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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

BACKGROUND 

THE WHITE HOUSE ACTION 
WASHINGTON 

Last day - Saturday, January 4 

January 2, 1975 

THE ~RESI,.NT 

KEN~ 
Enrolled Bills. 3022: Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act Amendments 

Attached for your consideration is Senate bill S. 3022, 
sponsored by Senators Nelson, Humphrey and Mondale. The 
bill amends the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 to 
(a) designate 29 additional river segments for study as 
potential _additions to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System, and (b) increases the appropriation authorization 
for acquisition and development of the Lower Saint Croix 
River area from $7,275,000 to $19,000,000. While an area 
is under study pursuant to the Act, Federally approved 
water resources development projects cannot be undertaken 
and mining cannot occur on Federal lands in the study 
area. Roy Ash provides detailed comments at Tab A. 

ARGUMENTS FOR SIGNING 

There is no serious objection on the merits to the rivers 
added by the Congress which were not covered by the Admin­
istration's proposal. If funding for study of the 29 
additional areas proves insufficient, additional authority 
can be requested. 

While the additional funding authorization for the Lower 
Saint Croix River is distasteful, the program can be 
watched carefully to try to keep it within the original 
funding authorization. 

Digitized from Box 20 of the White House Records Office Legislation Case Files at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library
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ARGUMENTS FOR POCKET VETO 

With respect to the areas designated for study, the bill 
differs substantially from the Administration's proposal 
which, unfortunately, was not submitted until after 
hearings had been held on s. 3022. 

Agriculture takes strong exception to the priorities given 
to many of the rivers cited in the bill, believes the 
funding authorization for the studies is inadequate and 
points out that the designations were fully considered 
OBly by the Senate. Development projects are not scheduled 
for any of the areas so a delay for more complete consid­
eration by the 94th Congress would not involve risks. 

With respect to the additional authorization for the Lower 
Saint Croix River, the increase was opposed by the Adminis­
tration on the grounds that the existing authorizations 
have not proven to be adequate. 

STAFF AND AGENCY POSITIONS 

The following recommend signature: 

Ken Cole 
Roy Ash 
Phil Areeda 
Max Friedersdorf 
Department of the Interior 
Department of Commerce 
Department of the Army 
CEO 

The following recommend pocket veto: 

Department of Agriculture 

DECISION - H.R. 3022 

Sign {Tab B) ~~ Pocket Veto 
{Memorandum of 
disapproval at 
Tab C) 

\ 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

DEC 11 tl1t 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Enrolled Bill S. 3022 - Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act amendments 

Sponsors - Sen. Nelson (D) Wisconsin, Sen. Humphrey 
(D) Minnesota, and Sen. Mondale (D) 
Minnesota 

Last Day for Action 

January 4, 1975 - Saturday 

Purpose 

Amends the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to (a) designate 29 
additional river segments for study as potential additions 
to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and (b) in­
creases the appropriation authorization for the Lower Saint 
Croix River from $7,275,000 to $19,000,000. 

Agency Recommendations 

Office of Management and Budget 

Department of the Interior 
Department of the Army 
Department of Commerce 
Council on Environmental Quality 
Federal Energy Administration 
Federal Power Commission 
Department of Agriculture 

Discussion 

Approval 

Approval 
No objection 
No objection 
No objection {I!Tfcr,.,.::-~lly) 
No position (!r::t'c:"'"':r .. UJ, 

No position 
Disapproval (Memorandum 

of Disapproval attached 

Under provisions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, 
certain rivers in the Nation possessing outstandingly remark­
able scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, 
historic, cultural or other similar values, are to be preserved 
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in free-flowing condition, and their immediate environments 
protected for the benefit and enjoyment of present and 
future generations. The Act also designated 27 river seg­
ments for study as potential additions to the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System. During the study period, Federally 
approved water resource development projects cannot be under­
taken and Federal lands within the study area cannot be 
mined. 

S. 3022 would amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to desig­
nate an additional 29 river segments for study as potential 
additions to the National System (the attachment lists the 
rivers). Completion of the studies would be required by 
October 2, 1979 on all rivers except the Delores River which 
must be completed by January 3, 1976. The bill would also 
give priority to the study of those river segments which pos­
sess the greatest proportion of private lands. Appropriations 
of not more than $2,175,000 would be authorized for conducting 
these studies. 

The enrolled bill would also increase the appropriation author­
ization for land acquisition and development of the Lower 
Saint Croix River from $7,275,000 to $19,000,000. This is a 
27-mile river segment that was designated in 1972 as a com­
ponent of the National System under the administration of the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

Consistent with its statutory responsibilities under the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act, the Administration developed and sub­
mitted to Congress earlier this year its own proposal which 
provided for the study of 32 rivers as potential additions 
to the National System. The Administration approach was 
designed to concentrate the limited resources that are avail­
able for sach studies on those river segments which are both 
deserving and subject to development pressures. Unfortunately, 
the congressional hearings on this legislation were completed 
before the Administration proposal was submitted, and supple­
mental hearings were not held. 

s. 3022 is substantially different from the Administration's 
proposal. Only 12 of the enrolled bill's rivers are included 
in the Administration's proposal and, of these, the river 
segments differ in all but 4 of the rivers. In addition, 
Interior, in reporting on the Lower Saint Croix Act authori­
zation, opposed the increase on the basis that the present 
authorization had not yet been proven to be inadequate. 



However, in reporting on s. 3022, the House Interior Com­
mittee maintained that it was pursuing its own list of 
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study rivers because "this is a matter which must ulti­
mately be determined by the Congress, the Committee recom­
mends that these studies not be delayed." With respect to 
the Lower Saint Croix Act authorization, the Senate Interior 
Committee strongly asserted that the present funding level 
was inadequate and concluded that: 

" ••• development pressure cannot easily be 
forestalled while Congress awaits new Park 
Service cost estimates, particularly when 
the Department has not evinced a firm com­
mitment to a program of full protection of 
the 27-mile Federal segment of the river 
envisioned by the Congress in the Lower 
Saint Croix River Act of 1972." 

* * * * 
" ••• if the Congress is to be responsible, 
the Committee believes that it must match 
the funding level to the program which it 
has mandated. 11 

In its views letter on the enrolled bill, Agriculture 
(a) takes strong exception to the priority given to many 
of the rivers cited in the bill, (b) suggests that the bill 
could lower the quality and comprehensive nature of its 
studies, (c) points out that the study designation was 
fully considered by only one body of the Congress, and 
(d) expresses serious concern that the study authorization 
represents inadequate funding. The Department concludes in 
saying: 

"We recommend that the President not approve 
the enactment so that a more comprehensive, 
deliberate consideration of the study program 
can be undertaken in the next Congress. · 
Study designation is a significant action 
deserving careful consideration,. because the 
studies are costly and because certain de­
velopmental activities are prohibited on the 
rivers and associated lands during the study 



period. We are not aware of any major 
developmental projects that suggest study 
river protection is needed immediately to 
protect a river's potential for possible 
inclusion in the National System." 

Taking a different position, .Interior, in its views letter 
on the enrolled bill concludes that: 

"Although s . . 3022 does not contain pre­
cisely- the number or priority of rivers 
that we recommended to be studied for 
inclusion in the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System, we have no objection, on the 
merits, _to the rivers added by the Con­
gress. Accordingly, we recommend that the 
President approve the enrolled bill." 

While we share many of the concerns expressed by Agricul­
ture, _and would have clearly preferred enactment of the 
Administration proposal, we do not find s . . 3022 so objec­
tionable as to warrant disapproval. We will work with 
Agriculture and Interior to insure that these ·studies are 
completed within the stipulated period. If the funding 
proves to be insufficient, then additional authority can 
be requested, but this approach should be followed only 
after we are satisfied that our study resources are being 
fully utilized. To the degree that the bill's rivers are 
either minor and insignificant or already protected and 
well studied, their studies could likely be shortened. 

Finally, we note that while acquiescence to the higher 
funding authorization is distasteful, it should not unduly 
influence the long term acquisition and program costs for 
that river segment. In this regard, we will periodically 
review the Park Service's master plan for the Lower Saint 
Croix River in an effort to keep the program within the 
scope of the original enabling legislation. 
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Enclosures 

WUtnd & Rotame-1 
Asitts'te.nt. ttireetor :!!~"" 
E!'>.~is1~t1¥o Re ~u 



STUDY RIVER 

1. American 
2. Au Sable 
3. Big Thompson 
4. each la Poudre 
5. Cahaba 
6. Clarks Fork 
7. Colorado 
8. Conejos 
9. Elk 
10. Encampment 
11. Green 
12. Gunnison 
13. Illinois 
14. John Day 
15. Kettle 
16. Los Pinos 
1 7. Manis tee 
18. Nolichuckey 
19. Owyhee, South Fork 
20. Piedra 
21. Shepaug 
22. Sipsey Fork, West Fork 
23. Snake 
2 4. Sweetwater 
25. Tuolumne 
26. Upper Mississippi 
27. Wisconsin 
28. Yampa 
29. Dolores 

STATE 

California 
Michigan 
Colorado 
Colorado 
Alabama 
Wyoming 

Attachment 

Colorado and Utah 
Colorado 
Colorado 
Colorado 
Colorado 
Colorado 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Minnesota 
Colorado 
Michigan 
Tennessee and North Carolina 
Oregon 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Alabama 
Wyoming 
Wyoming 
California 
Minnesota 
Wisconsin 
Colorado 
Colorado 



EXECUTIVE OFF.ICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALoiTY 

722 JACKSON PLACE, N. W. 

WASHINGTON. D. C. 20006 

January 3, 1975 

MEMORANDID'l FOR W. H. ROMMEL 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

ATTN: Mrs. Mohr 

SUBJECT: Enrolled Bill , S. 3Q22, an Act "To amend the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (82 Stat. 906), as 
amended, to designate segments of certain 
rivers for possible inclusion in the national 
wild and scenic rivers system; to amend the 
Lower Saint Croix River Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 
1174), and for other purposes." 

This is in response to your request of December 24, for 
our views on the sUbject enrolled bill. 

The Council supports the enactment of s. 3022. 

J 

·~ LJ J ,_,._____, 
Gary *idman 
General Counsel 



FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20426 

Enrolled Bill, S. 3022...,. 93d Congress 
An Act to amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 

OEC 3 1974 

(82 Stat. 906) , as amended, to designate segments . 
of certain rivers for possible inclusion in the national 
wild and scenic rivers system; to amend the Lower 
Saint Croix River Act of 1972' [86 Stat. 1174) ·~ 

·and for other purposes. 

Honorable Roy L. Ash 
Director, Office of Management and Budget 
Executive Office of the President 
Washington, D. C. 20503 

Attention: Ms. Mohr 
Legislative Reference Division 
Room 7201; New Executive Office Building 

Dear Mr . Ash: · 

This is in response to Mr .. Rommel's request of December 24, 1974,·.for 
this Commission's views on S. 3022.,. an Enrolled Bill, "To amend the Wild· 
and Scenic Rivers Act (82 Stat. 906) , as amended, to designate segments 
of certain rivers for possible inclusion in the national wild and scenic 
rivers system; to amend the Lower Saint Croix River Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 
1174) ., and for other.purposes. 

Section I, subsection (a) of S. 3022 amends subsection 5 (a) of the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act, 16 U.S .C. il276(a), by specifying twenty-:-nine river 
segments to be studied for possible inclusion in the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System. Subsection (b)·. stipulates that the studies of the designated segments 
will be completed by October 2, ·. 1979, with the exception of the Dolores in 
Colorado, which study "shall be completed and reports thereon submitted by 
not later than October·. 2, .1979. 11 Studies will not be commenced on the 
Clarks Fork, Snake and Sweetwater Rivers, all in Wyoming, "until 
the State legislature has acted with respect to such rivers or one year 



Honorable Roy L. Ash - 2-

from the date of enactment of this Act, whichever is earlier." In 
addition, subsection (b) authorizes $2,175,000 to be appropriated for 
the studies of these twenty-nine river segments. 

Subsections (c) and (d) of Section 1 will amend sections 4 and 7 of the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to clarify the language of those sections and 
conform the Act to this Enrolled Bill. Section 2 of S. 3022, as enrolled, 
amends the Lower Saint Croix River Act of 1972 by increasing the 
authorization for that program from $7,275, 000' to $19,000,000.' 

The twenty-nine river segments designated for study by the Enrolled 
Bill have appeared in draft legislation proposed by the Department of 
Interior (Au Sable, Colorado, Illinois, John Day, Manistee, Owyhee, 
Wisconsin and Dolores) . Other river segments designated for study in 
S. 3022 have appeared in the following bills during the 93d Congress: 
S. 2319 (Big Thompson, Cache la Poudre, Conejos, Elk, Encampment, 
Green, Gunnison, Los Pinos, Piedra, and Yampa) , H .R. 4326 (American­
North Fork) , H .R. 2307 (Cahaba), H .R. 8501' (Clarks Fork) , H .R. 8549 
(Kettle), H .R. 10771 (Nolichuckey), S. 3130 (Shepaug) , H .R. 8643 
(Sipsey Fork-West Fork) , H .R. 8578 (Snake), H .R. 8577 (Sweetwater), 
S. 3186 (Tuolumne) , and S. 2443 (Upper Mississippi) . 

Reviews have been conducted by the Commission on these proposed 
additions to the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The river segments 
designated in the Enrolled Bill are substantially the same segments 
reviewed and reported on by this agency. Under the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act, once a river is designated for study for potential addition to 
the System, a moratorium is placed on Federal Power Commission licensing 
of the construction of any dam, water conduit, reservoir, powerhouse, 
or transmission line. Since the Enrolled Bill will initiate studies 
of certain river areas by amending §5 (a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act, production, development and transportation of natural gas and 
construction of hydroelectric facilities will be restricted pending 
completion of the studies. 

