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Mr. HowaRrp, from the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation, submitted the following

REPORT

together with
ADDITIONAL VIEWS

[To accompany H.R. 6]

[Including cost estimate of the 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. o o

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 problems are not new; problems relating to the
use, overuse and 2311}89 of water have existed since the inception of
civilization, parsi larly in arid regions. However, water resources
problems 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.

Contlnulng. 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 growing
water prob}ems. Indeed, preventing the realization of what man
have described as the coming “water crisis” will require hard Wori
and hard choices—at the Federal, State and local levels—guided to
a national water use policy. It is true that nearly every seemingly
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“simple” water resources problem that arises in America today ac-
tually involves 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
more 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 all
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 an inde-
pendently-chaired National Board on Water Resources Policy de-
signed to provide a national source of professional expertise and in-
formation, augmented by regional, State, and local input, that will
enable the Congress to further develop rgsponmble_ and responsive
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 carngd 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 resources project authoriza-
tions, studies of potential water resources projects, modifications to
authorized projects, and other provisions relating 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 systems, the
creation of a National Board on Water Resources Policy, and the
deauthorization of a large number of older water resources develop-
ment projects which have not been constructed.

The bill was developed following hearings 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.

_ 0}11‘ 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 inland waterway system, the average age is 40 years, and some
locks are approaching 80 years of service.

. Major dredging and improvement of the Nation’s ports is essen-
tial to accommodate expanding exports shipping, particularly of
energy resources and agricultural products. Today’s very large
cargo carriers require port depths of 55 feet or more. The major
United 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 capacity,
unstable structural components, seepage or inoperable components.
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The water supply systems throughout the country are critically
in 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 high level of
cost recovery would be detrimental to the proper functioning of the
Nation’s port system. However, even under traditional cost sharing
policies for ports, there are differences in non-Federal costs assocl-
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 adapted to them.

A substantial degree of cost sharing already exists with regard to
port development and operation. Present day fiscal and policy con-
siderations, however, make it necessary to reexamine 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-
%)-rovement of the Nation’s ports and recognition of fiscal condi-
ions.

In order to meet the Nation’s needs for improvement of its port
facilities, it is necessary to provide an adequate and assured source
qf 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 per 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 through 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
gommodities destined for export is transported to the ports by

arge.

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
IL 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 a_nd
save the United States free from damages due to the construction
works; and operate and maintain the works after completion.
Under this requirement, non-Federal costs vary widely depending
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 more than 50
percent. The Committee feels that consistent and equitable 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
determ}natlon 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

The Federal Water Project Recreation Act provides that non-Fed-
eral interests must pay 50 percent of the separable construction
costs of recreation facilities at Federal water resources develop-
ment projects, and operate and maintain the facilities. Non-Federal
interests 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
a?(zl 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 wa.terway-fprowdes 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 offered by the Great
Lakes-St. Lawrence Seaway River system. In addition, there is sig-
nificant agricultural, mining and forestry production. )

Economic activity is greater and more intensive in the United
States portion of the Basin, but the proportion of total Canadian
activity in the Basin, compared with the national total, is much
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 Welland Canal making it .capable of handling
deep-draft vessels passing between Lake Ontario and Lake Erie. Of
the seven locks required for deep-draft navigation between Montre-
al, Quebec, and Lake Ontario, only two, the Dwight D. Eisenhower
and 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,
des1.gn, 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
navigation 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 Admlmstra}tor 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 sympathetic with the concept of removing the tolls
and therefore directs the Department of State to initiate negotia-
tions regarding the Government of Canada with the purpose of re-
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ducing or eliminating tolls of the Seaway. Negotiations should be
consistent 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
Welland 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 reglgl}al
and local agencies, and by private interests. The final feasibility
report of the Division Engineer is scheduled for completion in Sep-
tember of 1985. The Committee strongly urges that this Study be
fully funded to the extent necessary to produce the earliest possible
final report.

In the second Corps of Engineers study referred to above—the St.
Lawrence Seaway Additional Locks Study—the Corps is examining
the need for increased system capability and the feasibility of pro-
viding additional locks in the Wiley-Dondero Canal, the principal
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-

1I;'L_eer that the project may actually enhance recreational opportuni-
ies.

