be incurred by nonfederal umts of gov­
ernment over the fiscal years 1991 through 1998 as a result of 
these authorizations. Subsequently, annual federal operation and 
maintenance expenditures wi~ be approxi~ately $0.1 b~ll~on, and 
state and local contributions WIll be approxImately $0.1 bIlhon. 

Section 104 of the bill authorizes nonfederal interests to plan, 
design, and construct navigatio':l pr<?je~ts for p~rts not .authorized 
by federal law and, if the project IS m comph~mce WIth federal 
standards to be reimbursed (subect to approprIatIons) for the share 
of costs a~sociated with the project that would have been incurred 
by the federal government had it been carried out under the 
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normal federal authorization and appropriations process. No esti­
mate of the additional federal, state and local outlays associated 
with this provision could be made, because there is no clear basis 
for predicting the projects that will be undertaken according to the 
provisions of this section. 

Section 105 of the bill outlines cost-sharing provisions for naviga­
tion improvement projects for ports. Under these provisions non­
federal parties will be responsible for 10 percent of the cost of con­
struction of projects associated with depths less than 20 feet, 25 
percent of the costs of construction associated with depths between 
20 feet and 45 feet and 50 percent of the construction costs associ­
ated with depths greater than 45 feet. In addition, nonfederal par­
ties will be responsible. for 50 percent of operation and mainte­
nance costs associated with depths greater than 45 feet. Nonfederal 
parties also will be responsible for 50 percent of costs associated 
with alterations of utility facilities required at depths less than 45 
feet and 25 percent of the costs associated with such alterations re­
quired as a result of a deeper dredging. To the extent possible, the 
estimated budget impact of these provisions has been included in 
the table above. 

Section 107 authorizes the Secretary to guarantee up to 90 per­
cent of the. payment of the principal amount of and interest on 
loans made or bonds sold to finance navigation improvement 
projects undertaken by nonfederal interests. Federal loan guaran­
tees for this purpose will be limited to $1 billion in any fIScal year. 
The section specifies that a fee of at least one quarter of one per­
cent of the guarantee amount is to be assessed on guarantee re­
ceipts. It is likely that receipts from these fees will be sufficient to 
cover the program's administrative costs. The $1 billion guarantee 
level represents contingent liabilities of the Federal government. 
However, based on historical information from the private sector 
on default rates, it is not likely that port authorities, states or 
other nonfederal interests would default. Therefore, no amount for 
defaults has been included in this estimate. 

Section 112 directs the Administrator of the Environmental Pro­
tection Agency to designate, within four years, a new dredge dis­
posal site off the coast of New Jersey. Once the new site is desig­
nated, the existing site would be closed. It is estimated that it will 
cost EPA approximately $2 million to find a new site. Subsequent­
ly, the Corps' annual disposal costs will increase by about $10 mil­
lion to $30 million, depending on the site's location. 

Finally, title I authorizes nonfederal interests in deep draft 
harbor projects to recover their share of the construction and main­
tenance costs for projects undertaken pursuant to this title through 
the collection of tonnage fees, and outlines a process for expedited 
approval of harbor improvement projects to be undertaken by non­
federal entities. These provisions will have no significant budget 
Impact on the federal government, but will affect the ability of and 
the rate at which nonfederal entities will be able to undertake 
harbor improvement projects. 
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TITLE II-INLAND WATERWAY TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 

Section 201 of the bill authorizes navigation-related improve­
ments at 7 locks and dams on the inland waterway transportation 
system at a total first cost of approximately $1.1 billion. Section 
202 of the bill stipulates that one-third of the federal share of the 
cost of planning, designing, engineering, surveying, and construc­
tion of these projects is to come from apropriations from the Inland 
Waterways Trust Fund. In addition, it specifies that one-third of 
the federal share of the cost of necessary alterations of utility fa­
cilities is to be paid from amounts appropriated from the general 
fund of the Treasury and one-sixth of these costs is to be paid from 
appropriations from the Inland Waterways Trust Fund. Estimated 
authorization levels and outlays associated with this title are as fol­
lows: 

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

1986 1981 1988 1989 1990 

Estimated authorization level................................................................................... 35 73 204 116 

Estimated outlays..................................................................................................... 25 61 ISS 130 


In addition, it is estimated that outlays of approximately $2.2 bil­
lion will be incurred by the federal government over the fiscal 
years 1991 through 1997 as a result of enactment of these authori­
zations. Subsequently, annual federal operation and maintenance 
expenditures will be approximately $0.1 billion. 

Less than $5 million (in October 1984 dollars) in outlays will be 
incurred by nonfederal parties as a result of these provisions if all 
projects authorized by this title are built, and only a portion of that 
amount will be incurred by units of state and local governments. 

TITLE III-FLOOD CONTROL 

Section 301 of the bill authorizes 98 flood control projects at a 
total first cost of approximately $3.8 billion. Estimated authoriza­
tion levels and outlays associated with this title are as follows: 

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

1986 1981 1988 1989 1990 

Federal Government: 
Estimated authorization level.......................................................................... 14 86 191 498 551 
Estimated outlays..............................................................·............................. 9 64 155 384 500 

State and local governments: Estimated outlays...................................................... 1 11 39 112 37 

In addition, it is estimated that outlays of approximately $3.9 bil­
lion will be incurred by the federal government, and outl~ys of ap­
proximately $0.8 billion will be incurred by nonfederal umts of gov­
ernment over the fiscal years 1991 through 1998 as a result of en­
actment of these authorizations. Subsequently, annual federal oper­
ations and maintenance costs will be about $3 million and nonfed­
eral contributions will be about $10 million. Annual reimburse­
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ments from state and local governments to the federal government 
will total about $0.3 billion over a 15-year period beginning in 
fiscal year 1991. 

Section 302 stipulates that the nonfederal share for flood control 
projects will be 25 percent of the total project cost. Under current 
law nonfederal parties must provide lands, easements, and rights­
of-way for federal water resources projects. This bill provides that 
if the value of these lands, easements and rights-of-way exceeds the 
25 percent requirement but is not more than 30 percent of the total 
project cost, then this is to be the nonfederal share; if their value is 
less than 25 percent, the nonfederal interest must pay 5 percent of 
the balance to the federal government during the construction 
period and the remainder over a 15-year period following project 
completion. The budget impact of this provision for projects author­
ized by this bill has been estimated in the table above, with the fol­
lowing qualification: the full amount of the nonfederal government 
contributions is included in these outlay estimates, because the in­
formation necessary to determine what proportion of lands, ease­
ments, and rights-of-way will need to be purchased by nonfederal 
units of government (and what proportion is already under state or 
local government ownership) is not readily available. . 

For projects authorized by other acts, no estimate of the budget 
impact of the new cost-sharing formula could be made. 

TITLE IV-SHORELINE PROTECTION 

Section 401 of the bill authorizes 20 shoreline protection projects 
at a total first cost of approximately $300 million. Section 402 spe­
cificially authorizes the appropriation of $12.5 million for six dem­
onstration projects for shoreline erosion. Estimated authorization 
levels and outlays associated with these sections are as follows: 

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Federal Government: 
Estimated authorization level.......................................................................... 14 8 8 24 77 
Estimated outlays............................................................................................ 2 13 11 17 61 

State local governments: Estimated outlays ............................................................................. 1 2 5 22 

In addition, it is estimated that outlays of approximately $260 
million will be incurred by the federal government, and outlays of 
approximately $72 million will be incurred by nonfederal units of 
government in the fiscal years 1991 through 1994 as a result of en­
actment of these authorizations. Subsequently, annual federal oper­
ations and maintenance expenditures will be about $7 million and 
nonfederal contributions will be about $5 million each year. 

For the purpose of this estimate it was assumed that the full 
amount specifically authorized in section 402 would be appropri­
ated early in fiscal year 1986, and that private parties would be re­
quired to pay the full 25 percent nonfederal share. 
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TITLE V-WATER RESOURCES CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

Section 501 of the bill authorizes construction of 40 projects for 
water resources development and conservation at a total first cost 
of approximately $1.4 billion. Sections 502 through 541 authorize 
the Secretary to carry out 11 demonstration projects, one study, 
and an additional 28 miscellaneous water resources projects at a 
total first cost of approximately $0.6 billion. Estimated authoriza­
tion levels and outlays associated with these sections are as follows: 

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Federal Government: 
Estimated authorization level ......................................................;................... 
Estimated outlays...,........................................................................................ 

State and local governments: Estimated outlays ....................................................... 

116 
9 
1 

53 
45 
5 

38 
78 
8 

166 
185 
30 

410 
365 

66 

In addition, it is estimated that outlays of approximately $2.1 bil­
lion will be incurred by the federal government, and outlays of 
about $0.4 billion will be incurred by nonfederal units of govern­
ment over the fiscal years 1991 through 1998 as a result of these 
authorizations. Subsequently, annual federal operations and main­
tenance expenditures will be about $32 million and nonfederal con­
tributions will be about $14 million each year. Federal expendi­
tures will be offset by nonfederal reimbursements over 50 years to­
taling approximately $0.8 billion beginning in fiscal year 1991. 

A total of $109 million is specifically authorized to be appropri­
ated for six of the demonstration projects. For the purpose of this 
estimate, it was assumed that these funds would be made available 
incrementally as needed, beginning in fiscal year 1986. No estimate 
of the costs associated with the land acquisitions authorized in sec­
tion 518 could be made in the time available. 

TITLE VI-WATER RESOURCES STUDIES 

The 28 sections of this title direct the Secretary to carry out a 
number of feasibility reports, studies, advanced engineering and 
design plans, inventories, and demon~tration proje~ts. It als? expe­
dites completion of a number of prevIOusly authOrIzed studIes and 
modifies the requirements of. seve~al stud~es currently underwa~. 
The total estimated cost speCIfied In the title amounts ~o apprOXI­
mately $45 million, but costs for over half of the studIes ar~ not 
included. Estimated authorization levels and outlays associated 
with this title are as follows: 

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Federal Government: 
Estimated authorization level .......................................................................... 64 5 5 ............................ .. 
Estimated outlays............................................................................................ 

State and local governments: Estimated outlays ...................................................... 
14 
I 

20 
I 

20 
I 

11 
1 

9 
1 
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Many of the activities authorized by this title require completion 
within a few fiscal years of enactment. Thus, for the purpose of 
this estimate, it was assumed that all funds necessary for the pro­
visions of title VI would be appropriated incrementally as needed 
prior to the beginning of each fiscal year, beginning in 1986. 

TITLE VII-PROJECT MODIFICATIONS 

The 80 sections in this title each authorize modifications to water 
resources projects. All types of water projects are affected, includ­
ing features designed for navigation, flood control, hydropower gen­
eration, and beach erosion control. Moreover, modifications author­
ized range from minor adjustments in repayment provisions to 
major design modifications. Almost half of the 80 project modifica­
tions in the title have no estimated cost specified in the bill; for 
these projects, the estimated costs used in this estimate are based 
on information provided by the Corps of Engineers. The total speci­
fied estimate (or first cost) for the remaining projects is approxi­
mately $0.4 billion. Estimated authorization levels and outlays as­
sociated with the title are as follows: 

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Federal Government: 
Estimated authorization level.......................................................................... 91 104 229 287 417 
Estimated outlays............................................................................................ 64 

State and local Governments: Estimated outlays...................................................................... 
101 
-1 

164 
-2 

266 
-5 

316 
-9 

In addition, it is estimated that oulays of about $400 million will 
be incurred by the federal government in the fiscal years 1991 and 
1992 if these projects are funded. Subsequently, federal expendi­
tures for operations and maintenance will be $3 million annually 
in October 1984 dollars. Outlays by nonfederal government entities 
will be reduced by about $25 million over the same time period. 

For the purpose of this estimate it was assumed that all funds 
authorized in this title would be appropriated incrementally as 
needed, beginning in fiscal year 1986. 

Two sections of this title contain general authorizations for 
which no cost estimate could be made. Section 726 authorizes the 
Secretary to modify any water resources development project for 
mitigation of damages to fish and wildlife if the estimated cost of 
such modification does not exceed 10 percent of the estimated cost 
of the project of $7.5 million, whichever is less. Section 741 author­
izes the Secretary to acquire for recreation purposes lands which 
are not contiguous with a water resources development project as 
part of the project. No estimate of the federal or state costs associ­
ated with these sections could be made, because it is impossible to 
identify projects which may be affected by these provisions. 

TITLE VIII-WATER SUPPLY 

Subtitle A authorizes the Secretary to make loans to state and 
local governments and to persons operating water systems regulat­
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ed by states for the purposes of repairing, rehabilitating, expanding 
or improving a water supply system. Loans under this title are lim­
ited to 80 percent of the cost of the project and would be made at 
an interest rate equivalent to the federal government's cost of bor­
rowing. Monies disbursed to construct approved projects as well as 
construction period interest would be repaid starting in the year 
the facility is completed. Repayment could be spread over as many 
as 50 years from that first payment. 