The Federal Power Commission endorses the environmental protection 
policy of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. At the same time it is our firm 
belief that a coordinated balance must be reached between the nation's 



Honorable Roy L. Ash - 3-

critical energy needs and the national concern to preserve the integrity 
of our country's environment. The result of S. 3022 is to preclude the 
possible development of substantial potential hydroelectric capacity and 
thus require the burning of millions of barrels of oil annually by steam­
electric plants while these rivers are being studied. Our major 
concern with S. 3022, as enrolled, is that the energy-environment 
trade-offs may not be entirely justified in this instance. 

Sincerely, 

~#~·'· 
{John N. Nassikas 

Chairman 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

DEC11 ~J· 
I 

' I 

MEMORANDUM FOR ~HE PRESIDENT I 
Subject: .Enrolled Bill s. 3022 -Wild and Sceni:c Rivers 

Act amendments 
Sponsors - Sen. Nelson (D) Wisconsin, _Sen. Humphrey 

(D) Minnesota, _and Sen. Mondale (D) 
Minnesota 

..... 
· Las·t Day for Action 

January 4, .1975 - Saturday 

· Purpose. 

Amends the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to {a) designate 29 
additional river segments for study as potential · additions 
tc the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and (b) in­
creases the appropriation authorization for the Lower Saint 
Croix River from $7,275,000 to $19,000 1 0_00. 

Agency Recommendations 

Office of Man~gernent and Bu~get 

Department of the Interior 
Department of the Army 
Department of Commerce 
Council on Environmental Quality 
Federal Energy Administration 
Federal Power Commission 
Department of Agriculture 

Dis·cussion 

Approval 

Approval 
No objection 
No objection 
No objection (I::rfc:v~.lll') 
No position (~..: ~:"'!:clly·~ 
No position 
Disapproval (:>iemorandUJ."n 

of Disapproval attache1 

Under provisions of the Wild ·and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, 
certain rivers in the Nation possessing outstandingly remark­
able scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, 
historic, cultural or other similar values, are to be preserved 

--



.... -
I have withheld my approval of S. 3022 which would have amended the Wild and 

~ 
Scenic Rivers Act to jrovide for the study of 29 ;ivers for possibl~ inclusion in 

,X'/;;;_ fk.4 ~ Dw&• ~ t;J-~ 
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System 8ftd would have amended the Lower Saint 

• " JIN 
Croix River Act to increase the appropriation authorization from $7,275,000 to 

$19,000,ffta': 

.The Secretary of the Interior on June 19, 1974, transmitted to the Con~ress t~e 
\. ~ ~~~...&~-4.~- h &:-~'!~-'~ 

Administration's proposal to~ata additiona~y ~~~This proposal _-~~~' 
~~~ . ~ q£.. --1__. l>': ~ a careful inte±_agency review and s&t ia~l!l. a liet: e:£ 32 rivers ·1 

with~ ~gh priority for study~ a~ pgss!ele additi~d tbw~l~ 

rW/c.-J 
The House and Senate Committees~ completed most of their hear~ngs on .Wild 

I 
• l 

l~ and Scenic Rivers prior to the Administration's transmittal of June 19 and did not 
~ , I 

schedule additional hearings en b~proposal during the 93rd Congress. TI1e 

re,::.nlt!t/.,
6 P\!f-t;~ !::e=c::c ::c !.:: =~b=:~:!;!_l.~--- .!!r_r~.a:cu'- ZLout uur . proposal_. . 

~ eLre-~- ·-- ·-- -
aai ieso no5Mci aelieoe; reflect! full consideration of the need to set priorities 

within the river study program. 

With ~egard to the proposed increase in the authorization level for the 

Lower Saint Cioix River, I ~eUO"'h~~ at this_ time to .J... t.-. uc ·-? , 
iPcrea&e l!P.is a~~Qorit¥• \ . , 

L~? 7J.., ~'l-r~ ttL~-.,~~~ ~~4~ 
. ,--. . . . . . . . --~~ 

May -I say in eonelt1riee that I am hopeful that the Congress and this ~ 

Administration will be able, early in the 94th Congress, to ~d dev£lop 
/}. 

~-:~ L" }"\.. 
£ll appropriate expansion .oe:'the·-iald-an_g._:;:Sc.anie-Rive-rs-stuc:JJ=prj):gYam-"; 



tb~ Nat:i.onal t:ild anJ Scenic RivE:rs Systc '1 ." -1 ,,·ould have amended the Lcu.:>r Saint . " : - "~~..,/ 

Cro'lx-Rfver Act to incre<-rs c the ~IJPH'priaticn authorization from $7,275,000 to 
"'- I ! 

$19, oac, 6o~: 
, ,,. ·- ~ . ·--"~ . ·-

The Secretary of the Interio~ on Jun: 19, 1974, trans-mitted ~o the,Co~Press t~e _ 
\. ,-;_(!.4-i . '- .. -:11;_ /'..~-!:~(_:(.~_ ~:..~-~~-~~--ri~.-1~: (4?".c-l.. 

~dninistration's proposZ!l to ~ei'~;t~ ad!1itio~a.r stt\dy rivers) This proposal -~-<J..f..-.:?J-• 
- I . / • ril. · 

~~ .. -~.... - ~ ~ · .. 
fJ-as--the-r-es•J l t--of a car~ful intc:r_agency revievJ and Sif.t.=fort:-:~ .... a-1-i-st·-o£ 32 rivers 

~!Y'-" 
The House a~d Senate Committees~ completed most of their hear~ngs on Wild 

and Scenic _Rivers prior to the Adninistration's transmittal of June 19 and did not 
I 

schedule additional hearings on ~~proposal during the 93rd Congress. 'The 

r:e~ttlll'~~~~:;;;. b~fc::~ =~ .~- ::~'!;~~;:;.;;.~!Y.J,.;_j,-__ .!::.r_~c:.i:ca~i.: ..L'"'u"1 our . proposal • 
- ~~~-------- ·-·. 

~li\&lii o.ot-~:t~e¥eT reflect 1 full consideration of the need to set prioritj_~s. 
. , I . . 
~~thin the river study p~ogram. 

1 With r_egard to the proposed increase in the authorization level for the 
~ . • _'7.1 _•r-

. . 
I 
t 

l._ 

1 ~~ ~~-~- I Lower Saint Croix River, I ch:rno ~- aify at this time to .,~:...c.~ ••• ._ •• )_. 
. 0 

incr,e.a.se.-this-a-utbol:i.cy. \ . . 

; 
1 

• . I 4«-~-;{. '/ 1}v,_ Cu. ~{h--<_c!. f ltr t.ltiJ ·a.~_ ~ /!c~:J 4-~~ 
~ £ /. . . . ' ---~;t.u-r.',., 

1 
l-1ay-=I-say in conclu~-!-oo:-th3t I am hot>eful that the Congress and thi.s --- --

...---:----,. 
!doinistration will be able, 7arly in the 94th Congress, to aons£G~r--aftd devElop 

-t.L..,_,( {.. •il.-

e.."q)ansion - ot::'the----1·Iild-a~Scenic-P...ivers-s-cud;=pr..Ogn...:.-.· 

-~-

.• 

, 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

ACTION MEMORANDUM WASHING ON LOG NO.: 94 1 

Date: Time: 
January 1, 1974 11: 

FOR ACTION: cc (for information): Uke Duval 
Friedersdorf 7~ 

PPhil Areed <:::J 1 ~ 

"· rre , , endriks 
Jerry Jones 
Jac 1rsh 

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY 

DUE: Date: Tuesday, January 2 Time: 12:00 noon 

SUBJECT: 
Enrolled Bill "'. 3022 - "fild and Scenic Rivers 

All:t Amendments 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

--For Necessary Action __ For Your Recommendations 

-- Prepare Agenda and Brief __ Draft Reply 

-- For Your Comments __ Draft RemarkS 

REMARKS: 

Please teturn to Judy Johnston, Ground Floor gest ing 

.. 

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED. 

If you have any questions or if you anticipate a. 
delay in submitting the requi,J;fu:~ rr . · • · 1 • please 
telephone the Staff Secretary · · · ,m :.- fely. 

K. R. COLE, JR. 
For the President 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 2, 1975 

WARREN HENDRIKS 

MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF 

Action Memorandum -Log No. 941 
Enrolled Bill S. 3022 - Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act Amendments 

The Office of Legislative Affairs concurs with the Agencies 
that the enrolled bill should be signed. 

Attachments 



THE WIIITE HOLSE 

-~-::~:CTIOX ~1E.\10R:\SDL.\1 WASl!l:-:GTOX LOG NO.: 941 

Date: Time: 
January 1, 1974 11:00 a.m. 

FOR ACTION: Mike Duval cc (£o::- information): d . k Warren Hen r~ s 
Max Friedersdorf 
P~l A_reeda t.--

r~7~ 

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY 

DUE: Date= Thursday, January 2 

SUBJECT: 

Time: 

Jerry Jones 
Jack Marsh 

12:00 noon 

Enrolle~ Bill S. 3022 - Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act Amendments 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

--· For Necessary Action __ For Your Recomme:ndations 

p..,..,.""'--"" 1t --- ..J- -- _., n ! .. ,. -... -r--- ••':::t-··-~ ""'"''"""" .-.J.t.•G• -- ura.ii nepiy 

__ For Your Comments -- Draft Remarks 

REMARKS: 

Please return to Judy Johnston, Ground Floor West Wing 

f.A-uL 
PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMIT'!'ED. 

If you have o.ny questions or if you anticipate a. 
delay in submitting the required :rn.a.terial, please 
telephone the Stc.££ S<:cretary immediately. 

Warren K. Ht!ndr.!~:~ 
~o~_ the Pres1c·3n~ 



United States Department of the Interior 

Dear Mr. Ash : 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

DEC 2 7 874 

This responds to your request for our views on enrolled bill 
S. 3022, "To amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (82 Stat. 906), 
as amended, to designate segments of certain rivers for possible 
inclusion in the national wild and scenic rivers system; to amend 
the Lower Saint Croix River Act of l972 (86 Stat. ll74), and for 
other purposes." 

We recommend that the President approve this enrolled bill. 

Section l of the bill amends the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
(82 Stat. 906) to designate 29 rivers or segments thereof for 
study to determine whether they should be added, by subsequent 
legislation, to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System estab­
lished by that Act. The 29 rivers so designated cover l3 states. 

The bill authorizes to be appropriated for the purposes of 
conducting the studies of the 29 rivers such sums as may be 
necessary, but not to exceed $2,l75,000. The bill does not indi­
cate what portions of the funds appropriated will go to this 
Department, and which portions shall go to Agriculture. 

Section 2 of S. 3022 amends section 6(a) of the Lower Saint Croix 
River Act of l972 (86 Stat. ll74) by increasing from $7,275,000 
to $l9,000,000, the authorization for the acquisition and develop­
ment of land and interest therein along the 27 mile segment of the 
Lower Saint Croix River to be administered by the Secretary of 
the Interior. 

S. 3022 was passed by the Senate on October 7, l974, and was 
subsequently amended by the House on November l8, l974. The 
conference report was filed in both Houses on December l9, l974. 
The Secretaries of Interior and Agriculture had transmitted a 
proposal to Congress on July l9, l974, containing 32 rivers for 
possible inclusion in the Wild and Scenic River System. That 
proposal was introduced as S. 3708. However, by June l9, Congress 
had completed consideration on their proposals, and never held 
hearings on S. 3708. 

Save Energy and You Serve America! 



Although S. 3022 does not contain precisely the number or priority 
of rivers that we recommended to be studied for inclusion in the 
Wild and Scenic River System, we have no objection, on the merits, 
to the rivers added by the Congress. Accordingly, we recommend 
that the President approve the enrolled bill. 

Honorable Roy L. Ash 
Director 
Office of Management and B 
Washington, D. C. 20503 

erely yours, 

Secretary of the Interior 



-

Honorable Roy L. Ash 
Director 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20310 

2 7 DEC 1974 

Office of Management and Budget 

Dear Mr. Ash: 

The Department of the Army has been assigned responsibility by the De­
partment of Defense for reporting on enrolled enactmentS. 3022, 93d 
Congress, "To amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (82 Stat. 906), as 
amended, to designate segments of certain rivers for possible inclusion 
in the national wild and scenic rivers system; to amend the Lower Saint 
Croix River Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 1174), and for other purposes , 11 

The Department of the Army has no objection to approval of the enrolled 
enactment. 

The purpose of the Act is to designate segments of certain rivers for 
study for possible inclusion in the national wild and scenic rivers 
system. Portions of 29 additional streams have been designated for 
this purpose. In addition, the Act provides certain guidelines to be 
followed in the conduct of such studies. Section 2 increases the 
authorization for appropriations under the Lower Saint Croix River 
Act of 1972 from $7,275,000 to $19,000,000. 

Section l(a)(53) of the Act would provide for a study of the Upper 
Mississippi River from its source to the northwestern boundary of the 
city of Anoka This study provision was introduced in the Congress as 
S. 2443, 93d Congress. The Department of the Army, in a letter to you 
dated 16 July 1974, opposed the bill on the grounds that this segment 
fails to qualify for inclusion within the system because there are six 
headwater reservoirs located within this reach of the Mississippi River. 
In addition, the Department of the Army is presently reviewing a survey 
report recommending the construction of a dam and lake in the vicinity 
of Days High Landing between Winnibigoshish and Pokegama Lakes which 
would preclude designation of this segment of the Upper Mississippi 
River as a wild and scenic river if Congress should approve and authorize 
the project. 

Sincerely, 

~;/.~ 
Howard H. CallCIV{ay 
Secretary of the Army 

{. 