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

design) 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 tc 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 general authorities relating to the con-
struction of water resources projects by the Corps of Engineers con-
cerning such matters as acquisition of lands, easements and rights-
of-way and the furnishing of assurances of non-Federal cooperation.



TITLE 1
PORT DEVELOPMENT

SecTtION 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

(Ri.v?;r Mile 17.5) and providing an 800-foot turning basin at that
point.

PHYSICAL DATA ON PROJECT FEATURES

Depth (ft Length Quantiy of,
Name Width (ft. i dredged material
) mAI.w.S (it} (miles) (cubic yards)

Channels:

Atfantic Ocean 57 1,000 106 73,278,000
Thimble Shoal 55 1,000 133 35,593,000
Norfolk Harbor 55  800-1,500 90 27,862,000
Channel to Newport News 55 800 48 11,187,000
Elizabeth River and Southern Branch..............ooceereeeeccesmirinns 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 1,874,000 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. o

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. o .

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 engineering
to respond to these concerns. These studies were formulated 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. Department of the 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 transmitted comments from
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). In summary, NMFS referred 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 finfish 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 1,710 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.

(8) From the above point south of Mobile River, deepen and
fvyiden an additional 4.2 miles of Mobile Bay Channel to 55 by 650
eet,

(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 1,710-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 1,710 acres of fastland on bay bottom are: )

(1) Enlarging the U.S. Highway 90 bridge to permit greater circu-
lation in Chocaloochee Bay.



18

(2) Installing culverts under the causeway to McDuffie Island to
improve circulation in Garrows Bend.
al(3) Establishing salt marsh adjacent to south end of diked dispos-

area.

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.—In response to the
Chief’'s 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 $1?7,347,000, during construction, and subject to section 105,
dredging of berths, 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
oAthter things, compliance with the provisions of the Ocean Dumping

ct.

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 of Project 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; o

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 ares; .

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
final 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, 19617.



21

_Description of Recommended Plan.—The recommended plan pro-
vides for enlargement 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—
Depth and width Length

Reach Name

Texas City turning basin 50 x 1,200 4,253
Texas City channe! — 50 x 600 12,547
Texas City channel . 50 x 600 13,000
Texas City Channel : 50 x 700 10,430
Bolivar roads 50 x 800 4,703
Inner bar 50 x 800 17,262
QOuter bar and entrance 52 x 800 33,838
Extended entrance 52 x 800 21,650
New entrance 52 x 600 44,000
Emergency turning point 52 x 2,000 2,000

WD 00~ O U LI R

—

Combination Disposal Plan—50 years:

(1) Snake Island Disposal Area—containment of “polluted” main-
tenance dredging material.

(2) Wetland creation areas—600 acres. )

_({f) 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 that
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 wet-
land areas and objected to 320 acres of bay bottom loss due to dike
enhancement. Additionally, non-Federal interests expre_ssed con-
cerns about potential oil spills, and the project economic evalua-
tion. Several environmental interests favor the non—st_ructural 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

Patential 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 chanmel widening. Bay bottom losses
mitigated by wetland creation.

Lack of data for offshore disposal SIS ........wwwceereerereseserssesssenss Data added to FEIS.
Potential impact of oil spills 0il spilt impact analysis added to FEIS.
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............occcoovcereree. Anaylsis indicates no significant change in salinity gradient due
to channe! enlargement.
Several agencies favored non-structural plan............ooveeoerecocsecee 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.—38.7.

) Descrgvtion 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 final 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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extends 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 project until approved by
resolutions of the Senate Committee on Environment and Public
Works and the House Committee on Public.Wm:ks and Transporta-
tion. The estimated Federal cost of the project is $17 8,000,000, 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 served by Los Angeles and Long
Beach Harbors (the entire Pacific Southwest) increased from
10,700,000 in 1960 to about 22,500,000 in 1982. It is projected to in-
crease to about 34,500,000 by the year 2000. Commerce through
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these harbors increased from about 82,000,000 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 final 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.

Pursuant 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.

SecTtion 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 sociall}_' 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.—The Governor of
New Hampshire requested that the proposed improvements be
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: 2.1.

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-
i:ee resolutions of December 14, 1950, and April 23, 1954, respective-
y.