All projects eligible for such loans must first be approved by joint 
resolution of both the Senate Committee on Environment and 
Public Works and the· House Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. Title VIII of this bill includes 29 projects specifical­
ly authorized for fiscal year 1986. Any additional projects must be 
evaluated and approved under provisions outlined in the bill. 

Any applicant for assistance under this portion of title VIII must 
pay a fee of not more than $10,000, which is intended to offset any 
federal costs of processing the application. Any unused portion of 
this fee would be returned to the applicant. 

The bill authorizes the appropriation of $800 million a year for 
fiscal years 1986 through fiscal year 1989, and such sums as may be 
necessary thereafter, for this program. 

The only cost to the federal government of a direct loan is the 
cost of administration and defaults, if the loan is made at an inter­
est rate equal to the government's own borrowing costs. Loans 
under this title would be made at such a rate and would be unlike­
ly to suffer significant defaults. Assuming no defaults, loans under 
this title would result in negligible net costs to the government. 

There w0uld, however, be a significant budget impact from enact­
ing this legislation. The commitment to participate in a project by 
the Corps would require the appropriation of the full loan amount 
in the year an agreement is reached, although the funds would be 
expended over the construction period of the project, often several 
years.

The table below assumes that half of all projects authorized for 
fiscal year 1986 result in loan approvals in that year and require 
appropriations under the circumstances outlined above. These 
funds are then assumed to be disbursed at rates similar to those for 
water projects aided by the Farmers Home Administration. Com­
mitments for the remaining projects are assumed to be made in the 
second year. Project approvals and funding for subsequent years 
are assumed to follow the same pattern. Any delays in project 
review and approval procedures would delay outlays beyond the 
schedule estimated in the following table. 

[by fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Estimated authorization level ................................................................................... 800 800 800 800 830 

Estimated outlays ................................ ......... ....... ......... ............................................ 20 150 360 565 680 


Subtitle B of title VIII authorizes the Secretary to survey, plan, 
and recommend to the Congress single and multipurpose water 
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projects that would be constructed by the Corps under an agree­
ment with local jurisdictions. Such an agreement would require 
that the federal government be repaid for its expenses under condi­
tions identical to those of the direct loan program in subtitle A. 
The title authorizes three specific projects eligible for construction 
under this subtitle, estimated to cost approximately $167 million. 
The budget impact of this construction, should the projects start in 
fiscal year 1986, is summarized below. 

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Estimated authorization level ................................................................................... 30 50 45 20 

Estimated outlays... ...................... ...... ............... ...... .......................... ...... ...... ...... ..... 30 50 45 20 


Any subsequent projects under this title would require the appro­
priation of funds in the year construction obligations are expected 
to be incurred. 

TITLE IX-NAMINGS 

This title renames 15 federal water resources projects. No signifi­
cant costs of the federal or state governments are expected to 
result 

TITLE X-DEAUTHORIZATIONS 

This title deauthorizes 324 water resources projects with a total 
estiamted first cost of $11.9 billion. Assuming that these projects 
would otherwise have been funded, the estimated reductions in au­
thorization levels and outlays associated with this title are as fol­
lows: 

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Federal Government: 
Estimated authorization level .......................................................................... - 44 - 302 - 397 - 626 -1,272 
Estimated outlays............................................................................................ -31 -225 -356 -480 -1,036 

State and local governments: Estimated outlays ..............................:....................... -14 -93 -109 -95 -179 


In addition, it is estimated that federal outlays will be reduced 
by approximately $16.0 billion and outlays by nonfederal units of 
government by about $2.6 billion over the fiscal years 1991 through 
1998 as a result of these deauthorizations. Subsequently annual 
federal operations and maintenance expenditures will be reduced 
by about $0.3 billion, and nonfederal contributions will decrease by 
approximately $0.1 billion. 

TITLE XI-GENERAL PROVISIONS 

This title has 108 sections, of which only about half will have an 
additional cost impact of the federal or state and local governments 
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over amounts included in the cost estimates for the first seven 
titles of the bill. (Many of the sections of the title contain program­
matic or cost-sharing provisions which affect the outlays expected 
to result from the project authorizations in titles I through VII. For 
example, section 1104 establishes the Environmental Protection 
and Mitigation Fund and specifically authorizes the appropriation 
of $35 million annually for the fund beginning in fiscal year 1986. 
However, no additional outlays from this authorization have been 
included in the cost estimate for title XI because it was assumed 
that monies from this fund would be available for studies, land ac­
quisition, and initiation of construction for projects authorized in 
the first seven titles of the bill.) 

There are a number of sections in this title for which no estimate 
of the cost could be made. All of these sections contain general pro­
grammatic provisions and will affect projects authorized by this bill 
as well as future water resources projects carried out by the Corps. 
These sections include provisions authorizing the construction of 
nonstructural projects for mitigation of shore damages caused by 
navigation projects; the restoration of certain nonfederally-owned 
dams to a safe condition; the removal of snags, drift and debris 
from water resources projects and navigable streams and tributar­
ies; the preservation and restoration of historic properties located 
on water resources development projects under the jurisdiction of 
the Corps; the advance or concurrent acquisition of lands necessary 
for mitigation of fish and wildlife losses attributable to a water re­
sources project; modification of the cost-sharing requirement for 
placement of beach quality dredged material on beaches; and an 
extension of the authority of the Corps b provide emergency aid 
following a disaster. 

The provisions outlined in the sections expected to have addition­
al costs and for which cost estimates could be made are diverse. In­
cluded in these sections are authorizations for studies; demonstra­
tion projects; new programs; land conveyances; new construction 
projects; and repayment contract revisions. In addition, there are 
increases in funding ceilings for several ongoing programs, and au­
thorizations for appropriations for several specific water resources 
projects. Estimated authorization levels and outlays associated with 
these sections are as follows: 

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Estimated authorization level................................................................................... 365 213 204 212 172 

Estimated outlays..................................................................................................... 120 162 265 313 221 


In addition, it is estimated that outlays of approximately $500 
million will be incurred by the federal government over the fiscal 
years 1991 through 1998 as a result of enactment of this title. Sub­
sequently annual operations and maintenance costs of about $90 
million will be incurred. It is estimated that outlays by nonfederal 
government entities will total aproximately $300 million over the 
same period of time. 
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TITLE XII-WATER RESOURCES POLICY ACT 

Subtitle B of this title creates the National Board of Water 
Policy and a regional-state water resources advisory committee, 
and authorizes the appropriation of a total of $3.0 million in each 
of fiscal years 1986 through 1990 for costs associated with adminis­
tration, staffing and other expenditures of the board and advisory 
committee. It is estimated that 90 percent of these funds will be 
spent in the year in which they are appropriated, and the re­
mander will be spent in the following year, based on historical data 
for similar activities. 

Subtitle C authorizes the National Board on Water Policy to 
make grants to the states to assist the implementation of compre­
hensive programs for use, development, conservation and manage­
ment of state and regional water and related land resources. A 
total of $20 million is authorized to be appropriated in each of 
fiscal years 1986 through 1990 for thes~ grants, and they are to be 
matched by the states on a one-to-one basis. Authorization levels 
and estimated outlays associated with this title are as follows, as­
suming full appropriation of the authorized amounts: 

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Federal Government: 
Authorizaton level ........................................................................................... 23 23 23 23 23 
Estimated outlays............................................................................................ 16 21 23 23 23 

State and local Governments: Estimated outlays...................................................... 13 18 20 20 20 

TITLE XIII-PORT INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT AND IMPROVEMENT 

TRUST FUND 


This title establishes the PORT Infrastructure Development and 
Improvement Trust Fund and appropriates up to $1.0 billion to the 
fund from customs duties collected during the preceding fiscal year 
and from a new tax on commercial cargo. That tax is set at .04 per­
cent of the value of all commercial cargo loaded or unloaded from a 
vessel at a U.S. port. The title provides that funds in the trust fund 
will be available for appropriations for projects authorized to re­
ceive money from the fund for: feasibility studies, construction, op­
eration, and maintenance of ports carried out by the Secretary or 
the Saint Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation; relocations 
of utilities, structures, and other improvements; and repayments to 
nonfederal entites for planning, designing or constructing a port 
pursuant to section 104 of this act. Receipts to be deposited into 
this trust fund from customs duties are currently collected and de­
posited into the general fund of the Treasury. Therefore, no addi­
tional customs duties are expected to be realized as a result of this 
provision. Based on estimates of the value of all waterborne com­
mercial cargo, CBO estimates that the new tax imposed by title 
XIII would increase revenues by the following amounts: 
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[By fiscal year, in million of dollars] 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Estimated receipts.................................................................................................... 165 190 208 226 246 


Assuming the tax is assessed and collected by the U.S. Customs 
Service, it is estimated that start-up costs to implement this section 
will be $13 million. Annual collection costs are estimated to be $11 
million. For the purposes of this estimate, it is assumed that start ­
up costs would be incurred in fiscal year 1986. 

TITLE XIV-BRIDGES OVER NAVIGABLE WATERS 

This title authorizes $0.7 million for the Greens Bayou and the 
Greens Bayou Pipeline Bridge. In addition, the bill provides $2 mil­
lion a year (starting in fiscal year 1986) for the construction or al­
teration of bridge protection systems, and directs the Secretary of 
Transportation to list all bridges over navigable waters that were 
constructed, reconstructed, or removed since January 1, 1948. Au­
thorization levels and estimated outlays associated with this title 
are as follows: 

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Authorization ............................................................................................................ 

Estimated outlays .......................:.;.~ ......................................................................... 


No additional costs to state and local governments are expected 
to be incurred as a result of enactment of this title. 

The costs of this title fall within budget function 400. 
6. Estim.ated cost to State and Local governments: The estimated 

total state and local share of the projects authorized in this bill is 
shown in the following table. 

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars) 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Estimated outlays .......... ......................... ............................. ..................................... 17 54 150 455 483 


In addition, it is esti~ated that outlays of approximately $3.7 bil­
lion will be incurred by nonfederal units of government over the 
fiscal years 1991 through 1998. Subsequently, annual operation and 
maintenance expenditures will be about $0.1 billion. Moreover, 
these entities will be responsible for reimbursements totaling about 
$1.1 billion annually for the 50-year period beginning in fiscal year 
1991. 

This bill also authorizes nonfederal interests to recover their 
share of construction and maintenance costs for deep draft harbor 
projects through the collection of tonnage fees. This provision is ex­
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pected to affect the ability of and rate at which nonfederal entities 
will be able to undertake harbor improvement projects. However, 
no precise estimate of the budget impact of this provision on non­
federal entities is possible. 

In addition, the bill deauthorizes over 300 water resources 
projects. The estimated reduction in outlays by state and local 
units of government expected to result from these deauthorizations 
are as follows, assuming they would otherwise have been funded: 

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars1 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Estimated outlays ................................................................................... ........ .......... - 14 - 93 -109 - 95 -179 


In addition, it is estimated that a reduction in outlays of approxi­
mately $2.6 billion will be realized by nonfederal units of govern­
ment over the fiscal years 1991 through 1998 as a result of these 
deauthorizations. Subsequently annual operations and mainte­
nance expenditures will be reduced by about $0.1 billion. 

7. Estimate comparison: None. 
8. Previous CBO estimate: None. 
9. Estimate prepared by: Theresa Gullo and Niel Fisher. 
10. Estimate approved by: James L. Blum, Assistant Director, for 

Budget Analysis. 
(4) With reference to clause 2(l)(3)(D) of rule XI of the Rules of 

the House of Representatives, the Committee has not received a 
report from the Committee on Government Operations pertaining 
to this subject matter. 

(5) With reference to clause 2(1)(4) of rule XI of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives, the following information is provided: 
The effect of carrying out H.R. 6, as reported, should be minimal 
with respect to prices and costs. The funds authorized to be appro­
priated in H.R. 6, as reported, in many cases represent modifica­
tions of continuing authorities or of projects underway. The fund­
ing of any new projects pursuant to the authority contained in the 
bill will be governed by the budget procedures of the Congress 
under the Congressional Budget Act. The work undertaken pursu­
ant to H.R. 6, as reported, will also provide many needed jobs in 
the construction field. 

COST OF LEGISLATION 

Clause 7(a) of rule Xln of the Rules of the House of Representa­
tives requires a statement of the estimate costs to the United 
States which would be incurred in carrying out H.R. 6, as reported, 
in Fiscal Year 1982, and each of the following five years. However, 
under paragraph (d) of clause 7, its provisions do not apply when 
the Committee has received a timely report from the Congressional 
Budget Office. 
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COMMITTEE ACTION AND VOTE 


The Committee, in compliance with rule XI(2)(1)(2)(A) of the 
Rules of the House of Representatives, reports favorably the bill 
H.R. 6. The Committee ordered the bill reported by voice vote. 

CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW MADE BY THE BILL, As REPORTED 

In compliance with clause 3 of rule XIII of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, 
as reported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omit­
ted is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic, 
existing law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman): 

WATER RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1976 

* * * * * * * 
SEC. 120. (a) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief 

of Engineers, is authorized to contract with States and their politi­
cal subdivisions for the purpose of obtaining increased law enforce­
ment services at water resources development projects under the 
jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Army to meet needs during 
peak visitation periods. 

[(b) There is authorized to be appropriated $6,000,000 per 'fiscal 
year for the fiscal years ending September 31, 1978, and September 
30, 1979, to carry out this section.] 

(b) There is authorized to be appropriated $10,000,000 per fiscal 
year for each fiscal year beginning after September 30, 1985, to carry 
out this section. 

* * * * * * * 
SEC. 142. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of 

Engineers, is authorized and directed tQ investigate the flood and 
related problems to those lands lying below the plane of mean 
higher high water along the San Francisco Bay shoreline of San 
Mateo, Santa Clara, Alameda, Napa, San Francisco, Marin, 
Sonoma and Solano Counties to the confluence of the Sacramento 
and San Joaquin Rivers with a view toward determining the feasi­
bility of and the Federal interest in providing protection against 
tidal and fluvial flooding. The investigation shall evaluate the ef­
fects of any proposed improvements on wildlife preservation, agri­
culture, municipal and urban interests in coordination with Feder­
al, State, regional, and local agencies with particular reference to 
preservation of existing marshland in the San Francisco Bay 
region. 

* * * * * * * 
SEC. 145. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of 

Engineers, is authorized upon request of the State, to place on the 
beaches of such State beach-quality sand which has been dredged 
in constructing and maintaining navigation inlets and channels ad­
jacent to such beaches, if the Secretary deems such action to be in 
the public interest and upon payment by such State of 50 percent of 
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the increased cost thereof above the cost required for alternative 
methods of disposing of such sand. 

* * * * * * * 
SEC. 156. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of 

Engineers, is authorized to provide periodic beach nourishment in 
the case of each water resources development project where such 
nourishment has been authorized for a limited period for such ad­
ditional period as he determines necessary but in no event shall 
such additional period extend beyond the [fifteenth] fiftieth year 
which begins after the date of initiation of construction of such 
project. 

* * * * * * 
SEC. 202. (a) The Congress finds that drift and debris on or in 

publicly' maintained commercial boat harbors and the land and 
water areas immediately adjacent thereto threaten navigational 
safety, public health, recreation, and the harborfront environment. 

(b)(I) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of En­
gineers, shall be responsible for developing projects for the collec­
tion and removal of drift and debris from publicly maintained com­
mercial boat harbors and from land and water areas immediately 
adjacent thereto. 

(2) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engi­
neers is authorized to undertake projects developed under para­
graph (1) of this subsection without specific congressional approval 
when the total Federal cost of the project is less than $400,000. 

(c) The Federal share of the cost of any project developed pursu­
ant to subsection (b) of this section shall be two-thirds of the cost of 
the project. The remainder of such costs shall be paid by the State, 
municipality, or other political subdivision in which the project is 
to be located, except that any costs associated with the collections 
and removal of drift and debris from federally owned lands shall be 
borne by the Federal Government. Non-Federal interests in future 
project development under subsection (b) of this section shall be re­
quired to recover the full cost of drift or debris removal from any 
identified owner of piers or other potential sources of drift or 
debris, or to repair such sources so that they no longer create a po­
tential source of drift or debris. 

(d) Any State, municipality, or other political subdivision where 
any project developed pursuant to subsection (b) of this section is 
located shall provide all lands, easements, and right-of-way neces­
sary for the project, including suitable access and disposal areas, 
and shall agree to maintain such projects and hold and save the 
United States free from any damages which may result from the 
non-Federal sponsor's performance of, or failure to perform, any of 
its required responsibilities of cooperation for the project. Non-Fed­
eral interest shall agree, to regulate any project area following 
project completion so that such area will not become a future 
source of drift and debris. The Chief of Engineers shall provide 
technical advice to non-Federal interests on the implementation of 
this subsection. 

(e) For the purposes of this section­
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(1) the term "drift" includes any bouyant material that, 
when floating in the navigable waters of the United States, 
may cause damage to a commercial or recreational vessel; and 

(2) the term "debris" includes any abandoned or dilapidated 
structure or any sunken vessel or other object that can reason­
ably be expected to collapse or otherwise enter the navigable 
waters of the United States as drift within a reasonable period. 

[(f) There is authorized to be appropriated to carry out this sec­
tion not to exceed $4,000,000 per fiscal year for fiscal years 1978 
and 1979.] 

(f) There is authorized to be appropriated to carry out this section 
such sums as may be necessary for fiscal years beginning after Sep­
tember 30, 1985. 

* * * * * * * 

WATER RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1974 

* * * * * * * 
SEC. 16. (a) The Comprehensive plan for flood control and other 

purposes in the White River Basin, as authorized by the Act of 
June 28, 1938 (52 Stat. 1215), and as modified and amended by sub­
sequent Acts, is further modified to provide for a free highway 
bridge built to modern standards over the Norfork Reservior at an 
appropriate location in the area where United States Highway 62 
and Arkansas State Highway 101 were inundated as a result of the 
construction of the Norfork Dam and Reservoir. Such bridge shall 
be constructed by the Chief of Engineers in accordance with such 
plans as are determined to be satisfactory by the Secretary of the 
Army to provide adequate crossing facilities. Prior to construction 
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers. 
shall enter into an agreement with appropriate non-Federal inter­
ests as determined by him, which shall provide that after construc­
tion such non-Federal interests shall own, operate, and maintain 

. such bridge and approach facilities free to the public. 
(b) The cost of constructing such bridge shall be borne by the 

United States except that the State of Arkansas shall, upon com­
pletion of such bridge, reimburse the United States the sum of 
[$1,342,000 plus interest, compounded annually, for the period 
from May 29, 1943, to the date of enaGtment of this Act. Such inter­
est shall be computed at rates determined by the Secretary of the 
Treasury to be equal to the average annual rates payable on all in­
terest-bearing obligations of the United States forming a part of 
the public debt for each year during this period, and adjusted to 
the nearest one-eight of 1 per centum.] $1,700,000. 

* * * * * * 
SEC. 22. (a) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief 

of Engineers, is authorized to cooperate with any State in the prep­
aration of comprehensive plans for the development, utilization, 
and conservation of the water and related resources of drainage 
basins located within the boundaries of such State and to submit to 
Congress reports and recommendations with respect to appropriate 
Federal participation in carrying out such plans. 
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(b) There is authorized to be appropriated not to exceed 
[$4,000,000] $10,000,000 annually to carry out the provisions of 
this section except that not more than [$200,000] $500,000 shall 
be expended in anyone year in anyone State. 

(c) For the purposes of this section, the term "State" means the 
several States of the United States, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, the Common­
weaith of the Northern Marianas, and the Trust Territory of the 
Pacific Islands. 

* * * * ** 
SEC. 66. (a) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief 

of Engineers, in authorized to undertake measures to clear the 
channel of the main channel of the Little Calumet River, Illinois, 
from its confluence with the Calumet-Sag channel eastward to Indi­
ana State line, of fallen trees, roots, silt, and other debris and ob­
jects which contribute to flooding, unsightliness, and pollution of 
the river[.], and thereafter to maintain such channel free of such 
trees, roots, silt, debris, and objects. 

(b) Prior to initiation of measures authorized by the section, such 
non-Federal interests as the Secretary of the Army, acting through 
the Chief of Engineers, may require shall agree to such conditions 
of cooperation as the Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, determines appropriate, except that such condi­
tions shall be similar to those required for similar project purposes 
in other Federal waste resources projects. Non-Federal interests 
shall pay 25 per centum of the cost of maintaining the channel free 
of such trees, roots, silt, debris, and objects. 

* * * * * * * 
SEC. 92. (a)(1) The hurricane-flood protection project on Lake 

Pontchartrain, Louisiana, authorized by section 204 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1965 (Public Law 89-298) is hereby modified to pro­
vide that non-Federal public bodies may agree to pay the unpaid 
balance of the cash payment due, with interest, in yearly install­
ments. The yearly installments will be initiated when the Secre­
tary determines that the project is complete but in no case shall 
the initial installment be delayed more than ten years after the 
initiation of project construction. [Each installment] Except as 
provided in paragraph (2) of this subsection, each installment shall 
not be less than one twenty-fifth of the remaining unpaid balance 
plus interest on such balance, and the total of such installments 
shall be sufficient to achieve full payment including interest, 
within twenty-five years of the initiation of project construction. 

(2) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engi­
neers, shall, upon the request of Saint Bernard Parish, Louisiana, 
modify the agreement entered into between the Secretary and Saint 
Bernard Parish pursuant to this section so that each installment to 
be paid by Saint Bernard Parish as its part of the non-Federal 
share of the cost of the hurricane-flood protection project on Lake 
Pontchartrain, Louisiana, shall be one-fiftieth of the remaining 
unpaid balance as set forth in such agreement plus interest on such 
balance, and the total of such installments shall be sufficient to 
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achieve full.p~:rment of such balance, plus interest, within fifty 
years of thezmtzation ofproject construction. 

* * * * * * * 
SEC. 108. (a) * * * 

* * * * '" * * 
(k) They are authorized to be appropriated [$103,522,000] 

$153,600,000 to carry out the provisions of this section, other than 
subsection (j) of this section. No moneys shall be appropriated from 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund to carry out the purposes 
of this section. 

* * * * * * * 

SECTION 116 OF THE RIVER AND HARBOR ACT OF 1970 

SEC. 116. (a) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief 
of Engineers, is authorized to undertake measures to clear the 
channel of the North Branch of the Chicago River, Illinois, of 
fallen trees, roots, and other debris and objects which contribute to 
flooding, unsightliness, and pollution of the river, and thereafter to 
maintain such channel free of such trees, roots, debris, and objects. 

(b) Prior to initiation of measures authorized by this section, such 
non-Federal interests as the Secretary of the Army, acting through 
the Chief of Engineers, may require shall agree to such conditions 
of cooperation as the Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, determines appropriate, except that such condi­
tions shall be similar to those required for similar project purposes 
in other Federal water resources projects. [Non-Federal interests 
shall pay 25 per centum of the cost of maintaining the channel free 
to trees, roots, debris, and objects.] The Secl'etary of the Army, 
acting through the Chief of Engineers, shall before beginning any 
operation to maintain the channel authorized by this section, enter 
into a separate agreement with the appropriate non-Federal interests 
which is applicable only to that operation and which requires such 
non-Federal interests to pay 25 per centum of the cost of such main­
tenance interests to pay 25 per centum of the cost of such mainte­
nance operation. 

(c) There is authorized to be appropriated to the Secretary of the 
Army not to exceed $200,000 for the Federal share of the project to 
clear the channel, and not to exceed $150,000 each fiscal year 
thereafter to maintain such channel. 

FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1946 

* * ** * * * 
SEC. 10. That the following works of improvement for the benefit 

of navigation and and the control of destructive flood-waters and 
other purposes are hereby adopted and authorized to be prosecuted 
under the direction of the Secretary of War and the supervision of 
the Chief of Engineers in accordance with the plans in the respec­
tive reports hereinafter designated and subject to the conditions set 
forth therein: Provided, That the necessary plans, specifications, 
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and preliminary work may be prosecuted on any project authorized 
in this Act with funds from appropriations heretofore or hereafter 
made for flood control so as to be ready for rapid inauguration of a 
construction program: Provided further, That the projects author­
ized herein shall be initiated as expeditiously and prosecuted as 
vigorously as may be consistent with budgetary requirements: And 
provided further, That penstocks and other similar facilities adapt­
ed to possible future use in the development of hydroelectric power 
shall be installed in any dam authorized in this Act for construc­
tion by the War Department when approved by the Secretary of 
War on the recommendation of the Chief of Engineers and the Fed­
eral Power Commission: 

* * * * ** * 

BRAZOS RIVER BASIN 

The project for' the Belton Reservoir on Leon River, Texas, is 
hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recommen­
dations of the Chief of Engineers in his report dated April 19, 1946, 
at an estimated cost of $15,500,000. 

Of the conservation storage capacity provided by such reservoir, 
not to exceed forty-five thousand acre-feet of such capacity shall be 
available for irrigation or water supply purposes in the Leon, Lam­
pasas, and Little River Valleys. 

The project for flood protection at Eastland, on Leon river, 
Texas, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in his report dated 
April 19, 1946, at an estimated cost of $82,800. 