DEC 2 71974 

Honorable Roy L. Ash 
Director, Office of Management 

and Budget 
Washington, D. C. 20503 

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
Washington. D.C. 20230 

Attention: Assistant Director for Legislative Reference 

Dear Mr. Ash: 

This is in reply to your request for the views of this Department 
concerning S. 3022, an enrolled enactment 

11 To amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (82 Stat. 906), 
as amended, to designate segments of certain rivers for 
possible inclusion in the national wild and scenic rivers 
system; to amend the Lower Saint Croix River Act of 
1972 (86 Stat. ll74), and for other purposes. 11 

This Department would have no objection to approval by the President 
of S. 3022. 

Enactment of this legislation will not involve the expenditure of any 
funds by this Department. 

Sincerely, 

Tabor 



Honorable Roy L. Ash 
Director, Office of 

Management and Budget 

Dear Mr. Ash: 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
OFFICE OF" THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20250 

DecP-mber 2 7 .• 1974 

In response to the request from your office, the following report is submitted 
on the enrolled enactment s. 3022, "To amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
(82 Stat. 906), as amended, to designate segments of certain rivers for 
possible inclusion in the national wild and scenic rivers system; to amend the 
Lower Saint Croix River Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 1174), and for other purposes." 

The Department of Agriculture recommends that the President not approve the 
enactment. 

The enactment would amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to designate 29 addi­
tional rivers for study as potential additions to the National System. It would 
provide that the studies on 28 of the 29 rivers be completed by not later than 
October 2, 1979, and that the study of the Dolores River be completed by 
January 3, 1976. It would authorize to be appropriated for the purposes of the 
studies an amount not to exceed $2,175,000. The priority for study of rivers 
as specified in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act would be amended to give priority 
consideration to those rivers which possess the greatest proportion of private 
lands. The enactment would also amend the Lower Saint Croix River Act of 1972 
to increase the ceiling on appropriation authorization from $7,275,000 to 
$19,000,000. 

The Administration proposed to amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to provide 
for the study of 32 rivers as potential additions to the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System. This list of proposed study rivers was developed as a 
result of an interagency review of a large number of rivers. It represented 
our judgment of those rivers with the highest priority for study based on their 
wild and scenic river values and the competition between these values and various 
developmental values. Such a list of priority rivers became necessary because 
of the large number of potential study rivers, because studies are costly and 
complicated, and because the manpower needed to conduct the studies is limited. 

The enactment is substantially different from the Administration's proposal. Of 
the 29 study rivers listed in the enactment, only 12 were included in the 
Administration's proposal. These are the American, Au Sable, Colorado, Green, 
Illinois, John Day, Manistee, Owyhee, Snake, Sweetwater, Wisconsin and Dolores 
as part of the Colorado. Of these 12 rivers, the river segments described in 
the enactment are different from the Administration's proposal on all but the 
Au Sable, Manistee, Owyhee, and Wisconsin. 

Of particular concern in the enactment is the proposed designation of twelve 
study rivers in Colorado. Of these rivers only the Colorado, Green and_Uol~res 
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as part of the Colorado were included in the Administration's proposal. Several 
of the Colorado rivers proposed in the enactment are relatively small segments 
which would be of minor significance to the National System and would rate low 
on the scale of priority for study. In addition, three of the rivers are 
entirely within the boundaries of other special national designations--the 
Los Pinos in the proposed Weminuche Wilderness, the Big Thompson in Rocky 
Mountain National Park, and the Yampa in Dinosaur National Monument. We ques­
tion the need for additional study of these rivers. 

The differences between the study list contained in the enactment and that 
contained in the Administration's proposal and the comparatively high number 
of Colorado rivers illustrates how easily the study program could become too 
large ~o complete at a reasonable cost and within a reasonable time period. A 
very large study program could result in a delay or less comprehensive study 
of those rivers where significant disagreement or conflict exists between river 
protection and developmental objectives. 

The Administration's proposal was forwarded to the Congress by the Secretary 
of the Interior on June 19, 1974. Due to a lack of time, the Congress did 
not hold hearings on the Administration's proposal. Further, on a number of 
the rivers included in the enactment, only one body of the Congress considered 
the study designation, and the enactment was a result of Conference action in 
the last days of the Congress. Because of these limitations, we do not believe 
the full scope and complexity of the study program was adequately considered. 

We recommend that the President not approve the enactment so that a more compre­
hensive, deliberate consideration of the study program can be undertaken in the 
next Congress. Study designation is a significant action deserving careful con­
sideration, because the studies are costly and because certain developmental 
activities are prohibited on the rivers and associated lands during the study 
period. We are not aware of any major developmental projects that suggest 
study river protection is needed immediately to protect a river's potential 
for possible inclusion in the National System. 

We also note that the agencies which would conduct the proposed studies are 
currently involved in an ongoing study program completing the river studies 
set forth in the original Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. These agencies would 
be limited in their ability to immediately undertake the new program. 

In regard to the other provisions of the enactment, we have no objection to the 
provision in subsection l(d) which would place a priority on river studies 
affecting the private lands. We do have a major concern with the limitation 
of $2,175,000 for the study program. Experience has shown that the cost of the 
proposed study program would probably exceed this amount by as much as 100 percent • 

. , I :, 
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With regard to a recommendation on section 2 of the enactment pertaining to 
increasing the ceiling on appropriation authorization for the Lower Saint 
Croix River, we defer to the Department of the Interior. 

A draft Presidential Statement is enclosed for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

l!e~ 
Acting Secretary 

Enclosure 



Presidential Statement: 

I have withheld my approval of S. 3022 which would have amended the Wild and 

Scenic Rivers Act to provide for the study of 29 rivers for possible inclusion in 

the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System and would have amended the Lower Saint 

Croix River Act to increase the appropriation authorization from $7,275,000 to 

$19,000,000. 

The Secretary of the Interior on June 19, 1974, transmitted to the Congress the 

Administration's proposal to designate additional study rivers. This proposal 

was the result of a careful interagency review and set forth a list of 32 rivers 

with a high priority for study, as possible additions to the National System. 

The House and Senate Committees had completed most of their hearings on Wild 

and Scenic Rivers prior to the Administration's transmittal of June 19 and did not 

schedule additional hearings on our proposal during the 93rd Congress. The 

resultant enactment that is before me is substantially different from our proposal 

and does not, I believe, reflect a full consideration of the need to set priorities 

within the river study program. 

With regard to the proposed increase in the authorization level for the 

Lower Saint Croix River, I do not believe it is necessary at this time to 

increase this authority. 

May I say in conclusion that I am hopeful that the Congress and this 

Administration will be able, early in the 94th Congress, to consider and develop 

an appropriate expansion of the Wild and Scenic Rivers study program. 
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MEMORANDUM OF DISAPPROVAL 

I have withheld my approval from s. 3022 which would 

have amended the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to provide for 

the study of 29 rivers for possible inclusion in the 

~ational Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The bill also 

would have amended the Lower Saint Croix River Act to in­

crease the appropriation authorization from $7,275,000 to 

$19,000,000. 

The Secretary of the Interior on June 19, 1974, trans­

mitted to the Congress the Administration's proposal to study 

additional rivers for possible inclusion in the national 

system. This proposal resulted from a careful interagency 

review and listed 32 rivers with a high priority for study. 

The House and Senate Committees completed most of their 

hearings on Wild and Scenic Rivers prior to the Administration's 

transmittal of June 19, and did not schedule additional hearings 

on this proposal during the 93rd Congress. The resulting 

legislation before me is substantially different from our 

proposal. It does not reflect full consideration of the need 

to set priorities within the river study program. 

With regard to the proposed increase in the authorization 

level for the Lower Saint Croix River, I consider such 

authority at this time to be unnecessary. 

Because of the importance of the Wild and Scenic Rivers 

study program, I am hopeful that the Congress and this 

Administration will be able, early in the 94th Congress, to 

develop an appropriate expansion of the plan. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
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93n CoNGREss 
13aSession } SENATE 

Calendar No. 114 7 
{ REPORT 

No. 93-1207 

AMENDING THE WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ACT AND 
THE LOWER ST. CROIX RIVER ACT OF 1972 

OcTOBER 1, 1974.-0rdered to be printed 

Mr. HAsKELL, from the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
submitted the following 

REPORT 
[To accompany S. 3022] 

The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, to which was re­
ferred the bill (S. 3022), to amend the Lower St. Croix River Act, 
having considered the same, reports favorably thereon with amend­
ments and recommends that the bill, as amended, do pass. 

The amendments are as follows: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert in lieu thereof the 

following language: 
That the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (82 Stat. 906), as amended, is further 
amended as follows : 

(a) In subsection (a) of section 5 after paragraph (27) insert the following 
new paragraphs: 

" ( 28) Au Sable, Michig.an : The segment downstream from Foot Dam to Oscoda 
and upstream from Loud Reservoir to its source, including its principal tribu· 
taries and excluding Mio and Barnfield Reservoirs. 

"(29) Manistee, Michigan: The entire river from its source to Manistee Lake, 
including its principal tributaries and excluding Tippy and Hodenpyl Reservoirs. 

" ( 30) ·wisconsin, ·wisconsin : The segment from Prairie du Sac to its conflu­
ence with the Mississippi River at Prairie du Chien. 

"(31) West Fork of the Sipsey Fork, Alabama: The segment, including its 
tributaries, from the impoundment formed by the Lewis M. Smith Dam upstream 
to its source in the William B. Bankhead National Forest. 

"(32) Cahaba, Alabama: The segment from its junction with United States 
Highway 31 south of Birmingham downstream to its junction with United States 
Highway 80 west of Selma. 

"(33) Kettle, Minnesota: The entire segment within the State of Minnesota. 
"(34) Upper i\fississippi, Minnesota: The segment from its source at the out­

let of Itasca Lake to its junction with the northwestern boundary of the city of 
Anoka. 

"(35) American, California: The North Fork from Mountain ::\Ieadow Lake to 
the Auburn Reservoir and the lower 7.5 miles of the North Fork of the North 
Fork. 

" ( 36) Tuolumne, California : The main river from its Rource on Mount Dana 
and Mount Lyell in Yosemite National Park to Don Pedro Reservoir. 

38-010 
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"(31) Illinois, Arkansas and Oklalloma~ The entire rlver,from.'!'enkil1er F~rrY 
:Reservoir upstream to its source, including the Flint and B3;rren 'Fork: Creelfs and 
excluding Lake Frances. 

" ( 38) Sbepaug, Connecticut: the entire river. 
"(39) Colorado, Colorado and Utah: The seg1nent from its confluence \Yith 

the Dolores River, Utah, upstream to a point 19.5 miles from the Utah-Colorado 
border in Colorado. 

"(40) Gunnison, Colorado: 'I'he segment from the upstream (southern) bound­
ary of the Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument to its confluence 
with the North Fork. . . , 

.. (41) Los Pinos, Colorado: The segment from its source, including the tribu­
taries and headwaters within the San Juan Primitive Area, to the northern 
boundary of the Granite Pelik Ranch. 

" ( 42} Big Thompson, Colorado : The segment from its source to the boundary 
of Rocky Mountain National Park. 

" ( 43) Green, Colorado: The entire segment within the ~tate of Colorado .. 
·• ( 44) Conejos, Colorado: The three forks from their s~:mrces to thell' c~m­

fiuence, thence the Conejos to its first junction with State Hlghway 17, exdudlllg 
Platoro Reservoir. 

" ( 4r:) Elk, Colorado : The segment from its source to Clark. . 
" ( 46} Cache la Poudre, Colorado: Both forks from their sources to their 

coniiuence, thence the Cache la Poudre to the eastern boundary of Roosevelt 
National Forest. . 

" ( 47} Piedra, Colorado: The Mi~dle Fork .and. East Fork. from thell' sou:ces 
to their confluences, thence the P1edra to 1ts JUnction .w1th Colorado High­
way 160, including the tributaries and hel!-dwaters on national forest lan<;Is. 

" ( 48) Encampment, Colorado : The Mam Fork and yv' est Fork .to the_1r con­
fluence, thence the Encampment to the Colorado-Wyommg border, mcludmg the 
tributaries and headwaters. . 

"(49) Yampa, Colorado: The segment within the boundaries of the Dmosaur 
National Monument. . 9 "(50) Dolores, Colorado: The segment from the west boundary, sectwn -· 
township 38 north, range Hi west, NMl'M, below the proposed McPhee Da~u, 
downstream to the Colorado-Utah border, excluding the segment from one IDlle 
above Highway 90 to the confluence of the San Miguel River; the segment of 
the main stem' from Rico upstream to its source, including its headwaters; a!Id 
the west Dolores from its source, including its headwaters, downstream to 1ts 
confluence with the main stem.". 

(b) In subsection (a) of section 4-- . 
( 1) in the third sentence strike "1978." and insert in lieu thereof "1978; w1~h 

respect to all rivers named in subparagraphs 5 (a) (28) th:ough ( 49) ?f th1s 
Act no later than October 2, 1979 ; and with respect to the r1v~r named m sub-
pnragraph fi (a) (50) of this Act no later than October 2, 1975. ; and . 

.. • ) b " · " d "with" insert "(1)" (2) in the fourth sentence: (.'\. etween nvers an .. , 
and (B) strike "system." and inser~ in lieu the:t;eo~ "sys~em, an~, (u) which 
possess the greatest proportion of pnvate lands within the1r ar~as. · 

SEc. 2. Subsection (a) of section 6 of the }•ower Sa~t Cro_JX Riyer .Act of 
1972 (86 Stat. 1174) is amended by deleting $7,275,000 and msertmg m lieu 
thereof "$19,000,000". 

Amend the title so as to read : 
A bill to amend the Wild and Scenic R.iyers .t\ct (82 Stat. 

906), as amended, to designa:te segm.ents of certa;m ~Ivers :for 
possible inclusion in the natwnal w1ld and scemc rivers sys­
tem; to amend the I...ower Saint Croix River Act o:f 1972 
( 86 Stat. 117 4), and :for other purposes. 