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 of Navigation.—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 Non-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 final 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 Federal, State and 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 project de-
termined necessary and appropriate by the Secretary to mitigate
adverse effects on oyster beds and production, is to be transmitted
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 of Final Environmental Impact Statement.—The Final EIS
was filed with EPA on May 5, 1982.

Project Costs.—

Federal: $1,610,000.

Non-Federal: $1,885,000

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 385 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), (¢) 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 possi})le
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 materyal 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
(F&WS) has submitted a report surveying fish and wildlife re-
sources and impacts in the study area. The Service requested bioas-
says and bicaccumulation 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 dat.a. in this report do not
support either of the above measures. Add1t191}ally, the F&WS re-
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 of Final Environmental Impact Statement.—The Final EIS
was filed with EPA on July 31, 1981.
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Project Cost.—

Federal: $260,000,000.

Non-Federal: $116,100,000. 7

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 dJersey.

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 MLW channel imposes serious
logding 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 MLW 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 'I_‘ransportatlon 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 Public Works Committee 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 recommended naviga-
tion improvements include widening 1.5 miles of ship channel,
deepening another 1.7 miles of ship channel, and widening a turn-
ing basin. The recommended environmental improvements include

A omt N _oR
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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.

¢. 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 1
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 of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.—A cash contri-
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 n,awgatlon
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 of Environmental 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,.1qnds 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.—1.6.

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
%1‘11 Mgnatee County which is about midway along the west coast of

orida.

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

Descrzptiqn 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
(l)g ‘%m final EIS appeared in the Federal Register on September 28,

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.—1.8. . o

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 reduced channel depths
and is resulting in inefficent vessel operations. In addition, the
harbor pilots have restricted larger vessel movements to periods of
slack tide due to navigational hazards associated with inadequate
wideners and turning basins. ) ) . ) )

The State of Florida and the National Marine Fisheries Service
of the U.S. Department of Commerce expressed concern that sea-
grass might not establish itself naturally in the 10-acre area pro-
posed to be excavated to a shallow depth for mitigation of project-
caused lossed to the seagrass community. 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
advgrse 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 to be required every six years. The initial con-
struction was accomplished by non-Federal interests.)

Federal: $423,000.

Non-Federal: $216,000.

_ Description of Non-Federal O & M Costs.—Maintenance of berth-
ing areas and disposal area dikes.

Benefit-to-Cost Ratio.—3.6.
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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.

(¢) 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 prov1d1_ng_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. L

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

(0 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 86 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. )

() Mitigating the loss of 22 acres of shallow-bottom habitat. Ap-
proximately 11,100,000 cubic yards of material would be excavated
in providing the recommended navigation improvements. Of this,
10.1 million cubic yards of soft materials, predominantly clay,
would be excavated from inner harbor channels. The remaining 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-Eederal: $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.—b5.8.

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) defines 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 88-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. Annual
maintenance volumes of 22,000 cubic yards of drgadged 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 Agencies.—Comments were re-
quested from the U.S. Departments of Interior, Commerce, Energy,
and Transportation, and the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency. Comments were not received from Commerce, Energy, and
Transportation. The Department of Interior stated 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-
sels currently using the Calcasieu River have difficulty in negotiat-
Ing 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.

Pursuant 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
Chief’s 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 channgl 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 of States and Non-Federal Interests.—The Governor of Mis-
sissippi supported the project. He also stated that the project had
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 Engineers responded that actual
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 final
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 filed 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, filed 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 f_eet parallel
to the shore. There are two harbor entrances. The main entrance
channel is located opposite the mouth of the Cuyahoga River. The
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 River is bounded by piers. A navi-
gation channel extends about 5.8 miles upriver, ?nd its autl}orlzed
depth is 27 feet from the lakeward end of the piers to a point 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 l-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-
t%:)n of (ti;he 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 QOuter 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
d]_redged 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 HARROR, MI

Location.—Granq Haven Harbor, Michigan, is located on the east
shore of 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. - i

Description of Non-Federal Implementation Costs.—A cash contri-
bution of $3,350,000, during the construction, and subject to section
105, relocating an existing cable crossing, prov1c§1pg lands, ease-
ments, and rights-of-way and dikes for disposal facility, 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;
aBnd constructing a 190-acre confined disposal area in Plum Creek

ay.

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.

¢. 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.

Views 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.