* * * * * * * 
SEC. 14. That the Secretary of War is hereby authorized to allot 

from any appropriations heretofore or hereafter made for flood con­
trol, not to exceed [$10,000,000] $15,000,000 per year, for the con­
struction, repair, restoration, and modification of emergency 
streambank and shoreline protection works to prevent damage to 
highways, bridge approaches, and public works, churches, hospitals, 
schools, and other nonprofit public services, when in the opinion of 
the Chief of Engineers such work is advisable: Provided, That not 
more than [$250,000] $750,000 shall be alloted for this purpose at 
any single locality from the appropriations for anyone fiscal year. 

* * * * * * * 

SECTION 2 OF THE ACT OF DECEMBER 29, 1981 

AN ACT To deauthorize several projects within the jurisdiction of the Army Corps 
of Engineers 

* * * * * * 
SEC. 2.(a). * * * 

* * * * ok * * 
[(h) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of En­

gineers, is authorized and directed to undertake such structural 
and nonstructural measures as he determines to be economically 
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and engineeringly feasible to prevent flood damage to communities 
along the route of the Meramec river in Saint Louis and Jefferson 
Counties, Missouri. Such structural measures shall not include the 
construction of any dams or reservoirs. There is authorized to be 
appropriate for thosefiscal years which begin on or after October 1, 
1982, not to exceed $20,000,000 to carry out the provisions of this 
subsection.] ­

(h) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engi­
neers, is authorized and directed to undertake, at full Federal ex­
pense, such structural and nonstructural measures as he determines 
to be economically and engineeringly feasible to prevent flood 
damage to communities along the route of the Meramec River and 
its tributaries in Saint Louis, Jefferson, and Franklin Counties (in­
cluding the community of Pacific, Missouri), Missouri, at an esti­
mated cost of $100,000,000. Such structural measures shall not in­
clude the construction of any dam or reservoir on the Meramec 
River. 

* * * * * * * 

SECTION 111 OF THE RIVER AND HARBOR ACT OF 1968 

SEC. 111. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of 
Engineers, is authorized to investigate, study, and construct 
projects (both structural and npnstructural) for the prevention or 
mitigation of shore damages attributable to Federal navigation 
works. The cost of installing, operating, and maintaining such 
projects shall be borne entirely by the United States. No such 
project shall be constructed without specific authorization by Con­
gress if the estimated first cost exceeds [$1,000,000.] $3,000,000 

THE ACT OF AUGUST 8, 1972 

AN ACT To authorize the Secretary of the Army to undertake a national program 
of inspection of dams 

* * * * * * 
SEC. 3.. As soon as practicable after inspection of a dam, the Sec­

retary shall notify the Governor of the State in which such dam is 
located the results of such investigation. In any case in which any 
hazardous conditions are found during an inspection, upon request 
by the owner, the Secretary, acting through the Chief of Engineers, 
may perform detailed engineering stud:ies to determine the structur­
al integrity of the dam, subject to rezmbursement of such expense. 
The Secretary shall immediately notify the Governor of any haz­
ardous conditions found during an inspection. The Secretary shall 
provide advice to the Governor, upon request, relating to timely re­
medial measures necessary to mitigate or obviate any hazardous 
conditions found during an inspection.

SEC. 4. (a) For the purpose of determining whether a dam (includ­
ing the waters impounded by such dam) consti~utes a d~nger. to 
human life or property, the Secretary shall take mto consldera~lOn 
the possibility that the dam might be endangered by overtoppmg, 
seepage, settlement, erosion, sediment, cracking, earth movement, 



544 


earthquakes, failure of bulkheads, flashboard, gates or conduits, or 
other conditions which exist or which might occur in any area in 
the vicinity of the dam. 

(b)(1) In any case where the Secretary determines that a dam in­
spected under this Act or under the authority of any other Federal 
law which is owned· by a State, a political subdivision thereof, or 
any other such public agency or instrumentality is in such a hazard­
ous condition that it is a danger to human life or property, the Sec­
retary is authorized to restore such dam to a safe condition if the 
State, political subdivision, or other public agency or instrumentali­
ty owning such dam agrees prior to any such restoration (A) to pay 
20 percent of the costs of such restoration during the period such 
restoration is carried out, (B) to repay to the United States, over a 
period not to exceed 50 years from the date ofcompletion of the res­
toration, the remaining costs of such restoration, together with in­
terest, at a rate computed in accordance with section 301(b) of the 
Water Supply Act of1958, and (C) to maintain such dam upon com­
pletion ofsuch restoration in a safe condition. 

(2) The Secretary is not authorized to carry out any of the work 
described in this subsection unless the State in which the work is to 
be accomplished has in existence and is maintaining a dam safety 
program for non-Federal dams which insures that non-Federal 
dams are built in accordance with sound engineering practice, pro­
tect the safety of the public, and are maintained in safe condition. 

(3) There are authorized to be appropriated to carry out this sub­
section $30,000,000 for each fiscal year beginning after September 
30, 1985. 

SEC. 5. (a) The Secretary shall report to the Congress on or before 
July 1, 1974, on his activities under the Act, which report shall in~ 
elude, but not be limited to­

(1) an inventory of all dams located in the United States; 
(2) a review of each inspection made, the recommendations 

furnished to the Governor of the State in which such dam is 
located and information as to the implementation of such rec­
ommendation; 

(3) recommendations for a comprehensive national program 
for the inspection, and regulation for safety purpose of dams of 
the Nation, and the respective responsibilities which should be 
assumed by Federal, State, and local governments and by
public and private interests. 

(b) The Secretary shall annually update the inventory of dams re­
quired to be prepared under subsection (a) and submit a report to 
the Congress on the results of such update. In conducting such 
update, the Secretary shall take into account any other review of 
dams which the Secretary has conducted under the authority of any
other law. 

SECTION 104 OF THE RIVER AND HARBOR ACT OF 1958 

SEC. 104. (a) There is hereby authorized a comprehensive pro­
gram to provide for control and progressive eradication of water 
hyacinth, alligator weed, Eurasian water milfoil, and other obnox­
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ious aquatic plant growths, from the navigable waters, tributar~ 
streams, connecting channels, and other allied waters of thE 
United States, in the combined interest of navigation, flood control 
drainage, agriculture, fish and wildlife conservation, public health 
and related purposes, including continued research for develop 
ment of the most effective and economic control measures, to bE 
administered by· the Chief of Engineers, under the direction of thE 
Secretary of the Army, in cooperation with other Federal and StatE 
agencies. Local interests shall agree to hold and save the Unite( 
States free from claims that may occur from control operations am 
to participate to the extent of 30 per centum of the cost of sud 
operations. Costs for research and planning undertaken pursuan· 
to the authorities of this section shall be borne fully by the Federa 
Government. 

(b) There are authorized to be appropriated such amounts, not ir 
excess of [$10,000,000] $12,000,000 annually, as may be necessa~ 
to carry out the provisions of this section. Any such funds em 
ployed for control operations shall be allocated by the Chief of En 
gineers on a priority basis, based upon the urgency and need 0 

each area, and the availability of local funds. 

SECTION 101 OF THE ACT OF OCTOBER 21, 1978 

AN ACT To amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that income fron 
the conducting of certain bingo games by centain tax-exempt organizations wi] 
not be subject to tax, and for other purposes. 

* * * * * * * 
Sec. 101. (a) The Upper Mississippi River Basin Commission (re 

ferred to in this section as the "Commission") shall prepare a com 
prehensive master plan for the management of the Upper Missis 
sippi River System in cooperation with the appropriate Federal 
State, and local officials. The Commission shall publish a prelimi 
nary plan not later that January 1, 1981. The Commission shal 
hold public hearings on the preliminary plan in each State whic1 
would be effected by the plan, shall review all comments presentee 
at such hearings or submitted in writing to the Commission, and 
after making any revisions in the plan it decides are necessary 
submit to Congress a final master plan not later than January 1 
1982. All decisions of the Commission related to the master pIal 
shall be made by a two-thirds majority vote of the Commission. 

(b) The Commission shall provide for public participation in thl 
development, revision and implementation of said plan and shal 
ecourage and assist such participation. The Commission shall 
within 150 days after the· date of enactment of this Act, publisl 
guidelines in the Federal Register for public participation in th 
development, revision, and implementation of the plan. The fina 
master plan shall not be implemented without the express approv 
al of the plan by an Act of Congress enacted after the date of en 
actment of this Act. After such approval, no change may be madl 
in the master plan except as may be provided by an Act of Con 
gress enacted after the date of enactment of the Act approving th 
master plan. No person shall engage in any activity which violate 
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any provision of the plan or which is inconsistent [(as determined 
under regUlations promulgated by the Commission)] with the plan. 

* * * * 
[(i) No replacement, construction, or rehabilitation that expands 

the navigation capacity of locks, dams, and channels shall be un­
dertaken by the Secretary of the Army to increase the navigation 
capacity of the Upper Mississippi River Sysocm, until the master 
plan prepared pursuant to this section has been approved by the 
Congress except as provided in section 102 and except for necessary 
operating and maintenance activities.] 

* * * * * * 

SECTION 4 OF THE ACT OF MARCH 4, 1915 

AN ACT Making appropriations for the construction, repair, and presevation of 
certain public works on rivers and harbors, and for other purposes. . 

* * * * * * 
Sec. 4. That the Secretary of War is hereby authorized to receive 

from private parties such funds as many be contributed by them to 
be expended in connection with funds appropriated by the United 
States for any authorized work of public improvement of rivers and 
harbors whenever such work and expenditure may be considered 
by the Chief of Engineers as advantageous of the interests of navi­
gation; Provided, That when contributions heretofore or hereafter 
made by local interest for river and harbor improvements, in ac­
cordance with specific requirements or under general authority of 
Congress, are in excess of the actual cost of the work contemplated 
and properly chargeable to such contributions, such excess contri­
butions may, with the approval of the Secretary of War, be re­
turned to the proper representative of the contributing interests, 
unless the provision of law under which the contribution is made 
requires that the entire contribution be retained by the United 
States. No funds may be accepted or expended under this section 
unless such acceptance and expenditure has been specifically au­
thorized for that project by law. 

SECTION 5 OF THE ACT OF JUNE 22, 1936 

AN ACT Authorizing the construction of certian public works on rivers and harbors 
for flood control, and for other purposes 

* * * * * * 
FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1936 

SEC. 5. That pursuant to the policy outlined in sections 1 and 3, 
the following works of improvement, for the benefit of navigation 
and the control of destructive flood waters and other purposes, are 
hereby adopted and authorized to be prosecuted, in order of their 
emergency as may be designated by the President, under the direc­
tion of the Secretary of War and supervision of the Chief of Engi­
neers in accordance with the plans in the respective reports and 
records hereinafter designated: Provided, That penstocks or other 
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similar facilities, adapted to possible future use in the development 
of adequate electric power may be installed in any dam herein au­
thorized when approved by the Secretary of War upon the recom­
mendation of the Chief of Engineers: Provided further, That the 
Secretary of War is authorized to receive from States and political 
subdivisions thereof, such funds as may be contributed by them to 
be expended in connection with funds appropriated by the United 
States for any authorized flood control work whenever such work 
and expenditure may be considered by the Secretary of War, on 
recommendation of the Chief of Engineers, as advantageous in the 
public interest, except that no such funds may be accepted or ex­
pended unless such acceptance and expenditure has been specifically 
authorized for that project by law, and the plans for any reservoir 
project may, in the discretion of the Secretary of War, on recom­
mendation of the Chief of Engineers, be modified to provide addi­
tional storage capacity for domestic water supply or other conser­
vation storage, on condition that the cost of such increased storage 
capacity is contributed by local agencies and that the local agencies 
agree to utilize such additional storage capacity in a manner con­
sistent with Federal uses and purposes: And provided further, That 
when contributions made by States and political subdivisions there­
of, are in excess of the actual cost of the work contemplated and 
properly chargeable to such contributions, such excess contribu­
tions may, with the approval of the Secretary of War, be returned 
to the proper representatives of the contributing interests. 