I. PuRPOSE, BAcKGROUND, AND SeMl\rARY OF S. 3022, AS Onmm:ED 

REPORTED 

SUBSECTION (a) : STUDIES OF TWENTY-THREE RIVERS 

Subsection (a) o_:f S. 3022, as ordered reported, would arne~~ the 
'Vild and Scenic R1vers Act (82 Stat. 906), as amended, to designate 
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segments oftwenty-three rivers in ten States for study to determiny 
whether they should be added, by subsequent legislation, to the na:~ 
tional ,wild and scenic rivers system established by that Act. · . 

The studies would be author1zed by amending subsection (a) of sec­
tion 5 of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. This subsection contains 
a list o:f rivers designated for study. Under the 'Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act, a. viver so designated is to be studied by ei.ther the Bureau 
of Outdoor Recreation of the Department of the InteriOr or the Forest 
Service of the Department of Agriculture to determine its snitability 
for inclusion in the national wild and scenic rivers system; ·whether 
adn1inistration should be undertaken by the State or Federal govern­
.ment, and if the latter, which agency should be given the administra­
tive task; and in which of the three categories established by the Act­
wild, scenic,. or recreational-the entire segment of the river or por­
tions thereof should be classified. The study, once completed, is sub­
mitted to the President who, in .turn, transmits his recommendations 
to the Congress. Congress must then enact further legislation should 
it wish to designate the river as a compone.nt of the wild and scenic 
rivers system. (An exception to this procedure allows the Secretary of 
the Interior to designate a river without Congressional action i:f the 
relevant State or States assume responsibility for its management and 
recommend it to the Secretary for inclusion in the system.) During 
the period of study, the ·wild and Scenic Rivers Act affords certain 
. protection to a river, including a prohibition against the construction 
of water resource projects upon it. 

The \Vild and Scenic Rivers Act designated twenty-seven rivers: 
for study and eight rivers to be immediately included in the systemr 
Since the Act's enactment in 1968, two State-administered rivers have 
been added to the system by the Secretary of the Interior. In addition, 
Congress has enacted into law two measures which designated seg­
ments of the Lower St. Croix River in Mi:imesota and Wisconsin 
(the Lower St. Croix River Act of 1972, 86 Stat. 1174) and the Chat­
tooga River in North Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia (Act 
of May 10, 1974,88 Stat. 122) as components of the system. These two 
river segments had both been on the original list of t\Venty-seven study 
rivers and the reports on them, submitted by the Admimstration, rec­
ommended the Congressional action which was subsequently taken. 

The period of study provided for the 27 study rivers in the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act was ten years; however, the provisions in the 
Act which afforded protection to the study rivers from water resource 
projects contained a five year expiration date (October 2, 1973). 'Vhen 
It became apparent that the studies of all 27 study rivers would not 
be completed prior to the deadline for protection against water re­
source projects, the Administration submitted proposed legislation 
(S. 921, introduced by Senators Jackson and Fannin (by reqtlcst) on 
February 20, 1973) to extend the protection period for five more vears 
(to October 2, 1978) to coincide with the study period. The ... (ct. of 
May 10, 1974, in addition to designating the Ohattooga River and 
making several amendments to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. also 
provided this extension of the protection period. " 

Now that the study task mandated in the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act is nearing completion, numerous proposals for additional rivers to 
study have been made. Twenty-seven bills proposing a total of fiftv­
four rivers for study have been introduced by various Senators this 
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Congress. Three bills (S. 1101, S. 1391, and 2439) proposing segments 
of the Wisconsin, Au Sable, Manistee, and New Rivers for study have 
already passed the Senate and are awaiting House action. Further­
more, on June 27, 1974, Senators Jackson and Fannin introduced (by 
request) S. 3708 proposing 32 new study rivers. This bill, an Adminis­
tration measure, is the result of an inter-agency review to determine 
which potential wild and scenic rivers should next be studied. 

The Subcommittee on Public Lands has held five days of hearings 
on most of the proposed bills. Subsequent to these hearh.lgs, on July 29, 
1974, the Subcommittee, by unanimous voice vote, approved for full 
Committee action S. 3022, as amended. The full Committee gave 
unanimous, voice vote endorsement to the bill on September 10, 1974. 

The twenty-three river segments designated for study in subsection 
(a) of S. 3022, as amended, contain river segments proposed in S. 30 
(Moss), S. 449 and S. 2319 (Dominick), S. 2151 and S. 2216 (Allen 
and Sparkman), S. 2386 and S. 3186 (Cranston and Tunney), S. 2443 
(Mondale), S 2691 (Mondaie, Humphrey, Nelson, and Proxmire), 
S. 3130 (Ribicoff), and S. 3628 (Bellmon and Bartlett), and the river 
segments contained inS. 1101 (Hart and Griffin) and S.1391 (Nelson), 
as already passed the Senate. Six of these river segments were also 
proposed for study in S. 3708. 

Section II of t!fis repo~t contains descrivtions of the segments. of 
the twenty-three rivers whiCh would be studied pursuant to subsectiOn 
(a) of S. 3022, as amended. Below is a list of those river segments, their 

:approximate length, and the States in which they are located: 
1. Au Sable, 75 miles, Michigan. 
2. Manistee, 75 miles, Michigan. 
3. Wisconsin, 7 4 miles, Wisconsin. 
4. West Fork of the Sipsey Fork, 24 miles, Alabama. 
5. Cahaba, 85 miles, Alabama. 
6. Kettle, 58 miles, Minnesota. 
7. Upper Mississippi, 330 miles, Minnesota. 
8. American, 53.5 miles, California. 
9. Tuolumne, 96 miles, California. 

10. Illinois, 255 miles, Arkansas and Oklahoma. 
11. Shepaug, 25 miles, Connecticut. 
12. Colorado, 55.5 miles, Colorado and Utah. 
13. Gunnison, 30 miles1 Colorado. 
14. Los Pinos, 18 miles, Colorado. 
15. Big Thompson, 12 miles, Colorado. 
16. Green, 35 miles, Colorado. 
17. Conejos, 35 miles, Colorado. 
18. Elk, 30 miles, Colorado. 
19. Cache La Poudre. 70 miles, Colorado. 
20. Piedra, 20 miles, Colorado. 
21. Encampment, 50-55 miles, Colorado. 
22. Yampa, 65 miles, Colorado. 
23. Dolores, 265 miles, Colorado. 

As subsection (a) o:f S. 3022, as amended, amends the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act, all the provisions o:f that Act concerning study 
procedures and management of rivers during study apply to the 
twenty-three rivers named in the subsection. Section III of this report 
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contains a discussion of these provisions of the 'Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act. as well as the provisions which would apply to the rivers i:f, :fol­
lowmg completion of the studies, they are designated by Congress as 
components of the national wild and scenic rivers system. 

SUBSECTION (b) (1): FIVE-YEAR STUDY PERIOD 

A~ note~ ab?ve, the Ad_ministration is now completing the 27 river 
studies w!nch.It was reqmred to conduct by section 5(a) o£ the Wild 
and. Scemc R1vers Ac~. The Committee, in reviewing this experience, 
attributed the extenswn. beyond the 5-year protection period made 
necessary by the compl.et10n s~hedule for the oril:,rinal 27 studies to the 
slow start on the studies .durmg th~ "star~-up" period in which per~ 
sonnel to conduct the studies were bemg assigned, funds a.Ppropriated, 
and ~he study me~hodology de~igned: As no start-up perwd would be 
reqmred for the 23. ne'v stud1~ whiCh S. 3022, as amended. would 
man4ate, tl_le Committee determmed th~t a little over 5 years would be 
sufficient time to complete those studies. The Administration esti­
mates tha~ now that funds are available an.d personnel are in place the 
averag~ time ~ecessary to complete a river study is 18 months. The 
Committe~ be.heves that the possibility of staggering the one and half 
year studi:s. throughout the 5-plus yea.rs will further ?il!linish any 
pressure w.hiCh S. 3022,. as amended, might exert on ex1stmg human 
and financm.l resources m the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation and the 
Forest Service. 
Fo~ these reasons, subsection (b) (1) sets October 2, 1979 as the 

deadhne for all but one of the 23 studies. ' 
_The _one study to whicl_l this deadline does not apply is the Dolores 

RIVer m. Co~ora4o. The .Importance of this river as a potential wild 
and scemc _nver IS d.escr1bed below in section II of this report. How­
ever, the r1ver a~d 1ts water are also critical to the economy of the 
southwestern regwn of Colora4o. A go?d number of private land­
owners, most of them enga~ed m ranchmg, have property along its 
ban.~s. F~rtbermore, a maJ<!r water resource project--the Dolores 
~r?JeCt--Is planned for por:t1ons of. the river. Its most important fa­
Cility-the McPhee Dam-Is well mto the planning sta~e and al­
thou]5h the stretch of river on which it would be located IS 'not ~ be 
st~d1ed, the qu<;stio~ of compatibility of the dam and the proposed 
w~ld and scemc nver: segments below it is not altogether cer­
tam. ~~n early completiOn of the study will insure that the McPhee 
Da!UIS not delayed ?Y this uncertainty. Furthermore, most observors 
b.eheve the study w1ll demonstrate that the construction and opera­
tiOn of the dam ~nd designation of segments of the Dolores as compo­
nents of the natwnal wild and scenic rivers system are compatible­
that the d.am proponents can guarantee a minimum flow sufficient to 
reass_ure river r!lnners and other recreationists that the Dolores will 
provi~e a true w1ld a;td scen!criver exp~rience. 

Tp msu:re the des~red qmck completiOn of the Dolores study, sub­
sectiOn (b) (1) prov1des a 1-plus year deadline-October 2 1975-:for 
completiOn of the Dolores study. ' 

Section_<b) (1) setf? both the 5-plus y~ar and 1-plll:s year deadlines 
by amen.dmg subs~ct10n 4(a) of the Wild and Scemc Rivers Act to 
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insert the two dates Immediately after the deadline for the 27 original 

stu.p~:\tudy deadlines provided ~y subse~tion (b) ( 1 ). do not fully 
coincide with the period of protection provided study rivers. ~he A~ 
of May 10 1974 (88 Stat. 122) amended section. 7 (b) of th~ W1ld ~n 
Scenic Ri;ers Act (82 Stat. 906, 914) to provide proteebo?- agamst 
water resource projects for rivers .under study. for. a per1od of 10 
ears after the enactment of the Wild and Scemc R1vers A<:t .(Octo­

ber 2 1978) or 3 fiscal years after enactment of an Act prov1dmg for 
:study of an-additional river. or rivers. s. e022, however, allows the 
:studies it mandates to run until October 2, 1919. 

Thus. S. 3022, as amended, presents the same anomaly as that con­
tained 1n the original Wild and Scenic Rivers Act-a shorte:- protec­
tion period than a study period. Of course, the reason for the. dlff~ren<;e 
between t.he study and protection periods in th~ pre~ent s1tuat10n IS 
that the 3 fiscal year protection limitation provided m th~ 1~7~ law 
for future legislation was based on th~ theory that each mdividual 
legislative proposal would, at most, name only two or th;ee stu?-y 
rivers at a time. Although ConJrress could make the tw<? penods COlr;t­
cide, at some future date, the Ch~irman ?f the Su~omm1ttee on Pubbc 
Lands has announced that he will consider offermg an amendment to 
correct this anomaly when the Senate takes up S. 3022, as amended. 

SUBSECTION (b) ( 2) : PRIORITY OF STUDIES 

The purpose of subsection (b) (2) of S. 3022, as ame~ded, is to 
shorten the period of uncert_ainty landowners ~vould experience when 
the rivers along which they hve or work are designated for study under 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

Subsection (4) (a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, !tS amended 
by the Act of May 10, 1974 (88 Stat. 122), esta~lishes a basiS for deter­
mining the order in which rivers are to be st~died. The fom:th sentence 
of the subsection provides that "In conductmg th~se studies the S~­
retar:y of the Int~rior a!ld the Secretar:y of Ag~culture shall ~~we 
1>rior1ty to those rivers w1th res{lect to which there IS the greatest Jike­
lihood of developments, which, If ~mdert~ken, would .ren.der the rive~ 
unsuitable for inclusion in the natwnal wild and scemc r!v~rs system. 

Subsection (b) ( 2) would amend that se~tence py ~rov1dmg a ~ond 
basis for determining priority : early consideratH~n IS also !O be giVen 
those rivers "which po~sess ~he greatest .Pr?portu:n ?f pnvate.lands 
within their areas". Tins basis for estabbshmg pnonty would msure 
that those studies involving river segments wlJ.fch have a great n~mber 
of private landowners along the~r borders wil~ be completed qmckly. 
This will serve to reduce the penod of uncertamty landowners woul?­
otherwise experience while the study is being conducted and the Presi-
dent's recommendations determined. . 

A brief study period f<?r rivers inyol"!ing a high pe~entage of pri­
vate land is particularly Important m hght of subsection 6(b) of the 
'Vild and Scenic Rivers Act. This subsection is as follows: 

(b) If 50 per centum o:t; more o~ the entire a.creage.within a 
federally administered wild, scen1c or recreational r1ver &;rea 
is owned by the United States, by the State, or States with­
in which it lies, or by political subdivisions of those States, 
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neither Secretary shall acquire fee title to any lands by con­
demnation under authority of this Act. Nothing contained in 
this section, however, shall preclude the use of condemna­
tion when necessary to clear title or to acquire scenic ease­
ments or such other easements as are reasonably necessary 
to give the public access to the river and to permit its mem­
bers to traverse the length of the area or of selected seg­
ments thereof. 