Cach 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 on 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 86-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 final 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-
nesota, 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
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Channels from mile 4.0, deepening the entire Upper Channel, deep-
ening the Minnesota Channel to 27 feet to mile 7.3; widening the
bend at Arrowhead Bascule Bridge to 600 feet; and constructing an
upland confined 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 130-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 gor reuse and vegetating other portions of the facility as re-
quired.

Views of States 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 devglopments along the
27-foot channel could cause the loss of additional shallow water
habitat. The Department of Commerce—NOAA qxpressed 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.
Deepening 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.—Qakland Outer Harbor is a segment of Oakland
Harbor located on the eastern shore of central San Franscisco Bay
1mmed1at91y 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 of Oakland
Harbor, similar to the San Pedro Bay Ports study, be undertaken.
The Chief of Engineers responded that local interests were conduct-
ing such a study. The Port of Oakland has expressed continued
support.

Views of Federal 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 required for construction
of the project to protect the Bay Area Rapid Transit facilities will
be a Federal responsibility.

Oakland Inner Harbor

Location.—QOakland 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. o

Description of Recommended Plan.—Existing channels would be
widened and deepened to an optimum depth of _—4_2 feet,_ mean
lower low water. A 1,200-foot diameter turning basin is also includ-
ed to allow for the turning of expected 960-foot containerships en-
tel}‘i;llg the Inner Ha;b;or. Foat

sical Data on Project Features.— .
a. '%Videned entranceJchannel: ranges from 1,175 to 460 feet wide.
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b. Widened reach (mile 3.0): ranges from 900 to 600 feet wide.

¢. 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 finds 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 real 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 9nalygls, 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 project is 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 8.7 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). o

Description of Recommendation Plan.—Widen the existing chan-
nels; enlarge existing turning basin; construct of a new turning
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 Cc:lnlnfe}ctgrag and Long Wharf Channel:
2,000 feet wide, 2,200 feet long, eet 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 ad_op[;ed 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 Califor-
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.—A cash 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 3,600
acres of upland habitat. It also includes further studies of the possi-
bility of salinity intrusion and the construction of an underway sill
gr other appropriate measures if necessary to prevent any such in-
rusion.

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.

Nonstructural

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.
19.élzuthorill‘y for Report.—Section 209 of the Flood Control Act of

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 Sitcumn 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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ther transportation savings through economies of scale and reduc-
ing 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 due to shoaling of Sitcum
Waterway would be eliminated with periodic maintenance.

Views of State 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.

Benefit/Cost-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
got exceed the amount of the Federal share of constructing the

ridge.

Tl%e Committee intends that a permanent bypass road for the
Blair Waterway shall not be constructed in lieu of the East 11th
Street bridge replacement recommended in the Report of the Chief
of Engineers, dated February 8, 1977, House Document Numbered
96-26, unless (1) the bypass road is determined by the Secretary 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
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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
num_ber 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.

Praoject 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 alternatives
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, part
of the 2,500-square-mile Puget Sound estuary which connects with
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 Recommended Plan.—The reco_mm_ended plan in-
cludes improvement of the existing Federal navigation channels in
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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 Avenue 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
lan.

P 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 would 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.

Secrtion 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 gxpendt_ad 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
any one of the reports designated in Title I which recommends that
a gtate 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. Recommendations 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
lar_ld 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 Secreta_ry,
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 scheglqle to a_llow 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 agreement.

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 on Public Works and 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 the 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 filed 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
sp01_1 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 Federal share is 25 percent
and the non-Federal share is 75 percent, with the 75 percent being
shared one-third by the project sponsor and two-thirds by the
owner of the facility being relocated. ) o

The expense of relocation includes the relocating of any pipeline
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), (¢), 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 (f) 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.

SecrioN 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.

St_lbsectlon @ 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 payments in default; (ii) finds
there was not a default by the obligor 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 this sec-
tion shall be paid in cash from the Fund. If the amounts in the
Fund are not sufficient to pay any amount the Secretary is re-
guired to pay under this section, the Secretary may issue to the

ecretary 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. Those 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 Govenrment 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 and 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 maintenance
costs of a deep-draft port navigation project under the require-
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ments of section 105 of this Act; or finance the cost of construc-
tion and operation and mainenance of a deep-draft port naviga-
tion project under subsection (a)1) 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 by 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-Ft'ader:al
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
duties of tonnage under this section, original and exclusive jurisdic-
tion over any matter arising out of, or concerning, the imposition,
computation, or collection of duties of tonnage by a non-Federal in-
terest under this section and, upon petition of the Attorney Gener-
al or any other party, may grant ap_proprlate 1njupct1ve 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
ghat vessel is required to deliver an export declaration and fails to

0 S0.

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
(sihaael of the project to those vessels which require the greater

epth.