* * * * * * * 

SECTION 5 OF THE ACT OF AUGUST 18, 1941 

AN ACT Authorizing the construction of certain public works on rivers and harbors 
for flood control, and for other purposes 

** * * * * * 
SEC. 5. (a) That there is hereby authorized an emergency fund tc 

be expended in flood emergency preparation, in flood fighting and 
rescue operations, or in the repair or restoration of any flood con· 
trol work threatened or destroyed by flood, including the strength· 
ening, raising, extending, or other modification thereof as may be 
necessary in the discretion of the Chief of Engineers for the ade­
quate functioning of the work for flood control; in the emergenc) 
protection of federally authorized hurricane or shore protection 
being threatened when in the discretion of the Chief of Engineere 
such protection is warranted to protect against imminent and sub­
stantial loss to life and property; in the repair and restoration oj 
any federally authorized hurricane or shore protective structurE 
damaged or destroyed by wind, wave, or water action of other than 
an ordinary nature when in the discretion of the Chief of Engi· 
neers such repair and restoration is warranted for the adequatE 
functioning of the structure for hurricane or shore protection. In 
any case in which the Chief of Engineers is otherwise performin~ 
work under this section in an area for which the Governor of thE 
affected state has requested a determination that an emergencJ 
exists or a declaration that a major disaster exists under the Disas· 
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ter Relief Act of 1974-, the Chief of Engineers is further authorized 
to perform on public and private lands and waters for a period of 
ten days following the Governor's request any emergency work made 
necessary by such emergency or disaster which is essential for the 
preservation of life and property, including, but not limited to, 
channel clearance, emergency shore protection, clearance and remov­
al of debris and wreckage endangering public health and safety, 
and temporary restoration of essential public facilities and services. 
The Chief of Engineers, in the exercise of this discretion, is further 
authorized to provide emergency supplies of clean [drinking] 
water, on such terms as he determines to be advisable, to any local­
ity which he finds is confronted with a source of contaminated 
[drinking] water causing or likely to cause a substantial threat to 
the public health and welfare of the inhabitants of the locality. The 
appropriation of such moneys for the inital establishment of this 
fund and for its replenishment on an annual basis, is hereby au­
thorized: Provided, That pending the appropriation of sums to such 
emergency fund, the Secretary of the Army may allot, from exist­
ing flood-control appropriations, such sums as may be necessary for 
the immediate prosecution of the work herein authorized, such ap­
propriations to be reimbursed from the appropriation herein au­
thorized when made. The Chief of Engineers is authorized, in the 
prosecution of work in connection with rescue operations, or in con­
ducting other flood emergency work, to acquire on a rental basis 
such motor vehicles, including passenger cars and buses, as in his 
discretion are deemed necesary. 

* * * * * 

SECTION 205 OF THE FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1948 

SEC. 205. That the Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized to 
allot from any appropriations heretofore or hereafter made for 
flood control, not to exceed [$30,000,000] $50,000,000 for anyone 
fiscal year, for the construction of small projects for flood control 
and related purposes not specifically authorized by Congress, which 
come within the provisions of section 1 of the Flood Control Act of 
June 22, 1936, when in the opinion of the Chief of Engineers such 
,":ork is advisable. The amount allotted for a project shall be suffi­
CIent to complete Federal participation in the project. Not more 
than [$4,000,000] $7,500,000 shall be allotted under this section 
for a project at any single locality. The provisions of local coopera­
tion specified in section 3 of the Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, 
as amended, shall apply. The work shall be complete in itself and 
not commit the United States to any additional improvement to 
insure its successful operation, except as may result from the 
normal procedure applying to projects authorized after submission 
of preliminary examination and survey reports. Section 302 of the 
Water Resources, Conservation, Development, and Infrastructure Im­
provement and Rehabilitation Act of 1985, relating to non-Federal 
share, acquisition of lands, easements, and rights-or-way, and relo­
cations of utilities, structures and other improvements, shall apply 
to projects under this section. 
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SECTION 2 OF THE FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF AUGUST 28, 1937 


SEC. 2. That the Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized to 
allot not to exceed [$5,000,000] $10,000,000 from any appropria­
tions heretofore or hereafter made for anyone fiscal year for flood 
control, for removing accumulated snags and other debris, and 
clearing and straightening the channel in navigable streams and 
tributaries thereof, when in the opinion of the Chief of Engineers 
such work is advisable in the interest of flood control: Provided, 
That not more than [$250,000] $750,000 shall be expended for this 
purpose for any single tributary from the appropriations for any 
one fiscal year. 

SECTION 107 OF THE RIVER AND HARBOR ACT OF 1960 

SEC. 107. (a) That the Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized 
to allot from any appropriations hereafter made for rivers and har­
bors not to exceed [$25,000,000] $50,000,000 for anyone fiscal 
year for the construction of small river and harbor improvement 
projects not specifically authorized by Congress which will result in 
substantial benefits to navigation and which can be operated con­
sistently with appropriate and economic use of the waters of the 
Nation for other purposes, when in the opinion of the Chief of En­
gineers such work is advisable, if benefits are in excess of the costs. 

(b) Not more than [$2,000,000] $4,000,000 shall be allotted for 
the construction of a project under this section at any single locali­
ty and the amount allotted shall be sufficient to complete the Fed­
eral participation in the project under this section. 

(c) Local interests shall provide without cost to the United States 
all necessary lands, easements and rights-of-way for all projects to 
be constructed under the authority of this section. In addition, local 
interests may be required to hold and save the United States free 
from damages that may result from the construction and mainte­
nance of the project and may be required to provide such addition­
al local cooperation as the Chief of Engineers deems appropriate. A 
State, county, municipality or other responsible local entity shall 
give assurance satisfactory to the Chief of Engineers that such con­
ditions of cooperation as are required will be accomplished. 

(d) Non-Federal interests may be required to share in the cost of 
the project to the extent that the Chief of Engineers deems that 
such cost should not be borne by the Federal Government in view 
of the recreational or otherWise special or local nature of the 
project benefits. 

(e) Each project for which money is allotted under this section 
shall be complete in itself and not commit the United States to any 
additional improvement to insure its successful operation, other 
than routine maintenance, and except as may result from the 
normal procedure applying to projects authorized after submission 
of survey reports, and projects constructed under the authority of 
this section shall be considered as authorized projects. 

(£) This section shall apply to, but not be limited to, the provision 
of low water access navigation channels from the existing channel 
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of the Mississippi River to harbor areas heretofore or now estab­
lished and located along the Mississippi River. 

SECTION 3 OF THE ACT OF AUGUST 13, 1946 

AN ACT Authorizing Federal participation in the cost of protecting the shores of 
publicly owned property 

* * * * * * 
SEC. 3. The Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized to under­

take construction of small shore and beach restoration and protec­
tion projects not specifically authorized by Congress, which other­
wise comply with section 1 of this Act, when he finds that such 
work is advisable, and he is further authorized to allot from any 
appropriations hereafter made for civil works, not to exceed 
[$25,000,000] $30,000,000 for any fiscal year for the Federal share 
of the costs of construction of such projects: Provided, That not 
more than [$1,000,000] $3,000,000 shall.be allotted for this pur­
pose for any single project and the total amount allotted shall be 
sufficient to complete the Federal participation in the project 
under this section including periodic nourishment as provided for 
under section l(c) of this Act: Provided further, That the provisions 
of local cooperation specified in section 1 of this Act shall apply: 
And provided further, That the work shall be complete in itself and 
shall not commit the United States to any additional improvement 
to insure its successful operation, except for participation in period­
ic beach nourishment in accordance with section l(c) of this Act, 
and as may result from the normal procedure applying to projects 
authorized after submission of survey reports. 

SECTION 3 OF THE ACT OF MARCH 2, 1945 

AN ACT Authorizing the construction, repair, and preservation of certain public 
works on rivers and harbors, and for other purposes 

* * * * * * 
SEC. 3. That the Secretary of War is hereby authorized to allot 

not to exceed [$300,000] $4,000,000 from any appropriations here­
tofore or hereafter, made for anyone fiscal year for improvement 
of rivers and harbors, for removing accumulated snags and other 
debris, and for protecting, clea.ring, and straightening channels in 
navigable harbors and navigable streams and tributaries thereof, 
when in the opinion of the Chief of Engineers such work is advisa­
ble in the interest of navigation or flood control. The paragraph in 
section 1 of the River and Harbor Act approved July 25, 1912, re­
lating to removal of temporary obstructions, as amended by section 
3 of the River and Harbor Act approved July 3, 1930, and section 3 
of the River and Harbor Act approved October 17, 1940, is hereby 
repealed. 

SECTION 4 OF THE RIVER AND HARBOR ACT ApPROVED JULY 5,1884 

SEC. 4. That no tolls or operating charges whatever shall be 
levied upon or collected from any vessel, dredge, or other water 
craft for passing through any lock, canal, canalized river, or other 

http:shall.be
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work for the use and benefit of navigation, now belonging to the 
United States or that may be hereafter acquired or constructed; 
and for the purpose of preserving and continuing the use and navi­
gation of said canals and other public works without interruption, 
the Secretary of War, upon the recommendation of the Chief of En­
gineers, United States Army, is hereby authorized to draw his war­
rant or requisition, from time to time, upon the Secretary of the 
Treasury to pay the actual expenses of operating, maintaining, and 
keeping said works in repair, which warrants or requisitions shall 
be paid by the Secretary of the Treasury out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated: [Provided, that whenever, in 
the judgment of the Secretary of War, the condition of any of the 
aforesaid works is such that· its entire reconstruction is absolutely 
essential to its efficient and economical maintenance and operation 
as herein provided for, the reconstruction thereof may include such 
modifications in plan and location as may be necessary to provide 
adequate facilities for existing navigation:] Provided, That when­
ever, as determined by the Secretary, the condition of any of the 
aforesaid works is such that its reconstruction is essential to its effi­
cient and economical maintenance and operation, the reconstruction 
thereof may include such modifications in plan and location as may 
be necessary to provide adequate facilities for navigation. No appro­
priation shall be made for the acquisition of any interest in real 
property for, or the actual construction of, any such reconstruction if 
such acquisition and actu,al construction have not been approved by 
resolution of the Committee on Environment and Public Works of 
the Senate and the Committee on Public Works and Transportation 
of the House of Representatives: Provided further, That the modifi­
cations are necessary to make the reconstructed work conform to 
similar works previously authorized by Congress and forming a 
part of the same improvement, and that such modifications shall 
be considered and approved by the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors and be recommended by the Chief of Engineers before 
the work of reconstruction is commenced: Provided further, also, 
that an itemized statement of said expenses shall accompany the 
annual report of the Chief of Engineers: And provided further, 
That nothing here in contained shall be held to apply to the 
Panama Canal. 

SECTION 1114 OF TITLE 18, UNITED STATES CODE 

§ 1114. Protection of officers and employees of the United States 
Whoever kills or attempts to kill any judge of the United States, 

any United States Attorney, any Assistant United States Attorney, 
or any United States marshal or deputy marshal or person em­
ployed to assist such marshal or deputy marshal, any officer or em­
ployee of the Federal Bureau of Investigation of the Department of 
Justice, any officer or employee of the Postal Service, any officer or 
employee of the secret service or of the Drug Enforcement Admin­
istration, any officer or member of the United States Capitol 
Police, any member of the Coast Guard, any employee of the Coast 
Guard assigned to perform investigative, inspection or law enforce­
ment functions, any officer or employee of any United States penal 
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or correctional institution, any officer, employee or agent of the 
customs or of the internal revenue or any person assisting him in 
the execution of his duties, any immigration officer, any officer or 
employee of Department of Agriculture or of the Department of 
the Interior designated by the Secretary of Agriculture or the Sec­
retary of the Interior to enforce any Act of Congress for the protec­
tion, preservation, or restoration of game and other wild birds and 
animals, any employee of the Department of Agriculture designat­
ed by the Secretary of Agriculture to carry out any law or regula­
tion, or to perform any function in connection with any Federal or 
State program or any program of Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin 
Islands of the United States, or the District of Columbia, for the 
control or eradication or prevention of the introduction or dissemi­
nation of animal diseases, any officer or employee of the National 
Park Service, any civilian official or employee of the Army Corps 
of Engineers assigned to perform investigations, inspections, law or 
regulatory enforcement functions, or field-level real estate func­
tions, any officer or employee of, or assigned to duty in, the field 
service of the Bureau of Land Management, or any officer or em­
ployee of the Indian field service of the United States, or any offi­
cer or employee of the National Aeronautics and Space Adminis­
tration directed to guard and protect property of the United States 
under the administration and control of the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration, any security officer of the Department 
of State or the Foreign Service, or any uniformed civilian official 
or uniformed civilian employee of the Corps of Engineers of the De­
partment of the Army assigned to perform investigations, inspec­
tions, or law or regulatory enforcement functions in connection with 
civil activities of the Department of the Army, or any officer or em­
ployee of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, the 
Consumer Product Safety Commission, Interstate Commerce Com­
mission, the Department of Commerce, or of the Department of 
Labor or of the Department of the Interior or of the Department of 
Agriculture assigned to perform investigative, inspection, or law 
enforcement functions, or any officer or employee of the Federal 
Communications Commission performing investgative, inspection, 
or law enforcement functions, or any officer or employee of the 
Veterans' Administration assigned to perform investigative or law 
enforcement functions, or any United States probation or pretrial 
services officer, or any United States magistrate, or any officer or 
employee of any department or agency within the Intelligence 
Community (as defined in section 3.4(F) of Executive Order 12333, 
December 8, 1981, or successor orders) not already covered under 
the terms of this section, any attorney, liquidator, examiner, claim 
agent, or other employee of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora­
tion, the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corpration, the 
Comptroller of the Currency, the Federal Home Loan Bank Board, 
the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, any Federal 
Reserve bank, or the National Credit Union Administration, or any 
other officer, agency, or employee of the United States designated 
for coverage under this section in regulations issued by the Attor­
ney General engaged in or on account of the performance of his of­
ficial duties, or any officer or employee of the United States or any 
agency thereof designated to collect or compromise a Federal claim 
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in accordance with sections 3711 and 3716-3718 of title 31 or other 
statutory authority shall be punished as provided under sections 
1111 an~ 1112 of this title, expect that any such person who is 
found guIlty of attempted murder shall be imprisoned for not more 
than twenty years. 

FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1970 

'" '" '" '"'" '" '" 
SEC. 201. Sections 201 and 202 and the last three sentences in 

section 203 of the Flood Control Act of 1968 shall apply to all 
projects authorized in this title. The following works of improve­
ment for the benefit of navigation and the control of destructive 
floodwaters and other purposes are hereby adopted and authorized 
to be prosecated by the Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, in accordance with the plans and subject to the 
conditions recommended to the Chief of Engineers in the respective 
reports hereinafter designated. 

'" '"'" '" '" '" '" 
ARKANSAS-RED RIVER BASIN 

The project for water quality control in the Arkansas-Red River 
Basin, Texas, Oklahoma, and Kansas, designated as Part I, author­
ized by the Flood Control Act of 1966, is hereby modified to include 
Part II of such project, substantially in accordance with the recom­
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in his report dated May 6, 
1970, except that the amount authorized for Part I shall be utilized 
for initiation and partial accomplishment of Parts I and II. [Con­
struction shall not be initiated on any element of such project until 
such element has been approved by the Secretary of the Army.] 
No funds shall be appropriated or expended under authority grant­
ed in the Flood Control Act of 1966, as amended, for construction oj 
chloride control projects within the Arkansas River Basin. The 
chloride control projects for the Red River Basin and the Arkansas 
River Basin shall be considered to be separate projects, with sepa· 
rate authority. 

'" '"'" '" '" '" '" 
SEC. 221. (a) After the date of enactment of this Act, the con· 

struction of any water resources project by the Secretary of the 
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, or by a non-Federa1 
interest where such interest will be reimbursed for such construc· 
tion under the provisions of section 215 of the Flood Control Act 01 
1968 or under any other provision of law, shall not be commenced 
until each non-Federal interest has entered into a written agree· 
ment with the Secretary of the Army to furnish its required coop· 
eration for the project. In any such agreement entered into by a 
State, such State may make the furnishing of all or any portion oj 
its required cooperation contingent upon the appropriation by thE 
State of necessary funds for that purpose. 

'" '"'" '" '" '" 
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SECTION 203 OF THE FLOOD CoNTROL ACT OF 1966 


SEC. 203. The following works of improvement for the benefit of 
navigation and the control of destructive floodwaters and other 
purposes are hereby adopted and authorized to be prosecuted under 
the direction of the Secretary of the Army and the supervision of 
the Chief of Engineers in accordance with the plans in the respec­
tive reports hereinafter designated and subject to the conditions set 
forth therein. The necessary plans, specifications, and preliminary 
work may be prosecuted on any project authorized in this title with 
funds from appropriations hereafter made for the flood control so 
as to be ready for rapid inauguration of a construction program. 
The projects authorized in this title shall be initiated as expedi­
tiously and prosecuted as vigorously as may be consistent with 
budgetary requirements. Penstocks and similar facilities adapted to 
possible future use in the development of hydroelectric power shall 
be installed in any dam authorized in this Act for construction by 
the Department of the Army when approved by the Secretary of 
the Army on the recommendation of the Chief of Engineers and 
the Federal Power Commission. 

* * * * * * * 

ARKANSAS AND RED RIVERS 

The project for water quality control in the Arkansas and Red 
River Basin, Texas, Oklahoma, and Kansas, gesignated as Part I is 
hereby authorized SUbstantially in accordance with the recommen­
dations of the Chief of Engineers in Senate Document Numbered 
110, Eighty-ninth Congress, at an estimated cost of [$46,400,000.] 
$17'1,600,000. Actual construction of the part I works shall not be 
initiated until the related and supporting works of part II have 
been authorized by Congress 

* * * * * * * 

SECTION 215 OF THE FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1968 

SEC. 215. (a) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief 
of Engineers, may, when he determines it to be in the public inter­
est, enter into agreements providing for reimbursement to States 
or political subdivisions thereof for work to be performed by such 
non-Federal public bodies at water resources development projects 
authorized for construction under the Secretary of the Army and 
the supervision of the Chief of Engineers. Such agreements may 
provide for reimbursement of installation costs incurred by such 
entities or an equivalent reduction in the contributions they would 
otherwise be required to make, or in appropriate cases, for a combi­
nation thereof. The amount of Federal reimbursement, including 
reductions in contributions, for a single project shall not exceed 
[$1,000,000.] $5,000,000. 



SECTION 14 OF THE ACT OF MARCH 3, 1899

AN ACT Making appropriations for the construction, repair, and preservation of
certain public works on rivers and harbors, and for other purposes.

SEC. 14. That it shall not be lawful for any person or persons to
take possession of or make use of for any purpose, or build upon,
alter, deface, destroy, move, injure, obstruct by fastening vessels
thereto or otherwise, or in any manner whatever impair the useful-
ness of any sea wall, bulk head, jetty, dike, levee, wharf, pier, or
other work built by the United States, or any piece of plant, float-
ing or otherwise, used in the construction of such work under the
control of the United States, in whole or in part, for the preserva-
tion and improvement of any of its navigable waters or to prevent
floods, or as boundary marks, tide gauges, surveying stations,
buoys, or other established marks, nor remove for ballast or other
purposes any stone or other material composing such works: Pro-
vided, That the Secretary of War may, on the recommendation ol
the Chief of Engineers, grant permission for (1) the temporary oc-
cupation or use of any of the aforementioned public works when in
his judgment such occupation or use will not be injurious to the
public interest, and (2) the alteration or permanent occupation or
use of any of the aforementioned public works when in his judg-
ment such occupation or use will not be injurious to the public in-
terest and will not impairthe usefulness of such works.

SECTION 11 OF THE ACT OF SEPTEMBER 22, 1922
AN ACT Authorizing the construction, repair, and preservation of certain public

works on rivers and harbors, and for other purposes.

SEC. 11. That owners, agents, masters, and clerks of vessels and
other craft plying upon the navigable waters of the United States:
and all individuals and corporations engaged in transporting theii
own goods upon the navigable waters of the United States, shal]
furnish such statements relative to vessels, passengers, freight, and
tonnage as may be required by the Secretary of War: Provided,
That this provision shall not apply to those rafting logs excepi
upon a direct request upon the owner to furnish specific informa.
tion.

That every person or persons offending against the provisions ol
this section shall, for each and every offense, be liable to a fine ol
[$100,] $500, or imprisonment not exceeding two months, to b(
enforced in any district court in the United States within whose
territorial jurisdiction such offense may have been committed.

WATER RESOURCES PLANNING ACT

[SHORT TITLE

[SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the "Water Resources,
Planning Act".
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[STATEMENT OF POLICY 


[SEC. 2. In order to meet the rapidly expanding demands for 
water throughout the Nation, it is hereby declared to be the policy 
of the Congress to encourage the conservation, develop~ent, and 
utilization of water and related land resources of the Umted States 
on a comprehensive and coordinated basis by the Federal Govern­
ment, States, localities, and private enterprise with the cooperation 
of all affected Federal agencies, States, local governments, individ­
uals, corporations, business enterprises, and others concerned. 

[EFFECT ON EXISTING LAWS 

[SEC. 3. Nothing in this Act shall be construed­
[(a) to expand or diminish either Federal or State jurisdic­

tion, responsibility, or rights in the field of water resources 
planning, development, or control; nor to displace, supersede, 
limit or modify any interstate compact or the jurisdiction or 
responsibility of any legal established joint or common agency 
of two or more States, or of two or more States and the Federal 
Government; nor to limit the authority of Congress to author­
ize and fund projects; 

[(b) to change or otherwise affect the authority or responsi­
bility of any Federal official in the discharge of the duties of 
his office except as required to carry out the provisions of this 
Act with respect to the perparation and review of comprehen­
sive regional or river basin plans and the formulation and 
evaluation of Federal water and related land resources 
projects; 

[(c) as superseding, modifying, or repealing existing laws ap­
plicable to the various Federal agencies which are authorized 
to develop or participate in the development of water and re­
lated land resoruces or to exercise licensing or regulatory func­
tions in relation thereto, except as required to carry out the 
provisions of this Act; nor to affect the jurisdiction, powers, or 
prerogatives of the International Joint Commission, United 
States and Canada, the Permanent Engineering Board and the 
United States Operating Entity or Entities established pursu­
ant to the Columbia River Basin Treaty, signed at Washington, 
January 17, 1961, or the International Boundary and Water 
Commission, United States and Mexico; 

[(d) as authorizing any entity established or acting under 
the provisions hereof to study, plan, or recommend the trans­
fer of waters between areas under the jurisdiction of more 
than one river basin commission or entity performing the func­
tion of a river basin commission. 

[TITLE I-WATER RESOURCES COUNCIL 

[SEC. 101. There is hereby established a Water Resources Coun­
cil (hereinafter referred to as the "Council") which shall be com­
posed of the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of Agriculture, 
the Secretary of the Army, the Secretary of Commerce, the Secre­
tary of Housing and Urban Development, the Secretary of Trans­
portation, the Administrator of the Environmental Protection 



557 


Agency, and the Chairman of the Federal Power Commission. Th, 
Chairman of the Council shall request the heads of other Federa 
agencies to participate with the Council when matters affectin~ 
their responsibilities are considered by the Council. The Chairmar 
of the Council shall be designated by the President. 

[SEC. 102. The Council shall ­
[(a) maintain a continuing study and prepare an assessmen 

biennially, or at such less frequent intervals as the Counci 
may determine, of the adequacy of supplies of water necessar~ 
to meet the water requirements in each water resource regior 
in the United States and the national interest therein; and 

[(b) maintain a continuing study of the relation of regiona 
or river basin plans and programs to the requirements 0 

larger regions of the Nation and of the adequacy of administra 
tive and statutory means for the coordination of the water an< 
related land resources policies and programs of the severa 
Federal agencies; it shall appraise the adequacy of existing an< 
proposed policies and programs to meet such requirements 
and it shall make recommendations to the President with re 
spect to Federal policies and programs. 

[SEC. 103. (a) The Council shall establish, after such consultatioI 
with other interested entities, both Federal and non-Federal, as thl 
Council may find appropriate, and with the approval of the Presi 
dent, principles, standards, and procedures for Federal participant: 
in the preparation of comprehensive regional or river basin planl 
and for the formulation and evaluation of Federal water and relat 
ed land resources projects. Such procedures may include provisior 
for Council revision of plans for Federal projects intended to bl 
proposed in any plan or revision thereof being prepared by a rivel 
basin planning commission. 

[(b) The Council shall develop standards and criteria for econom 
ic evaluation of water resource projects. For the purpose of thos. 
standards and criteria, the primary direct navigation benefits of I 
water resource project are defined as the product of the savings t. 
shippers using the waterway and the estimated traffic that woul( 
use the waterways. 'Savings to shippers' means the difference be 
tween (1) the freight rate or charges prevailing at the time of th. 
study for the movement by the alternative means, and (2) thos. 
which would be charged on the proposed waterway. Estimated traf 
fic that would use the waterway will be based on those freigh 
rates, taking into account projections of the economic growth of th. 
area. 

[SEC. 104. Upon receipt of a plan or revision thereof from an; 
river basin commission under the provisions of section 204(3) of thi: 
Act, the Council shall review the plan or revision with specia 
regard to­

[(1) the efficacy of such plan or revision in achieving opti 
mum use of the water and related land resources in the arel 
involved; 

[(2) the effect of the plan on the achievement of other pro 
grams for the development of agricultural, urban, energy in in 
dustrial, recreational, fish and wildlife, and other resources 0 
the entire Nation; and 
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[(3) the contributions which such plan or revision will make 
in obtaining the Nation's economic and social goals. 

Based on such review the Council shall ­
[(a) formulate such recommendations as it deems desirable 

in the national interest; and 
[(b) transmit its recommendations together with the plan or 

revision of the river basin commission and the views, com­
ments, and recommendations with respect to such plan or revi­
sion submitted by any Federal agency, Governor, interstate 
commission, or United States section of an international com­
mission, to the President for his review and transmittal to the 
Congress with his recommendations in regard to authorization 
of Federal projects. 