Clearly, landowners along any river segment designated for study 
the area of which is less than 50% federally-owned are placed in a 
particularly difficult situation during the study period. They do not 
know whether the river will be determined to meet wild and scenic 
river criteria and thus make condemnation of their property a dis­
tinct possibility. They do not know whether the proposed boundaries 
of the river will be redrawn to exclude their property or to establish 
an area which will include their property but which enjoys more 
than 50% Federal ownership. If the latter alternatives develop, then, 
of course, the threat of condemnation of fee title is eliminated. While 
the threat hangs over the landowners they will obviously be reluc­
tant to improve their businesses or residences and they may very well 
experience difficulty in obtaining any loans using their property as 
collateral. This amendment to subsection 4 (a) would insure that the 
periods of uncertainty for private landowners affected by S. 3022, 
as amended, and other legislation designating river segments for 
study will be as brief as possible. 

SUBSECTION (C) : AJ).IENDING THE LOWER SAINT CROIX RIVF>R ACT 

Subsection (c) amends section 6 of the Lower Saint Croix River 
Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 1174} by increasing from $7,275,000 to $19,000,-
000 the authorization for the acquisition and development of land and 
interests therein along the 27 mile segment of the Lower Saint Croix 
River to be administered by the Secretary of the Interior. This author­
ization increase will perm-it the National Park Service to acquire the 
necessary land and interests in land to provide the degree of protection 
to the Federal segment of the wild and scenic river which was intended 
in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the Lower Saint Croix River 
Act of 1972. · 

The Lower Saint Croix River is one of the most intensely studied 
rivers in the Nation. Congress, itself, has devoted a great deal of at­
tentjon to the river. Bills to protect the river were introduced by 
Senator Nelson in 1965, 1967, and 1971. Section 5(a) (21) of the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act specifically mandated the Federal Government 
to study the river and determine its suitability as a component of the 
national wild and scenic riv.,.rs system. In January 1970, a joint 
Federal-State team initiated the study. The preliminary findings of 
the study team contained the conclusion that the Lower St. Croix 
met the criteria for inclusion in the national svstem as set forth in 
section 2(a) (i) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

During the 1972 Subcommitt~ en Public Lands hearings on legis­
lation to implement the recommendations of the study team's pre­
liminary findings anq design~te the Lower Saint Crone River as a 
component of the national wild and scenic rivers system, a map was 
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submitted by the study team. This map, entitled "conceptual develop­
ment plan for the Lower St. Croix River" contained the recommenda­
tions. of the Federal-State study team as to the best management for 
the nver, recommendations which were concurred in by the ·wisconsin 
and Minnesota congressional delegations. The development plan called 
for the Federal Government to acquire title and scenic easements for 
al_l of the land fro~ th~ dam at Taylor :J!alls to t~e Washing~on County 
Lme. From the \vashmgton County hne to Stillwater Mmnesota. a 
distance of approximately 17 miles, the development pl~n clearly c~n­
t~mplated that the Federal Goverriment would acquire limited fee 
title and large amounts of scenic easements. The remainder of the 
river, fro.f!l .Stillwater to _,its confluen~e wit!1 the Mississippi would be 
managed JOintly by the States of \V1sconsm and Minnesota. 
T~e prelimim~ry findings included a $7,275,000 cost estimate for 

the Implementatwn of the Federal portion of the development plan. 
On October 25_, 1972, Congress enacted the Lower Saint Croix River 

Act of 1972, 'vhic.h, based upon.that d~velopment plan and cost esti­
mate, adde~ tl_J.e river to .the natiOnal wild and scenic rivers system. 

The prehmmary findmgs of the study team were reaffirined in 
th.e Department of Interior's final report on the river entitled "Scenic 
River Study of the Lower St. Croix" published in February 1973, four 
months after enactment of 1972 Act. This report sets :forth the con­
ceptual guidel~nes for the classification, development, and manage­
n;ent of the river as a component of the national wild and scenic 
riverl;l system. Page ~3 of this re.port bears the statement that, in the 
27 mile federal. p~rtwn, 5,400 a.cres of land would be acquired in fee 
or easement. Withm the recreatiOnal segment which will be protected 
by the statles of Wisconsin and Minnesota an estimated 2.500 acres 
of land.was to be protected including the acquisition of 2'470 acres 
of easements and 30 acres in title. The final report estimates the cost of 
the entire 52 mile project at $8,680,000; $1,405,000, to be spent by 
the States. The report estimates that $7,275,000 should be spent on 
the entire 27 mile Federal sector and $1,405,000 spent on the lower 
25 miles. 

The record time in which the Lower Saint Croix River Act of 1972 
was passed-5 days from the initial mark-up by the Senate Interior 
Committee through Committee and floor action in the House-attests 
to t~e urg~ncy Congress attach~d to protecting the river in view of 
the Immedta.cy of the threat to It posed bv potential development. 

As noted by Senator Mondale in testimony at the June 20, 1974 
hearing of the Subcommittee on Public Lands on S. 3022: 

This sense of urgency was fully justified. If the Congress 
had not moved as quickly as it did to pass the Lower Saint 
Croix River Act, cliff dwelling townhouses and a midrise 
apartment building might today scar the bluffs o£ the river. 
For even as Federal-State planners first met to develop the 
specific details of the protection program, one developer was 
proceeding with his own .plans for the construction of a hous­
ing project which included townhouses and an apartment 
building to tower over the valley. . 

Even · with the . Act, it took massive pressure frbm the 
Governors of the two States, members o£ the Congress, and 
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a lawsuit filed by the Attorney General of Minnesota to 
force the developer to reconsider his plans. In the f~ce of 
the lawsuit the developer signed an agreement last Septem­
ber 27th, resulting in the modification o:f his plans to con­
form to riverway guidelio.es. 

Although this project was stopped in time, there is never­
theless no assurance today that another developer could not 
attempt to press for a similar project and win even in the 
courts. 

The basic reason for the statement made in the last sentence of the 
quoted passage is the discovery that funding authorization in sub· 
section 6(a) of the Act to provide for the protection of the 27-mile 
segment of the river to be administered by the Federal Government 
was only slightly more than one-third the actual funding necessary. 

The initial estimate of the cost of the project which was included 
in the preliminary findings of the study team, the Department's final 
report, and the Act, itself, was developed by the Bureau of Outdoor 
Recreation. It was based upon the average per acre price of land in 
the Saint Croix VaHey. Nmther the Congress nor the States had any 
reason to question this estimate of $7.275 million for acquisition and 
develoJ?ment in the federal zone, and this figure was included as the 
authonzation ceiling in the Lower Saint Croix River Act. Only later, 
after more detailed appraisals, was it discovered that the actual cost, 
b~sed on the price of land per foot along the river, would be much 
higher. · 

The discowry of this cost discrepancy prompted Governors \Ven­
de~l R. Anderson of Mi~esota and Patrick Lucey of Wisconsin to 
wnte~ on October 22, 1913, a letter to the Secretary of the Interior, 
Rogers C. B. Morton. The letter contained the following statements : 

As you know, the State governments of Minnesota and 
Wisconsin are participating with your Department through 
the National Park Service in the formulation of the Federal­
State Comprehensive Master Plan for the protection of the 
Lower Saint Croix River under P.L. 92-560. 

We are, however, distressed that the :funding provided 
by last year's Lower Saint Croix River Act for acquisition 
and development of lands in the 27-mile federally adminis­
tered river zone appears to be inadequate. Nearly two-thirds 
of that segment will have to be controlled through a frag­
mented system of local zoning codes, rather than through :full 
or partial public interest in lands by your department. We are 
concerned as to how this serious gap occurred since there 
seemed to be no question at the State or Federal levels during 
negotiations on the bill that the $7,275,000 sought for the 
federally administered segment would be sufficient to protect 
the :full 27 miles of the river valley through fee or ease­
ment purchase on river front lands, except within four small 
municipalities and State-owned areas. 

T?e Governors requested Secretary Morton's assistance in seeking 
additional funds from the Congress. But in its reply, dated Decem-

S.Rept 93-1207----2 
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her 6th, the Department rejected this plea. Instead, the National 
Park Service circulated for discussion a draft master plan which sets 
forth the protection efforts possible within the constraints of the 
$7,275,000 authorization ceiling. The plan provides for acquisition of 
land and easements in the first 10 miles of the Federal zone. However, 
except for the proposed purchase of a few acres for a visitors' center 
above Stillwater, the plan provides for no acquisition of land or ease­
ments along the shore of the remaining 17-mile stretch, which comprises 
almost two-thirds of the Federal portion of the riverway. In effect, 
the plan would require the States of Minnesota and Wisconsin and 
their subdivisions to assume responsibility for protecting the addi­
tional17-mile segment of the river which the lower Saint Croix River 
Act of 1972 made the responsibility of the Federal Government. 

This draft master plan and the response of the Department to the 
Governor's letter prompted members of the Minnesota and Wisconsin 
Congressional Delegations on December·2o, 1973 to request a meeting 
with Ronald H. Walker, Director of the National Park Service. The 
meeting was held in the Capitol on. February 6, 1974. Assistant Secre­
tary John Kyl, Dr. Richard Curry, Robert Chandler, Richard Whitt­
pen and others represented the Department of the Interior. Governor 
Wen dell R. Anderson, Commissioner Robert Herbst and Assistant 
Commissioner Archie Chelseth of the Minnesota Department of Nat­
ural Resources attended on behalf of Minnesota. Farnum Alston ap­
peared for Governor Lucey and ,James Harrison and James ,Johnson 
for the Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission. Finally, 
Senators Nelson, Humphrey and Mondale and Representatives Blat­
nik, Fraser, Karth, Quie and Thomson took part in the discussion. 

Subsequent to this meeting, on May 17, 1974, Assistant Secretary 
John Kyl wrote to each of the Congressional participants. His letter 
indicated that $18,775,000 would be required to carry out the program 
of full protection for the entire 27 mile Federal segment of the river 
suggested in the preliminary report of the study team and clearly 
envisioned by Congress in enacting the Lower Saint Croix River Act 
of 1972. 

The letter states : 
In response to your suggestion that the draft master plan 

be modified, we are preparing an amendment to the master 
plan which would provide for this alternative regarding the 
protection of the lower 17 miles of the Federal portion of the 
riverway. The amendment would be applicable if additional 
funding is secured. However, I have under advisement the 
fo1lowing recommendations of the Land Planning Group: 

1. The National Park Service be instructed to direct the 
field planners to reevaluate the areas proposed for acquisition 
and to identify those areas in the Federal sector of the Lower 
Saint Croix that are under immediate threat and would be lost 
if acquisition is not made immediately. 

2. The National Park Service begin immediate acquisition 
with the money authorized by Public Law 92--560 ($7.275 
million) and to acquire on a first priority basis those 18 areas 
identified by the States that are under immediate threat and 
would destroy the resources of the rivt·r·. 
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3. vVherever possible, less than fee title to the lands be 
acquired. 

4. The Department of the Interior, at this time, submit a 
negative report on the .legisla~ion H.R. 12690 (S. 3022), 
amending the Lower Samt Croix Act of 1972 until there IS 

sufficient evidence resulting from the National Park Service 
acquisition of the areas along the Saint Croix to show that 
funds available under Public Law 92--560 are not sufficient 
to carry out the acquisition program for these areas. 

5. As soon as it becomes evident and experience is available 
that as a result of the land acquisition in the Lower Saint 
Croix area that the costs of acquiring the land will exceed the 
monies authorized for the acquisition, the Department should 
advise Congress that additional funding is needed and request 
such additional authorization and funds needed to carry out 
the acquisition to protect the resources of the Lower Saint 
Croix according to Public Law 92--560. 

The Committee firmly believes that to await further recommenda­
tions of the Administration as to what, if any, additional funding 
may be required is to run the risk that the intent of Co;1gress as 
embodied in the Lower Saint Croix River Act of 1972 Will not be 
fulfilled. If the draft master plan is followed, nearly two-thirds or 
17 miles of the Federal segment of the river will not be protected by 
Federal acquisitions of land or interests in land. Lnder the plan, the 
only controls on land use in the 17-mile stretch would be through 
zoning. The reason for reliance on zoning in this segment is cleady 
articulated on page 28 of the draft master plan, which states, "The 
provisions of Section 6 [Ceiling on Appropriations] have exerted the 
greatest constraints on preservmg a sigillficant portion of the Federal. 
segment of the riverway." 

Yet, the deficiencies in the use of zoning were recognized on page 51 
of the draft master plan : 

Historically, zoning has proven to be the weakest tool 
available for the protection of riverway corridors. At times, 
zoning laws can be changed by political and economic pres­
sures. A few variances, if incompatible with the N ationai 
Wild and Scenic River Program, could jeopardize the en­
vironmental quality of the Lower Saint Croix Riverway. In 
addition, it has been extremely difficult in the courts to justify 
zoning primarily on the basis of esthetics. 

Furthermore, the zoning power was declare to be clearly inadequate 
to protect the scenic zone. Page 33 of the plan contained the statement 
that: 

Given the level of funding authorized in Public Law 92-
560, it is not possible to acquire lands in fee or scenic ease­
ments in the Federal recreation zone without seriously com­
promising the preservation intent of the scenic zone. 

In reply, Senator Mondale noted: 

If the absence of fee and easement acquisition would com­
promise the preservation intent in the scenic zone, it is obvi-
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ous that the lack of such acquisition would seriously jeopard­
ize protection for the 17 -mile Federal recreation zone. 

The Federal Government should not be in the position of 
abandoning all protection of two-thirds of the area it is sup­
posed to administer in order to save the upper one-third. 
While there is just enough development in the lower segment 
to require that it be legally defined as recreational rather than 
scenic, there is in fact no abrupt change in the river environ­
ment below the boundary between the two classifications. On 
the conti·ary, the river maintains for the most part the inti­
mate island and slough setting and the essentially unspoiled 
natural beauty which led to its designation as a component 
of the national wild and scenic rivers system. 

As, under the draft master plan, aggressive land and easement acqui­
sition programs will be conducted by the Federal Government on the 
upper 10 miles of its 27-mile segment and by the two States on their 25 
mile segment, the 17 -mile gap, to be protected only by zoning, will be 
subjected to intense development pressures. 