Sectiox_l 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
United States the information necessary for military readiness
planning and port and national security, including information
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necessary to qbtain 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 material will be disposed of
at such site and that all other dredged material determined 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.

SecTtIoN 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 w}‘}lch 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 barbor 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.

SecrionN 116

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



TITLE 1I
INLAND WATERWAY TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

Secrion 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-

?I‘lilation of funds for that project. Descriptions of the projects
ollow.

OLIVER LOCK AND DAM, AL

_The Federal project popularly known as the Black Warrior-Tom-
bighee 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 tbe original structures; these are, in chronological order of
construction, the Demopolis Lock and Dam at Demopolis, the War-
rier Loqk 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 of State and Non-Federal Interests.—The State of Alabama
has endorsed the proposed project with all costs assigned to the
Federal Government. i

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-
\lrsi)rsonmental Impact Statement was filed with the EPA June 15,

4,
Federal: $158,000,000.*
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, 95 feet by 460 feet poses a
constraint to current and projected navigation. The magnitude to
which traffic is constrained was evaluated using a compui‘:‘er 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.
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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 fixed
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
L7 miles long, with a minimum bottom width of 500 feet. Vertical
c}ﬁarance would be 18 feet over both the upper and lower lock gate
sills.

(8) 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 Virginia
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
iniles is in West Virginia, 3,080 in Virginia, and 770 in North Caro-
ina.

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 Point Pleas-
ant, 266 miles downstream from Pittsburgh. The New River origi-
nates 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 1938 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 860 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 Landing site at
river mile 82.2, with new lock dimensions pf 2_34 feet by 720 feet, to-
gether with the 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
b_arges 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 entire
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 110-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.
21Authority for Report.—Public Law 95-502, Section 101, October

, 1978.

Date of Report.—A report was submitted to Congress by the
Upper Mississippi River Basin Commission on Ja}nqary 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 including: L
S The navigation carrying capacity of the Upper Mississippi River

ystem. . )

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.—17.1.

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 final 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 Co-
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-fourths 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 olf 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 1988, was the first of eight locks con.stt_'ucted on the Co-
lumbia-Snake Inland Waterway System. The existing lock, immedi-
ately adjacent to the original powerhouse on the Oregon shore, is
76 feet wide and 500 feet long, making it the smallest in the
system. Hazardous conditions exist at both approaches 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 upstream.

Because it is the first lock in the system, Bonneville handles
more commercial shipping than any other lock upstream. Based on
current commodity projections, the existing lock capacity of 13 mil-
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



85

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-long, 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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Views 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

1These 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.—(8% 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 recoplmended plan in-
volves a wave dissipating rugged rock berm, sloping seaward 1 ver-
tical on 8 horizontal, along the Roughans Point shore. Additional
features will include interior drainage facilities and a new pump-
ing station with an auxiliary power source. Two road intersections
will also be raised to prevent backwater flooding. This plan will
provide 500-year protection to over 300 structures in the flood
plain. The plan will prevent 97 percent of the gotentlal_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.

) ?f_n)efit?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 1l-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 of Federal 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 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): 1.40. ]

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 (’iuymg 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 to serve as part
of a streamside trail system if the Secretary determines such fea-
tures are compatible with the project purposes.

MAMARONECK SHELDRAKE AND BYRAM RIVERS, NY AND CT

Location.—The recommended project will alleviate recurrent
flooding problems alone the Mamaroneck and Sheldrake Rivers in
the Village and Town of Mamaroneck, New York, and along the
Byram River at Port Chester, New York, and Greenwich, Connecti-
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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 fegt

Mamaroneck Sheldrake
River River

Structural Features:
(1) Channelization 10,000 2,700
(2) Levees 1,000
(3) Floodwalls 3,700 1,700
(4) Bridge replacements [ S
(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 of Federal 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

1These 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-
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 giu;‘mg 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 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
ililssg project consistent with the new policy established by Section

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-
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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

Robinson’s Pumpkin Lower

Rabinson's
Branch Patch Brook Branch

Levees (feet) L T 6,680
Flume (feet) 750 2,300 960
Floodwall (feet) L1111 R 400
Channelization (feet) 6,000 4,900 4750
Number of bridges to be altered ) S

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 of Federal 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 and/or compensate for loss
of vegetation and fish and wildlife habitat are included in the final
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 adopted September 14, 1955, and Juy 10, 1972.