[SEC. 105. (a) For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of 
this Act, the Council may: (1) hold such hearings, sit and act at 
such times and places, take such~stimony, receive such evidence, 
and print or otherwise reproduce and distribute so much of its pro­
ceedings and reports thereon as it may deem advisable; (2) acquire, 
furnish, and equip such office space as is necessary; (3) use the 
United States mails in the same manner and upon the same condi­
tions as other departments and agencies of the United States; (4) 
employ and fix the compensation of such personnel as it deems ad~ 
visable, in accordance with the civil service laws and Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended; (5) procure services as authorized by sec­
tion 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a), at rates not in 
excess of the daily equivalent of the rate prescribed for grade GS­
18 under section 5332 of title 5 of the United State Code in the case 
of individual experts or consultants; (6) purchase, hire, operate, and 
maintain passenger motor vehicles; and (7) incur such necessary 
expenses and exercise such other, powers as are consistent with and 
reasonably required to perform its functions under this Act. 

[(b) Any member of the Council is authorized to administer 
oaths when it is determined by a majority of the Council that testi­
mony shall be taken or evidence received under oath. 

[(c) To the extent permitted by law, all appropriate records and 
papers of the Council may be made available for public inspection 
during ordinary office hours. 

[(d) Upon request of the Council, the head of any Federal de­
partment or agency is authorized (1) to furnish to the Council such 
information as may be necessary for carrying out its functions and 
as may be available to or procurable by such department or 
agency, and (2) to detail to temporary duty with such Council on a 
reimbursable basis such personnel within his administrative juris­
diction as it may need or believe to be useful for carrying out its 
functions, each such detail to be without loss of seniority, pay, or 
other employee status. 

[(e) The Council shall be responsible for (1) the appointment and 
supervision of personnel, (2) the assignment of duties and responsi­
bilities among such personnel, and (3) the use aildexpenditures of 
funds. 
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[TITLE II-RIVER BASIN COMMISSIONS 

[CREATION OF COMMISSIONS 

[SEC. 201. (a) The President is authorized to declare the estab­
lishment of a river basin water and related land resources commis­
sion upon request therefore by the Council, or request addressed to 
the Council by a State within which all or part of the basin or 
basins concerned are located if the request by the Council or by a 
State (1) defines the area, river basin, or group of related river 
basins for which a commission is requested, (2) is made in writing 
by the Governor or in such manner as State law may provide, or by 
the Council, and (3) is concurred in by the Council and by not less 
than one-half of the States within which portions of the basin or 
basins concerned are located and, in the event the Upper Colorado 
River basin is involved, by at least three of the four States of Colo­
rado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming or, in the event the Colum­
bia River Basin is involved, by at least three of the four States of 
Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Washington. Such concurrences shall 
be in writing. 

[(b) Each such commission for an area, river basin, or group of 
river basins shall, to the extent consistent with section 3 of this 
Act­

[(1) serve as the principal agency for the coordination of 
Federal, State, interstate, local and nongovernmental plans for 
the development of water and related land resources in its 
area, river basin, or group of river basins; 

[(2) prepare and keep up to date, to the extent practicable, a 
. comprehensive, coordinated, joint plan for Federal, State, 
interstate, local and nongovernmental development of water 
and related resources: Provided, That the plan shall include an 
evaluation of all reasonable alternative means of achieving op­
timum development of water and related land resources of the 
basin or basins, and it may be prepared in stages, including 
recommendations with respect to individual projects; 

. [(3) recommend long-range schedules of priorities for the 
collection and analysis of basic data and for investigation, 
planning, and construction of projects; and 

[(4) foster and undertake such studies of water and related 
and resources problems in its area, river basin, or group of 
river basins as are necessary in the preparation of the plan de­
scribed in clause (2) of this subsection. 

[MEMBERSHIP OF COMMISSIONS 

[SEC. 202. Each river basin commission shall be composed of 
members appointed as follows: 

[(a) A chairman appointed by the President who shall also serve 
as chairman and coordinating officer of the Federal members of 
the commission and who shall represent the Federal Government 
in Federal-State relations on the commission and who shall not, 
during the period of his service on the commission, hold any other 
position as an officer or employee of the United States, except as a 
retired officer or retired civilian employee of the Federal Govern­
ment; 
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[(b) One member from each Federal department or independent 
agency determined by the President to have a substantial interest 
in the work to be undertaken by the commission, such member to 
be appointed by the head of such department or independent 
agency and to serve as the representative of such department or 
independent agency; 

[(c) One member from each State which lies wholly or partially 
within the area, river basin, or group of river basins for which the 
commission is established, and the appointment of each such 
member shall be made in accordance with the laws of the State 
which he represents. In the absence of governing provisions of 
State law, such State members shall be appointed and serve at the 
pleasure of the Governor; 

[(d) One member appointed by any interstate agency created by 
an interstate conmpact to which the consent of Congress has been 
given, and whose jurisdiction extends to the waters of the area, 
river basin, or group of river basins for which the river basin com­
mission is created; 

[(e) When deemed appropriate by the President, one member, 
who shall be appointed by the President from the United States 
section of any international commission created by a treaty to 
which the consent of the Senate has been given, and whose juris­
diction extends to the waters of the area, river basin, or group of 
river basins for which the river basin commission is established. 

[ORGANIZATION OF COMMISSIONS 

[SEC. 203. (a) Each river basin commission shall organize for the 
performance of its functions within ninety days after the President 
shall have declared the establishment of such commission, subject 
to the availability of funds for carrying on its work. A commission 
shall terminate upon decision of the Council or agreement of a ma­
jority of the States composing the commission. Upon such termina­
tion, all property, assets, and records of the commission shall there­
after be turned over to such agencies of the United States and the 
participating States as shall be appropriate in the circumstances: 
Provided, That studies, data, and other materials useful in water 
and related land resources planning to any of the participants shall 
be kept freely available to all such participants. 

[(b) State members for each commission shall elect a vice chair­
man, who shall serve also as chairman and coordinating officer of 
the State members of the commission and who shall represent the 
State governments in Federal-State relations on the commission. 

[(c) Vacancies in a commission shall not affect its powers but 
shall be filled in the same manner in which the original appoint­
ments were made: Provided, That the chairman and vice chairman 
may designate alternates to act for them during temporary ab­
sences. 

[(d) In the work of the commission every reasonable endeavor 
shall be made to arrive at a consensus of all members on all issues; 
but failing this, full opportunity shall be afforded each member for 
the presentation and report of individual views: Provided, That at 
any time the commission fails to act by reason of absence of con­
sensus, the position of the chairman, in behalf of the Federal mem­
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bers, and the vice chairman, acting upon instructions of the State 
members, shall be set forth in the record: Provided further, That 
the chairman, in consultation with the vice chairman, shall have 
the final authority, in the absence of an applicable bylaw adopted 
by the commission or in the absence of a consensus, to fix the times 
and places for meetings, to set deadlines for the submission of 
annual and other reports, to establish subcommittees, and to decide 
such other procedural questions as may be necessary for the com­
mission to perform its functions. 

[DUTIES OF THE COMMISSIONS 

[SEC. 204. Each river basin commission shall ­
[(1) engage in such activities and make such studies and in­

vestigations as are necessary and desirable in carrying out the 
policy set forth in section 2 of this Act and in accomplishing 
the purposes set forth in section 201(b) of this Act; 

[(2) submit to the Council and the Governor of each partici­
pating State a report on its work at least once each year. Such 
report shall be transmitted through the President to the Con­
gress. After such transmission, copies of any such report shall 
be sent to the heads of such Federal, State, interstate, and 
international agencies as the President or the Governors of the 
participating States may direct. 

[(3) submit to the Council for transmission to the President 
and by him to the Congress, and the Governors and the legisla­
tures of the participating States a comprehensive, coordinated, 
joint plan, or any major portion thereof or necessary revisions 
thereof, for water and related land resources development in 
the area, river basin, or group of river basins for which such 
commission was established. Before the commission submits 
such plan or major portion thereof or revision thereof to the 
Council, it shall transmit the proposed plan or revision to the 
head of each Federal department or agency, the Governor of 
each State, ·and each interstate agency, from which a member 
of the commission has been appointed, and to the head of the 
United States section of any international commission if the 
plan, portion or revision deals with a boundary water or a 
river crossing a boundary, or any tributary flowing into such 
boundary water or river, over which the international commis­
sion has jurisdiction or for which it has responsibility. Each 
such department and agency head, Governor, interstate 
agency, and United States section of an international commis­
sion shall have ninety days from the date of the receipt of the 
proposed plan, portion, or revision to report its views, com­
ments, and recommendations to the commission. The commis­
sion may modify the plan, portion, or revision after considering 
the reports so submitted. The views, comments, and recommen­
dations submitted by each Federal department or agency head, 
Governor, interstate agency, and United States section of an 
international commission shall be transmitted to the Council 
with the plan, portion, or revision; and 

[(4) submit to the Council at the time of submitting such 
plan, any recommendations it may have for continuing the 
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functions of the commission and for implementing the plan, in­
cluding means of keeping the plan up to date. 

[POWERS AND ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS OF THE COMMISSIONS 

[SEC. 205. (a) For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of 
this title, each river basin commission may­

[(1) hold such hearings sit and act at such times and places, 
take such testimony, receive such evidence, and print or other­
wise reproduce and distribute so much of its proceedings and 
reports thereon as it may deem advisable; 

[(2) acquire, furnish, and equip such office space as is neces­
sary;

[(3) use the United States mails in the same manner and 
upon the same conditions as departments and agencies of the 
United States; 

[(4) employ and compensate such personnel as it deems ad­
visable, including consultants, at rates not in excess of the 
daily equivalent of the rate prescribed for grade GS-18 under 
section 5332 of title 5, United States Code, and retain and com­
pensate such professional or technical service firms as it deems 
advisable on a contract basis; 

[(5) arrange for the service of personnel from any State of 
the United States, or any subdivision or agency thereof, or any 
intergovernment agency; 

[(6) make arrangements, including contracts, with any par­
ticipating government, except the United States or the District 
of Columbia, for inclusion in a suitable retirement and employ­
ee benefit system of such of its personnel as may not be eligi­
ble for or continuing in another governmental; retirement or 
employee benefit system, or otherwise provide for such cover­
age of its personnel; 

[(7) purchase, hire, operate, and maintain passenger motor 
vehicles; and 

[(8) incur such necessary expenses and exercise such other 
powers as are consistent with and reasonably required to per­
form its functions under this Act. 

[(b) The chairman of a river basin commission, or any member 
of such commission designated by the chairman thereof for the 
purpose, is authorized to administer oaths when it is determined by 
a majority of the commission that testimony shall be taken or evi­
dence received under oath. 

[(c) To the extent permitted by law, all appropriate records and 
papers of each river basin commission shall be made available for 
public inspection during ordinary office hours. 

[(d) Upon request of the chairman of any river basin commis­
sion, or any member or employee of such commission designated by 
the chairman thereof for the purpose, the head of any Federal de­
partment or agency is authorized (1) to furnish to such commission 
and as may be available to or procurable by such department or 
agency, and (2) to detail to temporary duty with such commission 
on a reimbursable basis such personnel within his administrative 
jurisdiction as it may need or believe to be useful for carrying out 
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its functions, each such detail to be without loss of seniority, pay, 
or other employee status. 

[(e) The chairman of each river basin commission shall, with the 
concurrence of the vice chairman, appoint the personnel employed 
by such commission, and the chairman shall, in accordance with 
the general policies of such commission with respect to the work to 
be accomplished by it and the timing thereof, be responsible for (1) 
the supervision of personnel employed by such commission, (2) the 
assignment of duties and responsibilities among such personnel, 
and (3) the use and expenditure of funds available to such commis­
sion. 

[COMPENSATION OF COMMISSION MEMBERS 

[SEC. 206. (A) Any member of a river basin commission appoint­
ed pursuant to section 202 (b) and (e) of this Act shall receive no 
additional compensation by virtue of his membership on the com­
mission, but shall continue to receive, from appropriations made 
for the agency from which he is appointed, the salary of his regular 
position when engaged in the performance of the duties· vested in 
the commission. 

[(b) Members of a commission, appointed pursuant to section 202 
(c) and (d) of this Act, shall each receive such compensation as may 
be provided by the States or the interstate agency respectively, 
which they represent. 

[(c) The per annum compensation of the chairman of each river 
basin commission shall be determined by the President, but when 
employed on a full-time annual basis shall not exceed the maxi­
mum scheduled rate for grade GS-18 of the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended; or when engaged in the performance of the com­
mission's duties on an intermittent basis such compensation shall 
be not more than $100 per day and shall not exceed $12,000 in any 
year. 

[SEC. 207. (a) Each commission shall recommend what share of 
its expenses shall be borne by the Federal Government, but such 
share shall be subject to approval by the Council. The remainder of 
the commission's expenses shall be otherwise apportioned as the 
commission may determine. Each commission shall prepare a 
budget annually and transmit it to the Council and the States. Es­
timates of proposed appropriations from the Federal Government 
shall be included in the budget estimates submitted by the Council 
under the Budgeting and Accounting Act of 1921, as amended, and 
may include an amount for advance to a commission against State 
appropriations for which delay is anticipated by reason of later leg­
islative sessions. All sums appropriated to or otherwise received .by 
a commission shall be credited to the commission's account in the 
Treasury of the United States. 