A study developed by the Minnesota-Wisconsin, Boundary Area 
Commission has revealed some 19 current proposals for development 
along the Lower Saint Croix. Six of these proposals involving 3,280 
acres are already targeted for the 17-mile unprotected corridor in the 
Federal zone. They would involve 500 or more units of housing and· 
a commercial recreation complex with possible construction of a hotel 
and restaurant facilities for skiing and a trails network. 

This development pressure cannot easily be forestalled while Con­
gress awaits new Park Service cost estimates, particularly when the 
Department 'has not evinced a firm commitment to a program of full 
protection of the 27 mile Federal segment of the rirer envisioned by 
the Congress in the Lower Saint Croix River Act of 1972. 

This Committee believes that the intent of Congress .must be effected 
and that the only way to insure this result is to promptly raise the 
authorization level in the 1972 Act. Furthermore, if the Congress is to 
be responsible, the Committee believes that it must match the funding 
level to the program which it has mandated. The raising of the author­
ization has the full support of the Governors of the two States, the 
Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission, the Saint Croix 
River Association (representing local residents), and State and na­
tional conservation organizations. 

II. DESORIPI'IONS OF THE T"''ENTY-THREE RrvERs To BE STUDIED 

Set forth below are brief descriptions of the 23 rivers of which 
segments would be designated by subsection (a) of S. 3022, as 
amended, for study to determine their suitability for inclusion in the 
national wild and scenic rivers system. Designation of these river 
segments for study does not, of course, constitute a Congressional 
determination that they meet all the criteria for wild and scenic river 
designation. Instead, it does indicate a Congressional finding that the 
testimony of the hearings has made at least a prima facie case for such 
a determination. The studies themselves will prove or disprove that 
case. 
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1, AND 2. THE AU SABLE A::-..1> MANISTEE RIVERS, MICHIGAN 

(28) Au Sable, Michigan: The segment downstream from 
Foot Dam to Oscoda and upstream from Loud Reservoir to 
Its source, including its· principal tributaries and excluding 
.Mio and Barnfield Reservoirs. 

(29) Manistee, Michigan: The entire river from its source 
to Manistee Lake, including its prineipal tributaries and 
excluding Tippy and Hodenpyl Reservoirs. 

Togethe~ t~e Au Sable .and _Manistee .Rivers span nearly the entire 
Stat~ of MIChigan. ~ach river IS approx1mate~y 75 miles in length and 
has .Its headwaters m the north central portwn of Michigan's lower 
pemnsula. 

The Au Sable River has its sourc~ in the G~ylord-Grayling area and 
flows halfway across the lmver pemnsula to Its mouth on Lake Huron 
at the .city o.f Oscoda. The entire river is proposed for study ,vith the 
exceptiOn of the reach between Foote Dam and Loud Reservoir and 
the Banfield and Mio Reservoirs. A major portion of the river is within 
the Huron National Forest. 

Conditions vary widely .along the various segments of the river de­
pendent. .on land owner:slup. a~d topograph:y:. Segments of the river 
are rela~Ively remote Wit~ hm1te~ access, wlule other areas have easy 
access '>:Ith roads paralleling portiOns of the river. The Au Sable River 
and adJ_acent areas st~pport a good fishery and diversified wildlife 
P.opulat10n. Brmvn, ram~?w, and brook trout predominate in the main 
nver area and northern pike, walleye, small and largemouth bass and 
panfish are !?resent i~ the impounded areas. ' 

The Mamstee . River ~ows west from north central Michigan 
through ~he -!'famstee ~ ati?nal Fore8t ~ef?re emptying into Manistee 
Lake, w_lnch. m t~rn drams mto Lake :\I~ch1gan at the city of Manistee. 
The entire nver IS l?roposed for study With the exception of Tippy and 
Hodenpyl .Reservmrs. Between the reservoirs a:qd below the lowest 
dam, the nver .flows thro.ugh some ruggedly glaciated areas, offering 
~ spec,tacular view of varied land forms and. vegetat~on. The drainage 
Is.sened by an excellent system of r?ads which provide access to river 
a1eas from th.e downstate .Po~ulatwn eenters. The Manistee River 
off~rs on~ o~ the best combm~t1qns of cold and warm water fisheries 
":Inch ex~st m the State of ~fiClngan. The free flowing segments pro­
VIde quality cold water fishmg. 

At the J.uly 16, 1973 h":a~ing ~n S. 1101, all witnesses, including 
repres.ent~tives of the admnnstratwn and a number of environmental 
or~muza;t10ns, concurre~ in the judgment that the Manistee and Au 
~able R~vers are de~erv.mg of study for possible inclusion in the na­
tiona~ wii~ and scemc r1v~rs. syst~m. !n fact, these rivers had already 
b.,een Iden~I~ed by t~he admm1stratwn m 1970 as appropriate for study. 
No oppositiOn to S. 1101 was communicated to the Committee. 

3, THE WISCONSIN RIVER, WISCONSIN 

( 30) ~Visconsin, Wisc.onsin : The segment from Prairie du 
Sac t~ Its confluence With the Mississippi River at Prairie 
du Chien. 
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The seventy-four mile segment of the lowe_r Wisconsin designat~d 
for study is situated in the southwestern por~10n of the ~tate of Wis­
consin, beginning at Prairie du ~ac and ~owmg we~t to 1ts c~mfluence 
with Mississippi River at Pr~ne du Chien. The riVer corn~or con­
tains some 98 500 acres, of whiCh about 16,000 acres ar.e pubhc lands, 
3,603 acres ar~ public utilities land, 55,000 acres are priVate ]an~, and 
approximately 21,000 acres a.re covered bJ: water. At the hearmg on 
S. 1391 before the Subcommittee on Pubhc Lands, Senator q-aylord 
Nelson. author of S. 1391, described the proposed study river, as 
:follows: 

The lower Wisconsin is one of the most beautiful and un­
spoiled rivers in the nation. It was first discovered in 1673, 
during the travels of two French explorers. The travels of 
Father Jacques Marquette and Louis Joliet from Green Bay 
to the mouth of the Mississippi River led them to travel down 
the length of the Wisconsin River, an~ to note the vast and 
varied resources which grace the shoreline. 

The discovery of the Mississippi River by Marquette and 
Joliet enhanced the use of that river as a means of.transpor­
tation for material from the hea:r:tland. of t~e natiOn to the 
port at New Orleans. But the W1sconsm River, although a 
tributary of the Mississippi, did not fit into t~e p~ttern of 
transportation because of its west to southwest d1rect10n. . . . 

So while the' Mississippi River, over !he past 300 yea;rs, has 
been substantially developed as a m.aJQr .tr~nsportatiOn re­
source, the Wisconsin River has remamed ~n 1ts natural ~tate, 
presen1;ing to the people a unique recreatiOnal and environ-
mental resource. . . h 

The value of the lower W1sconsm as an asset tot e n.a-
tion has been recognized by both governme~t and the pubhc. 
Those who own private property along the rlv.er have worked 
hard to prevent the kind of development wh1ch lea~ to t~e 
ultimate destruction of a shoreline, and the ~tate of Y':I~consm 
owns some 16,000 acres of land along the river, utihzmg the 
area in four state parks and a number of smaller state-owned 
recreational and hunting areas. · 1 h h 

16 communities dot the shore line of the river, .at oug 
(mly four actually touch the river. There are n\Impo;m~­
ments at present on the river, and development .Y pr1va e 
<Jitizens has not gone beyond the constructiOn of simple cot-
tages of which there are few. . . . h 
· Th' the addition of the lower W!Sconsm RIVer tot e 
Wildu:nd S~enic River study list would a.fford an excellent op­
-portunity for a full-scale study of the river, and <l thth most 
,effective means to protect its valua~le resources or e en-
joyment and benefit of future generatiOns. . 

· th Administration and a number of envi-
·witnesses rep~esel?-tmg e d in the judgment that this segment 

Tonmental orga:rnzati?ns c;oncll;rre servin of stud for possible inclu­
of the lower W1sconsm ~1v~r 18 de Ng Yt' to the proposal 
sion in the wild and scenic rive~ system. o opposi lOll 
was communicated to the Committee. 

i 

4. AND 5. THE WEST FORK OF THE SIPSEY FORK AND THE CAHABA, ALABAMA 

(31) West Fort of the Sipsey Fork, Alabama: The segment, 
including its tributaries, from the impoundment :formed by 
the Lewis M. Smith Dam upstream to its source in the 
William B. Bankhead National Forest. 

(32) Cahaba, Alabama: The segment from its junction with 
United States Highway 31 south of Birmingham downstream 
to its junction with United States Highway 80 west of Selma. 

As stated by Senator Sparkman in the June 20, 19'74 hearing of the 
Subcommittee on Public Lands: 

The enactment of S. 2ll'il and S. 2216 is important to the 
people of Alabama because these bills offer protection to two 
ui1ique rivers. Both the Cahab~t and the West Fork Sipsey 
are beautiful rivers which flow through scenic forests. If 
these rivers are to be preserved, action is needed now. Timber 
cutting, strip mining, and the growth of the areas along these 
rivers pose threats that could destroy their special character. 

The Wegt Fm% of the Sipsey Fo1,k, proposed for study meanders 
through deep canyons with vertical sandstone cliffs bordering both 
sides of the river in many cases. Bottomland hardwoods and hemlock 
ar<: the mo~t common trees. The. area is very rich botanically and a 
un1que spemes of fern has been discovered along the river banks. The 
~rea ab?unds in arcl~eological areas, _including a cliff overhang dwell­
mg which shows evidence of long-time Indian habitation and sand­
stone carvings made by primitive man sharpening stone tools. 

Extensive measurements of water quality and flow have been made 
by the U.S. Geological Surv~y at their benchmark gauging station near 
Grayson, Alabama. The maJOr results of the study can be summarized 
as follows: 

Based on the fecal coliform count, the river is well within 
Public Health Service standards for swimming all year long 
even. at lo:v flow in the summer; much of the time the river wate; 
guahty will probably meet drinking water standards; the river 
Is clear and s1lt-free except at flood stage; and pesticide and min­
eral conte~t ':re very low. There are few streams with higher 
water quahty m the east and southern United States. 

, The river is canoeable, with perhaps only 2 or 3 short portages, from 
'I~ompson Creek .at Northwest Road (FS .208) to the high•vay 33 
bn~ge for approxim.ately 5 to 6 months durmg the year, a eanoe trip 
wh}('h ean be made m 2 or 3 days. In this stretch of river there are 
sev~ral shoals whi~h offer a beginning canoeist a safe but exciting 
wh1.te water expenenc~. December through May is the best canoe 
perwd, a~though the riVer can. be fl?at~d on. a tube durin~~ other 
n;onths. 'I he December-May periOd comCides with the most enjovable 
time for backpacking and canoeinO' in Alabama ~ 

Fishing in the study area is go~. The prim~ry game fish are black 
~as~ and spotte.d. b~ss. The world-record spotted bass was taken in 
~m1th Lake adJom.mg the st"!ldy area. Fly and spin-fishing for bass 
m the study are~ Is productiVe year round. The streams are easily 
waded. The area IS :famous among the local residents for trotline fish-
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ing for catfish at night. A. favorite famil:y weeke~d for ne~by resi­
dents is to hike into the river for catfishmg durmg the sprmg and 

summer. · 1 · 1 f "1 b The area has an extremely high recreahona potentia or ~'i.. a ama 
and the Southeastern United States. . 

A portion of the river runs through the S1ps~y area of Ban!rhead 
National Forest. This area is proposed as a wilderness area m the 
Eastern ·wilderness Areas Act which this Committee reported and the 
Senate passed earlier this Congress. . . 

In addition to its reknowned beauty, the Cahaba Rwer has great his­
torical significance. The first permanent capital of the State of Aia­
bama was located on its banks. The Cahaba also served as a maJor 
means of transport during the settlement of Alaba~a and the develop~ 
ment of the cotton trade of the Old South. Indian canoes, settlers 
barges and rafts, and steamboats plied the ri.ver .. It was especially 
important to the Indians of Alabama, and derives Its name from the 
language of those who lived along its banks. The. Cahaba too has fine 
poetential for canoeing and other forms of recreatiOn. 

6. THE KETTLE RIVIm, MINNI<iSOTA 

( 33) Kettle, Minnesota: The entire segment within the 
State of Minnesota. 

Originating in Carlton County, t?e Kettle River winds ~ts way 
soutln,·anl toward the town bearmg 1ts name and then flows mto the 
Saint Croix. Essentially a wild rive: ':'ith only a :few scattere~l d:well­
ings throughout .most of _its length, It IS a spech.teular area en]oy1:1g a 
national reputatiOn for Its excellenc~, as a white water canoe river. 
Rapids interspaced ·with long tranqml pools offer a chal~enge to e.ven 
the most experienced canoeists, as well as a c,hance :for qmet reflectiOn. 
Deep gorges, mora~nes, glacial outwash, plams, kettle hol~s and ea:·e~ 
illustrate the glacml geology of the area. Deer, muskrats, b~a' ~:, 
herons and hawks are only a few examples of the ab;mdant wi.ldhi.e 
that inhabit the vallev. In the clear waters of the l\._ett1e, fishmg IS 
excellent

1 
especially f .. or .walleyes, sturgeon and small mouth i_Jass. 

From Its headwaters m Carlton County, the Kettle flows m a gen­
erally north-south dire~tion. F?r the first six miles tl~e river flows 
throurrh an area of oJaCial morame where pools and rapids are closely 
interspaeed. Heavy ~:forests. of a~pen and birch, dotted with occ,asional 
stands of K orway and 'vh1te I? me, ext.en~l almost to .the water s edge, 
enclosing the river and creatmg an mbmate and mtensely natural 
setting. . 