Description 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
Elhe dlower Green Brook Sub-basin against a 500-year frequency

ood.

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 of Federal 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 rightg—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.

A

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 Plan.—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 of States 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

!'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 Engineér, 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 Workg Committee regolu-
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 plan in-
cludes construction of 12,303 feet of grass-lined and concrete-lined
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 those soplal, economic,
physical goals, policies, plans and programs with which the 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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demolition of one unused bridge; the placement of emergency flood-
warning devices; the creation of open space for recreation; and
flood plain 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

p 177 acres of evacuated land are to be used for open space recrea-
ion.

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
11:’}(i001111mended plan and has consistently indicated its support for

e 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 802, 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 to serve the
project’s intended purposes, and to hold and save the United 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-
Iem 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-
Flederal 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.

Benefit/Cost Ratio (1% 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-
%atible, locally constructed works apply to the Threemile Creek

roject.

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 1(a) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1974. i

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 br1§iges .and the rgelo-
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, businesses,
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.*

Non-Federal: $11,200,000.1

1These 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 810, 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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Description of Recommended Plan.—The existing non-Federal
mainline 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 of land. 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 of Federal 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 (1% 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 9f 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 pI:OJect-rqlated 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 final 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 Committees. 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, w11d‘11fe 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 in the
Nonconnah Creek Basin. The Authority has passed a resolution in-
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 of Federal 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 TRIBUTARIES, TN AND MI

Location.—In the north-central part of DeSoto County, Mississip-
pi, and the southwestern part of Shelby County, Tennessee.

Authority 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-
%istir;{g of 2.47 miles of hiking and biking trails along Cow Pen

reek.

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 41.8 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 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 fiood 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 financial 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 filed 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

! These costs include $142,000 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): 1.70. ,
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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

c Location.—On Killbuck Creek at Killbuck, Ohio, in Holmes
ounty.

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 Final Environ-
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency on May 11, 1979. i

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price levels):

Federal: $5,100,000.1

Non-Federal: $1,610,000.1

TThese 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.

(8) 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 al;ong one side, and the existing channel will be incorporat-
ed as a pilot channel for normal flows. All disturbed areas will be
?aseeded, and vegetative plantings will be utilized for beautifica-
ion,

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



111

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

! 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 petential adverse ef-
fects upon water quality and the Rocky Fork ecoSystem. It objected
to implementation of the plan unless mutual agreement betweep
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.

(8) 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 of Recommended 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 praoject lands. Additonal recre-
ational lands 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

! These costs include 685,000 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): 1.60.
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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. Recreation facilities will 11_1(;11;de
stream access, a biking and walking trail, 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. Except for one
short reach, the existing channel bottom will be undisturbed. A
landscape plan will provide for wildlife food and cover, and for
visual improvement. Instream devices will provide fish shelter and
increase habitat diversity. The City of Nelsonville will continue to
participate in the National Flood Insurance Program. .

Views of States and Non-Federal Inte('ests.—’I.‘he 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 of Environmental 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 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.



115

_Authority for 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-
i:Jothe will continue to participate in the National Flood Insurance

rogram.

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.—The State of Ohio
concurred in the recommended plan.

Views of Federal and Regional Agencies.—The Department of the
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.

Ilienefit/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 ($531,000) 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, disposal areas, and a portion of recreational feature costs,
as necessary for the project’s construction. Non-Federal interests
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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.

LITTLE 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.—The Departments 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.!

! These costs include $424,000 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 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 and 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 pocls 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 lar_l'ds.
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, adjoining
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/en.gmeer}ng
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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cludi_ng seeding 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
‘llgglz'ks Committee resolutions dated October 5, 1961 and July 7,

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
eéart}lx{en channel, to protect against a 100-year flow on Paxton

reek. _

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 Commonwealth
of Pennsylvania supports the project, although the Pennsylvania
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 cqrrected
in the future. In anticipation of future improved water quality, the

mmission 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 pyowde 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

1These costs include $3,580,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States
pursuant to Section 302.