[(b) A commission may accept for any of its purposes and func­
tions appropriations, donations, and grants of money, equipment, 
supplies, materials, and services from any State or the United 
States or any subdivision or an agency thereof, or intergovernmen­
tal agency, and may receive, utilize, and dispose of the same. 

[(c) The commission shall keep accurate accounts of all receipts 
and disbursements. The accounts shall be audited at least annually 
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in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards by inde­
pendent certified or licensed public accountants, certified or li­
censed by a regulatory authority of a State, and the report of the 
audit shall be included in and become a part of the annual report 
of the commission. 

[(d) The accounts of the commission shall be open at all reasona­
ble times for inspection by representatives of the jurisdictions and 
agencies which make appropriations, donations, or grants to the 
commission. 

[TITLE III-FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO THE STATES FOR 
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING GRANT AUTHORIZATIONS 

[SEC. 301. (a) In recognition of the need for increased participa­
tion by the States in water and related land resources planning to 
be effective, there are hereby authorized to be appropriated to the 
Council, $3,000,000 for fIScal year 1979 each for grants to States to 
assist them in developing and participating in the development of 
comprehensive water and related land resources plans. 

[(b) The Council, with the approval of the President, shall pre­
scribe such rules, establish such procedures, and make such ar­
rangements and provisions relating to the performance of its func­
tions under this title, and the use of funds available therefor, as 
may be necessary in order to assure (1) coordination of the program 
authorized by this title with related Federal planning assistance 
programs, including the program authorized under section 701 of 
the Housing Act of 1954 and (2) appropriate utilization of other 
Federal agencies administering programs which may contribute to 
achieving the purpose of this Act. 

[ALLOTMENTS 

[SEC. 302. (a) From the sums appropriated pursuant to section 
301 for any fiscal year the Council shall from time to time make 
allotments to the States, in accordance with its regulations, on the 
basis of (1) the population, (2) the land area, (3) the need for com­
prehensive water and related land resource planning programs, 
and (4) the financial need of the respective States. For the purposes 
of this section the population of the States shall be determined on 
the basis of the latest estimates available from the Department of 
Commerce and the land area of the States shall be determined on 
the basis of the official records of the United States Geological
Survey. 

[(b) From each State's allotment under this section for any fiscal 
year the Council shall pay to such State an amount which is not 
more than 50 per centum of the cost of carrying out its State pro­
gram approved under section 303, including the cost of training 
personnel for carrying out such program and the cost of adminis­
tering such program. 

[STATE PROGRAMS 

[S.EC. 303. The Council shall approve any program for compre­
henSIVe water and related land resources planning which is submit­
ted by a State, if such program­
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[(1) provides for comprehensive planning with respect to 
intrastate or interstate water resources, or both, in such State 
to meet the needs for water and water-related activities taking 
into account prospective demands for all purposes served 
through or affected by water and related land resources devel­
opment, with adequate provision for coordination with all Fed­
eral, State, and local agencies, and nongovernmental entities 
having responsibilities in affected fields; 

[(2) provides, where comprehensive statewide development 
planning is being carried on with or without assistance under 
section 701 of the Housing Act of 1954, or under the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, for full coordination be­
tween comprehensive water resources planning and other 
statewide planning programs and for assurances that such 
water resources planning will be in conformity with the gener­
al development policy in such State; 

[(3) designates a State agency (hereinafter referred to as the 
"State agency") to administer the program; 

[(4) provides that the S.tate agency will make such reports 
in such form and containing such information as the Council 
from time to time reasonably· requires to carry out its func­
tions under this title; 

[(5) sets forth the procedure to be followed in carrying out 
the State program and in administering such program; and 

[(6) provides such accounting, budgeting, and other fiscal 
methods and procedures as are necessary for keeping appropri­
ate accountability of the funds and for the proper and efficient 
administration of the program. 

The Council shall not disapprove any program without first giving 
reasonable notice and opportunity for hearing to the State agency 
administering such program. 

[REVIEW 

[SEC. 304. Whenever the Council after reasonable notice and op­
portunity for hearing to a State agency finds that­

[(a) the program submitted by such State and approved 
under section 303 has been so changed that it no longer com­
plies with a requirement of such section; or 

[(b) in the administration of the program there is a failure 
to comply substantially with such a requirement, 

The Council shall notify such agency that no further payments will 
be made to the State under this title until it is satisfied that there 
will no longer be any such failure. Until the Council is so satisfied, 
it shall make no further payments to such State under this title. 

[PAYMENTS 

[SEC. 305. The method of computing and paying amounts pursu­
ant to this title shall be as follows: 

[(1) The Council shall, prior to the beginning of each calen­
dar quarter or other period prescribed by it, estimate the 
amount to· be paid to each State under the provisions of this 
title for such period, such estimate to be based on such records 
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of the State and information furnished by it, and such other 
investigation, as the Council may find necessary. 

[(2) The Council shall. pay to the State, from the allotment 
available therefor, the amount so estimated by it for any 
period, reduced or increased, as the case may be, by any sum 
(not previously adjusted under this paragraph) by which it 
finds that its estimate of the amount to be paid such State for 
any prior period under this title was greater or less than the 
amount which should have been paid to such State for such 
prior period under this title. Such payments shall be made 
through the disbursing facilities of the Treasury Department, 
as such times and in such installments as the Council may 
determine. 

[DEFINITION 

[SEC. 306. For the purpose of this title the term "State" means a 
State, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands 
or Guam. 

[RECORDS 

[SEC. 307. (a) Each recipient of a grant under this Act shall keep 
such records as the Chairman of the Council shall prescribe, in­
cluding records which fully disclose the amount and disposition of 
the funds received under the grant, and the total cost of the project 
or undertaking in connection with which the grant was made and 
the amount and nature of that portion of the cost of the project or 
undertaking supplied by other sources, and such other records as 
will facilitate an effective audit. 

[(b) The Chairman of the Council and the Comptroller General 
of the United States, or any of their duly authorized representa­
tives, shall have access for the purpose of audit and examination to 
any books, documents, papers, and records of the recipient of the 
grant that are pertinent to the determination that funds granted 
are used in accordance with this Act. 

[TITLE IV-MISCELLANEOUS 

[AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

[SEC. 401. There are authorized to be appropriated to the Water 
Resources Council: 

[(a) The sum of $2,886,000 for fiscal year 1979 for the Feder­
al share of the expenses of administration and operation of 
river basin commissions, including salaries and expense of the 
chairmen, b~t not including funds authorized by subsection (c) 
below: Provzded, That not more than $750,000 annually shall 
be av~il~ble under this subsection for any single river basin 
commISSIon; 

[(b) The sum of $2,668,000 for fiscal year 1979 for the ex­
penses of the Water Resources Council in administrating this 
Act, not including funds authorized by subsection (c) below; 
. [(c) The sum of $3,179,900 for fiscal year 1979 for prepara­

tIon of assessments, and for directing and coordinating the 
preparation of such river basin plans as the Council deter­



567 


mines are necessary and desirable in carrying out the policy of 
this Act: Provided, That $828,900 shall be available under this 
subsection for preparation of the Columbia River Estuary Spe­
cial StUdy: Provided further, That $308,000 shall be available 
under this subsection for preparation of the New England Port 
and Harbor Study and $135,000 shall be available for comple­
tion of the Hudson River Basin Level B StUdy: Provided fur­
ther, That $150,000 shall be available under this subsection for 
completion of Case Studies of the Application of Cost Sharing 
Policy Options for Flood Plain Management in the Connecticut 
River Basin: Provided further, That not more than $2,500,000 
shall be available under this section for the preparation of as­
sessments: Provided further, That the Council may transfer 
funds authorized by this subsection to river basin commissions 
and to Federal and State agencies upon such terms and condi­
tions as it determines are necessary and desirable to carry out 
the above functions in an economical, efficient, and timely 
manner, and that such commissions and agencies are hereby 
authorized to receive and expend such funds pursuant to this 
subsection. 

[RULES AND REGULATIONS 

[SEC. 402. The Council is authorized to make such rules and reg­
ulations as it may deem necessary or appropriate for carrying out 
those provisions of this Act which are administered by it. 

[DELEGATION OF FUNCTIONS 

[SEC. 403. The Council is authorized to delegate to any member 
or employee of the Council its adminstrative functions under sec­
tion 105 and the detailed administration of the grant program 
under title III. 

[UTILIZATION OF PERSONNEL 

[SEC. 404. The Council may, with the consent of the lead of any 
other department of agency of the United States, utilize such offi­
cers and employees of such agency on a reimbursable basis as are 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act.] 

SECTION 206 OF THE INLAND WATERWAYS REVENUE ACT OF 1978 

SEC. 206. INLAND AND INTRACOASTAL WATERWAYS OF THE UNITED 
STATES. 

For purposes of section 4042 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 (relating to tax on fuel used in commercial transportation on 
inland waterways) and for purposes of section 204 of this Act, the 
following inland and intracoastal waterways of the United States 
are described in this section: 

(1) Alabama-Coosa Rivers: From junction with the Tombig­
bee River at river mile (hereinafter referred to as RM) 0 to 
junction with Coosa River at RM 314. 

** * * * 
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(27) Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway: From Pickwick Pool on the 
Tennessee River at RM 215 to Demopolis, Alabama, on the Tombig­
bee River at RM 215.1,.. 



ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF REPRESENTATIVE BOB EDGAR 

This is a historic piece of legislation. After years of work and ne­
gotiation, our Committee has produced an omnibus water bill 
which is deserving of the support of every Member of the House. 
While I do have some reservations about this legislation (which I 
have noted elsewhere), this is a meritorious package. 

The bill represents the first step toward a rational national 
water policy by including a compromise level of cost-sharing for 
water development projects. It includes billions of dollars of project 
deauthorizations for obsolete, unwanted projects, important envi­
ronmental mitigation provisions, and a landmark program estab­
lishing a revolving loan fund for the rehabilitation and repair of 
decaying water supply systems. 

I am particularly pleased that H.R. 6 authorizes several water 
development projects which are essential to the economic health 
and well-being of my state of Pennsylvania. In particular, I note 
that the bill funds the replacement of the aging Lock and Dam 7 
and 8 on the Monongahela River. Flood control projects for Harris­
burg, Lock Haven, Pottstown, the Wyoming Valley, and Saw Mill 
Run in Pittsburgh are also authorized. Section 1120 of the bill di­
rects the Secretary of the Army to maintain the navigation 
projects for the Delaware River from Philadelphia to the sea. These 
vital projects will be of benefit to my state, region, and the entire 
Nation. 

I commend the Committee for its fine work on H.R. 6. 

BOB EDGAR. 
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ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF REPRESENTATIVE BOB EDGAR AND 
REPRESENTATIVE ROBERT BORSKI 

We are pleased that H.R. 6 has been approved by the Committee. 
It provides important direction for our national water policy, in­
cluding both authorizations for many desperately-needed water de­
velopment projects and historic water policy reforms. 

However, we are concerned that the Roe-Stangeland cost-sharing 
amendment adopted by the Committee could have a devastating 
impact on ports with special conditions, like the Port of Philadel­
phia. This port has a unique situation in that its annual O&M costs 
represent almost 10 percent of the national dredging budget. The 
Delaware River is 126 miles long and has a high silt content which 
make its ports more costly to maintain at their authorized depth' 
than any others in the country. 

It will be difficult for harbors like the Port of Philadelphia to 
accept the 0.04 percent ad valorem tax on imports and exports pro­
posed in H.R. 6, with its possibility of diversion of business to Cana­
dian ports. Because the tax will likely stand as part of an impor­
tant larger reform package, we will seek assurances on the House 
floor and in other Committees of jurisdiction that this level of tax­
ation is the limit. In order for our ports to seek new business and 
plan for the future, it is important that they not be faced with an 
increase in this tax each year. 

We would not be willing to break with our 200-year policy of pro­
viding full federal funding for dredging if we did not believe that 
the level of the fee would be no higher than 0.04 percent of the 
commercial value of the cargo and that it remain uniform. This 
must represent the end of this battle and not the beginning. Con­
cern with federal budget deficits must be combined with sound 
water policy and concern for jobs. Establishing any higher levels of 
O&M user fees or ones that are not uniform would imperil the 
Ports of the Delaware River and would jeopardize the more than 
124,000 Delaware Valley jobs that are directly or indirectly depend­
ent on waterborne activities. Such fees could threaten our national 
defense and worsen our already-serious balance of trade problems. 
We must be careful not to place American business at a serious 
competitive disadvantage in foreign commerce through the imposi­
tion of onerous user fees. 

We also need confirmation that the ports will not be collecting 
the user fees; that duty is best performed by local customs agents. 

We look forward to further clarification of these issues as H.R. 6 
proceeds through the House. 

BOB EDGAR. 
BOB BORSKI. 
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