As the rh·er widens, the pools and rapids become longer an~ deeper. 
Islands become a dominant :feature of landscape, and the mam chan­
nel soon becom('S difficult to distinguish. Below the point where the 
Moose Rh·er joins the Kettle, the ever-widening stream flows through 
a valley of farmland and open woods. . 

At Banning State Park. the Kettle flows t?rough a gorge approx;­
mately 130 feet deep, ';'hich form~ the natwnal~y ?elebrated Hel! s 
Gnte Rapids. These rapids, approximately one mile m length, consist 
of four major drops of about five :feet each. . . , 

Further' downstream the river passes through several short rapids 
and pools of up to 20 :feet in depth. It widens out below this point to 
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a .series of. rapids that are of moderate difficulty and very popular 
with canoeists. 

Nearly two-thirds of the Kettle River basin is forested. There are 
some farms along the river and a number of small communities. From 
the tow;n of Sandstone some ·53 miles to the mouth of the Kettle at the 
St. Crorx, the~e ~re only about five homes visible from the river. Public 
land ownersh1p m the General C. C. Andrews State Forest Banning 
State Park, .the Standstone Game Refuge, Chengwatan St~te Forest 
and ~;St. Croix State Park has helped to protect the primitive values 
of the area. 

Nevertheless, conditions :favoring future development of the Kettle 
ar~ rapidly eme~ging. Two-thirds of the land along the Kettle is in 
pnvate owne_rshrp. Taxes are escal~ting, and it is becoming more and 
more expens1ye f?r. people to _mamtam undeveloped ~roperty. The 
populous Twm Crtles and Twm Ports areas are exertmg increased 
pressure for second home development, and visitor use in the major 
S~ate Parks along the ~ettle has tripled during the past five years. 
Fmally, Federal protectiOn under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 
the Saint 9roix .<into which the Kettle flows) ~d. of the Saint Croix.'s 
other maJOr tributary, the Namekagon, Will mevitably heighten 
development interest in the Kettle. 

!he Kettle. River has ~een. designated for study under the 1973 
J\fmnesota Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The State study is now near­
ing completion, and all indications are that the Minnesota Department 
of Natural Resources will be prepared to move ahead with a program 
for the Kettle. 

I_n light of this State study, Senator Mondale, .sponsor of S. 2691, 
which proposes the Kettle for Federal study descnbed the prospective 
role to be played by the Federal study: 

A study of the :features of the Kettle most deserving of 
national protection is clearly warranted. The fact that the 
State study is now almost complete should not serve as a 
deterrent to action, but rather as a means to expedite a federal 
evaluation. The work of the federal study team would be 
greatly facilitated by drawing upon the analysis already done 
by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources. This 
study, I would hope, would focus primarily on what the ap­
propriate roles of Federal, State and local government should 
be in providing for an effective preservation program. I£ the 
study findings reveal that the State of Minnesota has all of 
the financial and management tools required to avoid any 
destruction of the scenic and primitive values o:f the Kettle, 
the federal government's responsibilities might be confined 
merely to recognizing the unique nature of this resource. But 
if the study reveals that federal back-up protection is required 
to safeguard the Kettle, then an appropriate State, Federal 
and local government management program could be devised. 

7. THE u"PPJo::R MISSISSIPPI, ~IINNESOTA 

(34) Upper :Mississippi, Minnestota: The segment from its 
source at the outlet of Itasca Lake to its junction with the 
northwestern boundary of the city of Anoka. 

S. Rept. 93-1207-3 
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The Mississippi River, Americ~'s best known. river, needs !1-o.Jn~ro: 
duction. For most of its 2,350 mile length, however, the MissiSS1JlP1 
today could scarcely be consid_ere~ an untouched na;tural resou~ce. 
In many areas it has been heavily Impacted by pollutiOn. <;Jompetmg 
commercial uses have bv and large overshadowed attention to the 
recreational potential of the. river. But, wind~ng from its source .at 
Lake Itasca south to the C1ty of. ~noka, ~mnesota, ~he 330-r~nle 
stretch of the river offers opportunities for VISitors to enJoy a vanety 
of excellent wild scenic and recreational qualities. In this area ,much 
of the riYer-still'warrants Mark Twain's description, written nearly 
a century ago : 

"The majestic bluffs tha~ overlook the river, al~:mg throug_h 
this region, charm one with the grace and variety of the1r 
forms. and the soft betmty of their adornment. The steep 
verdant slope, whose base is at the water's edge, is topped by 
a lofty rampart of brok~n, turreted rocks, which are ex­
quisitely rich and mellow m color-mamly dark browns and 
dull greens, but splashed with other tints. And then y~m 
have the shining river

1 
winding here and there and yon~er, Its 

sweep interru:r;>ted at mtervals by clusters of wooded Islands 
threaded by silver channels; and you have glimpses ?f ~is­
taut villages, asleep upon capes; and of stealthy ra!ts shppmg 
alono- in the shade of the forest walls; and of white steamers 
vani~hing around remote points. And it is all as tranquil and 
reposeful as dreamland, and has nothing this-worldly about 
it-nothing to hang a fret or a worry upon." 

Today, as it was a century ago, it is possible to float down stretches 
of the Mis:.;;issippi's still serene waters, to enjoy untouched forests and 
plains, and to swim and fish in water of superb quality. 

From the standpoint of a wild river experience, Itasca State Park, 
at the source of the :Mississippi, embraces roughly 50 square miles of 
exceptional wilder~ess, forested w!th virgin N or;vll:Y !ind_ white pi_ne. 
The Chippewa NatiOnal Forest adJacent to the MissiSSipp1 offers miles 
of clear northern water with excellent stands of pines and an abun­
dance of wildlife. Rugged beauty can be seen near Ball Club Lake 
where the river becomes exceedingly tortuous, and a double stream 
of water encloses a series of large islands. 

The_ early his~ory of Minnes~ta and the cox:quest of. the frontier un­
fold mile by mile along the rwerway. Anlc1ent Indmn mounds and 
battlefields, early routes of exploration, and pioneering trading p~ts. 
Fort Ripley, Minnesota's second oldest military post, from winch 
Zebulon Pike, Sieur Duluth, Father Hennepin and Jonathan Carver 
set out upon their historic voyages, can be found along the banks of 
this stretch of the river. 

The geologic orig_ins of Minnesota; are also tr!l-ced along the ~fi~sis­
sippi from the ancient bed of glacial Lake Aitken, where the rwer 
meanders across a broad alluvial plain to the glacial till stretching 
south toward St. Cloud and further downstream to the Anoka Sand 
Plain where fine sand through the years has formed striking dunes 
visible from the river. 

At least 52 different species of fish have been identified in the Upper 
Mississippi, including Walleye, Northern Pike, Yellow Perch, Small-
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~outh Bass, ~la'ck Cr~ppie, and Muskie. Wildlife of all shapes and 
s1z~s abound m the river valley, and rare and endangered species 
native to the North Central Region of the United States are fre­
quently sighted there. 

The entire river segment proposed for study under the National 
\_Vild and Scenic Rive~ Act enjoys excellent scenery. Clear, tree­
hued lakes, wa~erfalls, pm~ forest~ and valle:ys offer at times a quiet 
a SJ?ectacular view of the pver as It has remamed untouched for cen­
tunes. Eyen the commumt:y of St~ Cloud, one of the most developed 
nlong tlns stretch of the river, still largely fits the description of a 
special correspondent from Harpers Magazine who wrote the follow­
ing in 1859 : 

. St. Cloud is today of only three years gro-wth and though 
It has a couple of fine hotels, a large number of stores and is 
tastefully laid out, it is less remarkable for its size, its rapid 
progress and the good quality of its components than for its 
natural beauties and picturesque location. It stands on a high 
wooded bluff, at the bend of the Mississippi, and is on all sides 
surrounded by trees. 

Some 1,700 .resorts located within easy access of the river attest to 
the appeal thrs area holds ,for recreationists. The MississiJ?pi offers 
?Pportunities for fishing, camping, hiking, canoeing, swimmmg, boat­
I~g and ~ax:y _ot~er water ba~ed ~p.orts. Given the proximity of the 
lJ pper MISSIS~Ippl to the Twm C1t1es Metropolitan area and to the 
Duluth- or ports, the demand for such recreational activities 
is high and idly growing. 

BI_It the inc:r:easing recognition ?f the Upper Mississippi as a high 
quahty recreatiOnal resource constitutes a threat to its wild and scenic 
riYer .characte_ristics. This is especially true in the counties near­
est Mmneapohs:St. Paul where the character of the river valley is 
expected to rapidly change from agricultural to residential-commer­
?ial. Ano~a, at the southern boundary of the proposed study area, 
Is, accordmg to the latest figures, the fastest growing county in the 
~tate. To get an idea of the tremendous development pressures on the 
~Iver, one need l?ok on}y to the figures on building permits and plats 
m 1973. For Wnght County there were 90 such permits and 14 plats 
containing up ~o 250 lot~ per plat in 1973. For Stearns County there 
were 181 permits and 1o plats. In Sherburne County there were 160 
permits and 6 plats. Existing plats alone could lead to 10 00 or more 
new housing units ~n the low~r segment of the valley. ' 
T~e S~ate of Mmne~ota, m approving the 1973 State \:Vild and 

Scemc Rivers Act, officmlly responded to the obvious need .for action 
~:m behalf of the Upper MississipP,i by selecting it as one of 16 rivers 
m the State to be studied for possible protection under that Act. The 
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources is moving forward on 
the evaluation of the Mississippi between Anoka and St. Cloud-the 
segment that is under the most intensive pressure for development. 
But t}lis study in itself constitutes a formidable task for that Depart­
ment, and even after the State study is complete, there are severe lim­
itations on the ability of the Department to effectively control de­
velopment along the river. Currently; there are no funds whatsoever 
for acquisition, and the State lacks the condemnation authority pro-



20 

vided under the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Voluntary co­
operation through zoning and willingness not to develop on the part 
of thousands of private landowners and numerous communities would 
be required to preserve the Mississi · under such circumstances. A 
Federal study will help dett::rmine w er the_se protectiye tools alone 
are sufficient to hold the actiOns of developers m check without the fee 
title and easement acquisition authority and funding provided by 
the Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

8. THE AJI.IERICA:s- RIVER, CALIFORNIA 

( 3fi) American, California : The X orth I<:ork from Moun­
tain Meadow Lake to the Auburn RPservoH· and the lower 
7.5 miles of the North Fork of the Xorth Fork. 

The North Fork of the American River originates in the. Tahoe 
National Forest in t>astern Placer County at an e1t>vation o~ 7,000 ~eet, 
and joins the Middle Fork at Auburl! to form the Amencan R.Iver. 
The 46 miles between the Cedars, a pnvate resort near Soda Sprmgs, 
and the Auburn Reservoir, under construction by the Bureau of Rec­
lamation, would be studied. This portion of the North Fork has bpth 
wild and scenic characteristics, comprising a landscape of contrastmg 
beauty and a variety of scenic feature~, mch~ding broad panoramas, 
views of the steep canyon, numerous tributaries, great gorges, water­
falls, ·wooded canyons, and many wildflo>Yers. 

The North Fork of the American River from the Cedars to Colfax 
remains one o:f the last undisturbed stretches of wild river in the 
Northern Sierra Nevada. For nearly forty miles, the river winds 
through a scenic canyon, inaccessible except by foot trails which wind 
precipitously along tributaries and through notches to the canyon 
floor. Except during heavy spring runoffs, the water runs perfe~tly 
clear on its pebble bed, potable throughout and free from contamma­
tion. The North Fork originates in the ·western- part of Placer County 
near Lake Tahoe and joins the Middle Fork at Auburn to form th.e 
American River. The river generally flows west to southwest and IS 
bounded on the north by the watershed between the American and 
Yuba River basins along which runs Interstate 80, and on the south 
by the Foresthill Divide, whose back country separates the North 
iork from the Middle Fork and Rubicon Rivers. 

From the towering cliffs of Royal Gorge and Giant Gap to the spa­
cious meadows and pine forest of Green Valley, the entire length of 
the North Fork affords unp'aralleled vistas o:f Northern Sierra terrain. 
The river here :forms an important wilderness river fishery for native 
rainbow trout and other species, and lies within the heart of the Blue 
Canyon winter deer range. Along the tributaries, picturesque mines 
and placers long abandoned and reclaimed by nature testify to the 
rich human history o:f the area. On river camps and bars, remnants of 
old vineyards and orchards bring to mind the fiuorishing settlements 
of mining days where some of the most prominent men of the state and 
some of the roughest went to seek their fortunes. · 

There appears to be little controversy over the proposed study of 
the North Fork. The State of California already has demonstrated 
its support for wild river protection as the State Legislature addf'd 
a portion of the river to the California 'Vild Hivers Syst-em in 1972. 

' I 
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The State statute, however, applies only to State and private lands. 
while in the case of the North Fork canyon more than 50 percent of 
the property is Fedt>rally owned. S. 3022 would insure that the entire 
stretch would be considered as a unit. And if the study is favorable 
and Congress responds that· both the Federal and State segments 
would receive protection. 

As the Department of Agriculture has concluded from a field 
examination that the North Fork of the American River above the 
Cedars and extending to Mountain Meadow Lake and the lower 71h 
miles of the North Fork of the North Fork also are undisturbed and 
should be studied, they have been added to the description of the river 
segments to be studied. · 

9. THE TFOLFJ\fXrc Rrnm, CALU'ORXIA 

(36) Tuolumne. California: The main river from its source 
on ~:Ionnt Dana and :Mount Lvell in Yosemite Park to Don 
Pedro Reservoir. ~ 

The 158-mile lona Tuolumne River bE-gins in mountainous Tuo­
lumne County, California, and then meanders through agriculturally­
r!ch Stanislaus County. The upper 96 miles are proposed as a study 
river. 