) ]lf?(fa.n)efi'thost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year econom-
ic life): 1.5.

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
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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 survey 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 Susquehar_ma
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-
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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

lan.
P 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.*

Non-Federal: $19,800,000.*

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,
acquisition 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
}g’ég under the provisions of section 201 of the Flood Control Act of

~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 mun1c1pal proper-
t&y, and has endangered the general welfare and security of resi-
ents.

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 States
gtérsuant to Section 302. Benefit/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year economic life):

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
finding 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 sanitary 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 West 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

! 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%s 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 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 damages other than those due to the fault or negligence of
the United States or its contractors. ) i

Remarks. The Committee has included language which provides
that the project shall also include the construction of a portion of
the Saw Mill Run relief sewer in the City of Pittsburgh. The pri-
mary water resources problem of the Saw 'M111 Run area is the in-
ability of the existing channel of Saw Mill Run to contain flood
flows within its banks; however, during hl_gh flows storm drains
and sanitary sewers, which comprise a combined sewer 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 directly attrib-
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, Sworyersville/
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

t 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 dgm-
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, res_pectlvely. )

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 siltation
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 of Federal 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

! These costs include $3,760,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United
States pursuant to Section 302.

) ?(te‘n)efithost 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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series of improvements between 1952 and 1975 by both the Corps of
Englpegrs 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-
ﬁatgly 95 percent of the average annual damages for overbank

ooding.

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 W}lhng 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
pumping 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 Qutlet Ditch between the pumping station and
tl;ﬁ 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

! These costs include $940,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interest to the United States
pursuant to Section 302.

l_fli’)erieﬁ%‘/Cost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 5-year economic
ife): 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 recommended 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 in the
vicinity of West Memphis, Arkansas is the recurrent flooding 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

! 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 projsct 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

Location.—Within the city limits of Tulsa, Oklahoma.

Authority 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
esigima;ted 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

! 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 }f‘lc_)od 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 Water Resources
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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Status of Environmental Impact Statement.—The Final 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-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 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 of Recommended 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 35,000 acres are subject to flooding from headwater.
About 2,500 acres 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 and 7.7 miles of
urban channel, a 1,000 cubic-foot-per-second pumping 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
Cﬁ)unty, 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.

Non-Federal: $32,700,000.1

! 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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g){:llvironmental Protection and Mitigation Fund established in Title

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
gliom the National Trust for Historic Preservation, Midwest Region-

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

1These costs include $4,280,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests of the United
States pursuant to Section 802,
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) _l]_e@{@@’qst Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 100-year eco-
nomic life): 0.1 o

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
gould 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 Regional Council expressed concern that
a railway bridge was to be removed, but not replaced 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 in the 21.4-s-quage-m11e_ Cape
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 full 100-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 States
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
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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 Crossing 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 l?y 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

! These costs include $778,000 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):

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
Guart'd’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 28, 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-
li%%%r 1984 prices. The last year major flood occurred in October of

‘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 will 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

! These costs include $610,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States
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
%*'?gks. Recent floods in the area occurred in 1973, 1974, 1975, and
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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-
31t1ent, 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 of Federal 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, angl 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 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, Towa.

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 possible 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 of Federal 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

! 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 318,56 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/industrial lands 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
15)’(7)rrow areas along Mill Creek or from the bluff east of Highway

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

! 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 Committee 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
f.{esources Council’s formulation and evaluation criteria and guid-
ines,

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.

) ??n)efi'thost 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 Resources 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-
fd (tlhat environmental features should be extended to non-project
ands.

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.!

Non-Federal: $23,900,000.1

! These costs include $1,620,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States
pursuant to Section 802.
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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 floodproofing; and to pro-
vide increased water-based recreation. Nonstructural measures in-
cluded in the SCS Watershed Plan will consist of a floodproofing
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-
ﬁres rctomprising Plan 3A as described in the Division Engineer'’s

eport.

LITTLE 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. Due 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 Impact
(FONSI) was coordinated with all concerned agencies and other in-
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.

i ﬁz‘neﬁt/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 of Recommended 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-
cent1 lproviding 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 85 acres of native
grass, 13 acres of tree plantings and construction of 5 in-steam
ramp structures for stream habitat improvement. N

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

1 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, 1A

Location.—On the Mississippi River flood plain in Muscatine and
%ouisa Counties, Iowa, adjacent to the community of Muscatine,
owa.

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 realign-
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-Federal Interests.—The State of Iowa
supports the project. The Muscatine Island Levee Commission has
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
plazlli 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-
tural land for borrow material.

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.—The State of lowa
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

! 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 JIowa 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.

fx%g’%ority for Report.—Section 216 of the River and Harbor Act
0 .

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
:\_rillingness to provide the necessary items of non-Federal participa-

ion.

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, eac’h con-
cluded that the recommended plan best satis_fies the Corps’ plan-
Illigg objectives and is consistent with Executive Orders 11988 and

0.

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.—The Final Environ-
mental Impact Statement was filed 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 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): 1.40.

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 802, 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
p{an 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 Environimental 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
“TThese costs include $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 1(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 conditions, 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
%{_stem. A canoe launch area is also planned along the Zumbro

iver.

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 appr9x1mate1y 23 homes
and 10 businesses, and modifications to 14 bridges and 12 utility
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 802, 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.

f?g%writy for Report.—Section 216, of the River and Harbor Act
0 .

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,
i'esulting in an average flood damage reduction of $675,000 annual-
y.
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 of Federal 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

! These 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 percent ($423,000) 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 siug'lng 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.

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 activi:
ties and borrow material acquisition. Such information was includ-
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

! 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 of Recommended 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 802, 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 giug'lng 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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Vi(tif' 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

1These 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-
nomic life): 1.1.

Non-Federal Responsibilities.—Non-Federal interests will be re-
quired to provide five percent ($420,000) of total project ﬂoqd 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 Federal 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 improve-
ments which the Secretary determines 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 of Recommended Plan.—Severe and frequent flooding
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-
omr_ne;lded 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.!

Non-Federal: $6,500,000.1

1 These costs include $278,000 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): 1.05. ‘

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-located
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 with native trees and shrubs have
been included in the plan. These improvements will be limited to
areas frequently veiwed by the public.

Views of States and Non-Federal Interests.—The State of Texas
concurs in and has recommended early consideration a_.nd approval
of the plan by Congress. The Harris County Commissioners Court
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 Regional 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 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 development and protection levels
provided by the project. The City of Wichita Falls is participating
in the Federal Food Insurance Program.

Views of States 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 Falls~reafﬁr§ne,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 recommended plan.

Status of Environmental Impact Statement.—The Final Environ-
mental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency on March 13, 1981. )

Project Costs (estimated at October 1984 price 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 II), 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 1.4-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 land
that would otherwise be under easement for disposal and planting
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 These costs include $6,320,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United
States pursuant to Section 302.

?efz‘n)efé'thost Ratio (8% percent interest rate and 50-year econom-
ic life): 2.

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 Environment 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 vegetat-
ed areas within oxbows formed by proposed channel bend easing,
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 of States 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.!

! 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)
Coreales 126 2.8
Mountainview 44 2.5
Isleta-West ' 32 38
Belen-East 22.1 2.7
Belen-West 20 30

Total 72 J

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
COXTALES ....vveervriirriercreissssenessneseseseraasssesrsosorsaens rvetebiesesseneesvneraaabe et nasens 14
Isleta-West........... rreetsieetsbeeneaeasanaes e rentaset 24
Belen-East. teeetestessestrenesiassstasteseataatesata et rset et she b e s AT A s R s R e e e g e e n Rt r s 12

TTOLAL c..oeeveseeesessseteeeeeeeeeteseeeaessstasesesemnseetrsssaassracstsssrensrantanssssaassnensarassssassssssnsnsas 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 measure specifically identified
in the recommended plan is flood plain zoning in the Isleta-East
reach, which has very little existing development. o

Mitigation measures on separable lands will included the 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 of Federal 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 T5-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 These costs include $495,000 to be reimbursed by non-Federal interests to the United States
pursuant to Section 302.

Beneft/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 ($208,000) of total project flood 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 28 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 Fmal 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: $9,520,000.1

Non-Federal: $2 960,000.1

1 These costs include $775,000 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): 1.7,

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
i