This river, which is the fifth largest flowing from the Sierra 
Nevada, has•its source on 13,053 foot Mt. Dana in Yosemite National 
Park and on Mt. Lyell, the highest peak hi the Park. 

The first flowing water can be seen near 12,000 feet where it emerges 
from the Lyell Glacier. The .John Muir Trail and the Pacific Crest 
Trail follow the Lyell Fork for more than 11 miles. The Lyell and 
Dana Forks join near a campground in Tuolumne Meadows and con­
tinue as a placid high mountain stream of exceptional clarity, which 
is often filled with small trout. 

Suddenly the river starts its swift descent, passing over Water­
wheel Falls and enters the Muir Gorge, passes through Retch Retchy 
Valley, the smaller twin of Yosemite Valley. Retch Retchy is now 
a reservoir supplying drinking water to 8% of California's popula­
tion. It contains numerous waterfalls, both thunderous and light. 

As the river leaves the Park and enters the Stanislaus National 
Forest, the vegetation in the 2000-foot deep canyon changes from bare 
granite slab to chaparral and scattered pine. Still descending at 100 
feet per mile, the 12-mile stretch below Retch Hetchy and the S-mile 
stretch below Cherry Creek confluence is deserted except for wildlife 
and an occasional fisherman. 

The next 15 miles in the Stanislaus National Forest below Lumsden 
Campground, followed by 3 miles administered by the Bureau of 
Land :Management. comprise what many rep-ard as tht- best white 
water canoe and kayak stretch in California. With a gradient of from 
45 to 35 feet per mile, this stretch provides a truly exciting white water 
raft run. 

The Federal agencies regulate commercial raft operations at a level 
that preserves the wild environment as well as the feeling of solitude. 
The commercial raft use of this stretch was 2300 paid customer days in 
1973. 



22 

Fishermen carefully guard the location of the pools that contain 
trophy-size native trout. 

Next the river passes under Wards Ferry Bridge and enters the 
Don Pedro Reservoir with water level about 830 feet above sea level. 
This reservoir is a multipurpose project owned and operated by the 
Modesto and Turlock Irrigation Districts and the City and County 
of San Francisco. 

Nearly all of the 96 miles of the river designated for study .and 
the land within sight of it is federally owned or administered by the 
Citv and ·Countv of San Francisco, except about one mile of scattered, 
inactive mine claims. No commercial timber is within sight of the 
river. In this 96-mile stretch 10 bridges span the stream; five of 
these are wooden footbridges and one other has no floor. San Fran­
cisco administers portions of the river at Retch Hetchy Reservoir 
and for about 2 miles at Early Intake where their powerhouse, aque­
duct intake dam, switchyard, overhead transmission lines, one of the 
road crossings, and the only permanent d\vellings within sight of the 
river are located. Also there are also a number of mine buildings and 
historical structures along the 96 miles, plus two or three stream 
gauges, four campgrounds, two concessioner-operated camps, and a 
rumor of Indian caves in the steep canyon side. The general feeling, 
however, is of a rugged and remote place, largely unchanged by man. 

In some areas along the river there is pressure by people desiring 
freer access to the river and :for increased use by commercial raft 
companies and private white water boaters. Proposa1s for construction 
of dams and diversions of water for power generation have been in 
the early stages of investigation by the City and County of San 
Francisco for the last seven ye.ars. 

10. THE ILLINOIS RIVER, ARKANSAS AXD OKLAHOMA 

(:17) Illinois, Arkansas and Oklahoma: The entire rinr 
from T~nkiller Ferry Reservoir upstream to its source, _in­
cluding the Flint and Barren Fork Creeks and excludmg 
Lake Frances. 

The Illinois .River originates in northwest Arkansas and flows first 
northerlv, then curves ·westerly thrOl~gh the Ozark National Fore~t, 
and finally flows southwesterly into east central Oklahoma. The mam 
stem is approximately 125 miles long and the major tributaries run 
for approximately 130 miles. • 

The upstream areas are in forested Ozark mountain country of ex­
ceptional beauty. The watershed is sparsely populated and has 
abundant wildlife including great blue and green herons and egret~. 
Above Lake Frauces the stream ·would appear to be an excellent candi­
date for wild river classification. 

Below Lake Frances the river becomes more pastoral and the threat 
of commercialization more imminent. Agricultural activities and sum­
mer homes sometimes intrude to the water's edge. Here the water 
quality is still good and the fishing excellent, especially for black and 
spotted bass. . 

Seventy-five canoe liveries are reported on the river with several 
hundred canoes being rented. There is considerable use by boating and 
fishing enthusiasts as well as swimmers and hikers. 
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About 2() to 30 percent of the river appears to be national forest and 
the balance essentially in private ownership. The Oklahoma Scenic 
Rivers Act of 1970, designates the river from above Tenkiller .Ferry 
Reservoir and its tributaries, Flint and Barren Fork Creeks, as initial 
components of the system. 

S. 3628, as introduced by Senators Bellm on and Bartlett on ,T nne 12, 
1974, proposed only the Oklahoma portion of the river for study. Sub­
sequently, however, the Administration submitted its proposal, S. 
3708, which would designate the Arkansas segment, as well. At the 
request of Senators Fulbright and McClellan, the Arkansas segment, 
the segment of truly exceptional beauty which bears the characteristics 
of a wild river, was added to S. 3022, as amended. 

11. THE SHEPAUG RIVER, COXNECTICUT 

(38) Shepaug, Connecticut: The entire river. 
The Shepaug is a surprisingly untouched river located close to 

several of the country's major population centers. It is within an 
hour's drive of 10 Connecticut cities. Along most of its 25 mile length 
it is bordered by forest, and the only homes are well back from the 
river or screened by vegetation. V\Tater quality is excellent. The Appa­
lachian Mountain Club's canoe guide says the river "provides some 
very fine, not too difficult white water running." 1Vhile most of the 
remaining areas are accessible only by unpaved access roads, there is 
one 10 mile stretch below "\Vashington Depot on which there is no road 
access and the setting is one of wilderness character. In some spots, 
the river becomes a torrent of white water and rapids running through 
a series of gorges which rise up more than 700 feet. 

The Shepaug River valley remains if not the only, at least one of 
the very last, largely undeveloped major watersheds in southern New 
England. Over twenty-five miles of forested hills are scarcely broken 
by three small, essentially rural communities. 

The American Indian has lived in this region for at least 9,000 
years-at times in vast numbers and with a highly evolved culture. 
One five-mile stretch of the river now being explored by local archaeol­
ogists contains eight Indian sites, most of which were occupied for 
5,000 years or longer. 

The Shepaug is now threatened by development. Four . sites for 
damming it are already sketched on topographical maps-along with 
projected 345 kv transmission lines which \Yould cut a path parallel 
to the river. · 

12. THE COWRADO RIVER, COLORADO AXD UTAH 

(39) Colorado River, Colorado and Utah: The segment 
from its continence with the Dolores Ri:ver, Utah, upstream 
to a point 19.5 miles from the Utah-Colorado border in 
Colorado. 

The Colorado, like the Mississippi which is also among the rivers 
which have segments for study under S. 3022, as amended, needs no 
introduction to anyone remotely familiar with American geography 
or history. Like the Mississippi, the Colorado has been subject to 
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intense developmental pressures. However, unlike its sister, the Colo­
rado has also a ways been recognized for its recreational qualities. 

The Colorado is a wide river, averaging upwards of 400 feet, of 
navigable depth (up to 20 feet). The flow is subject to rapid and 
extreme fluctuations somewhat regulated by upstream and tributary 
impoundments. The entire length is boatable in the spring season and 
does enjoy considerable boating use. The course is stable, but there 
are changeable sandbars. Together with the Dolores River, also to be 
studied under S. 3022, as amended, the river offers entrenched and 
eolorful eanyon areas, white water, and rugged canyon country ter­
rain. The segment of the Colorado River to be studied includes a 
flat water stretch through the Ruby Canyon of the Colorado side and 
a wild water stretch in ·westwater Canyon on the Utah side. Vege­
tation is sparse and features principally desert types with some cases 
of cottonwood and other water-loving tvpes at springs. There is a 
modest sport fishery, \Vith catfish the dominant catch. Mule deer, 
rodents, reptiles are common; bighorn sheep, rabbits and chukar occur 
along the river. 

In addition, the River and its side canyons possess unique geologi­
cal and paleontological values beyond the semiarid desert canyon at­
mosphere it presents to the visitor. Dinosaurs were once prolific in the 
area and gastroliths can still be found there. The ages revealed by 
the river's carvings engender a sense of timelessness to the river 
traveler. 

Water quality is still relatively good. Access is available by roads, 
but portions of the river are relatively inaccessible. 

1:> 'l'IIROUGU 28. THE GUNNISON, HlS PINOS, BIG THO~IPSON, GREI~N, 

C'ONEJOS, ELK, CACHE J,.\ POUDRE, PIEDRA, ENCA~IP~fENT, YAMPA, A:ND 
DOLORES RIVERS, COLORADO 

( 40) Gunnison. Colorado: The segment from the upstream 
(southern) boundary of the Black Canyon of the Gunnison 
National Monument to its confluence 'vith the North Fork. 

( 41) Los Pinos, Colorado: The segment from its source, 
includin2: the tributaries and headwaters within the San 
Juan Primitive Area, to the northern boundary of the 
Granite Peak Ranch. 

(42) Big Thompson, Colorado: The segment from its 
source to the boundary of Rocky Mountain National Park. 

( 43) Green, Colorado: The entire segment within the State 
of Colorado. 

( 44) Conejos, Colorado: The three forks from their 
sources to their C'onfluence, thence the Conejos to its first 
junction with Stat~ Highway 17, excluding Platoro 
Reservoir. 

( 45) Elk, Colorado : The segme.nt from its source to Clar~r. 
( 46) Cache la Poudre, Colorado: Both forks from their 

sources to their confluence, thence the Cache la Poudre 
to the eastern boundarv of Roosevelt National For(>,sf;, 

( 47) Piedra, Colorado: The Middle Fork and East Fork 
:from their sources to their confluence, thence the Piedra 
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to its junction. with Colorado Hig?way 160. including the 
tributaries and headwaters on nahonal forest lands. 

(48) Encampment, Colorado: The Main Fork and West 
Fork to their confluence, thence the Encampment to the 
Colorado-,Vyoming border, including the tributaries and 
headwaters. 

( 49) Yampa, Colorado: The segment within the boundaries 
of the Dinosanr National Monument. 

(50) Dolores, Colorado : The segment . from the west 
boundary, section 2, township 38 north, range 16 \vest. 
NMPM, below the proposed :!\fcPhee Dam, downstream to 
the Colorado-Utah border, excluding the segment from· one 
mile above Highway 90 to the confluence of the San Miguel 
River; the segment of the main stem from Rico upstream to 
its source, including its headwaters; and the 'Vest Dolores 
from its source, including its headwaters, downstream. to its 
confluence with the main stem. 

The rivers of the State of Colorado are of vital impmtance to the 
nation. Six major rivers of the West have their sources in Colorado's 
mountains: Colorado, Rio Grande, Arkansas, North and South Platt~, 
and Republican Rivers. The waters of these rivers flow out of the 
State into eighteen neighboring States. Colorado, itself, has 231 rivers, 
traveling a total of 14,000 miles within the State. The Bureau of 
Outdoor Recreation of the Department of the Interior has found that 
only 90 of these Colorado rivers, totalling 3,400 miles, remain, which 
liave significant free-flowing waters. Yet even these 90 rivers 1tre under 
constant threat of impoundment or diversion. · · · . 

Of course, impoundment and diversion lessens the opportunitv for 
canoeing, kayaking, rafting and other forms of river-running recrea­
tion. However, other recreational pursuits are also threatened by such 
development. According to the Colorado Division o:f Wildlife,' fish life 
has been virtually eliminated from over 2,800 miles of Colorado 
streams . by dams, "channelization, stream alteration, .. and pollution. 
Since 1900, 220 miles of prime trout streams have been lost to on­
stream construction. of reservoirs. The Division estimates that within 
the next three decades between 250 to 500 stream miles where fishing 
no''" l,)ccurs will be eliminated by water resource projects.The fishery 
values o_f such.stream~ range from $28,500 to $50,000 per stream mile 
and are mcreasmg rap1dly. . " · 

In short,, the.se remaining freeflowing rivers provide co~mtless hours 
of reereatio.n and peace of mind for many Coloradoans, as well as tour­
ists.from all over the United States. S~mmer tourism brings in over 
$550 million per year and a substantial part of Colorado's Image re­
volves around its mountain streams. 

Despite the importance of Colorado's rivers and the increasing pres­
sure t? impound ~nd .divert them, not one of them is a component of 
the wild and scemc rivers system. Nor have any of thembeen desig­
nated for study. 

S. 3022, as amended, would desigriate, in addition to a segment of the 
Colorado River, segments of eleven of these ninety remaining rivers 
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with freeflowing waters. All eleven rivers were on the lis~ C?f fourteen 
rivers contained in S. 2319, introduced by Senator Domm1ek on Au­
gust 1, 1973, and two of those are also conta~ned in the Administra~ion 
proposal, S. 3708. In several cases, to be d1scussed below, alteratiOns 
were made in the segments to be studied. The three rivers in S. 2319 
deleted from S. 3022, as amended, are the North Platte, Laramie, and 
)!ichhran. These rivers were withdrawn at the joint request of Senator 
Domii\iek, sponsor of S. 2:U9, and Senator Haskell, Chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Public Lands which gave the initial consideration 
to both bills .. The reason for the deletion was the very high percentage 
of private land along the three rivers and the excellent voluntary 
efforts bv the landowners-most of whom are ranchers-to preserve 
those riV'ers' wild and scenic river characteristics which they them­
selves clwrish. The other Colorado river in S. 3708-the White-was 
dropped because of the lack of a hearing record on it in this Congress. 
It will be the subject of hearings when S. 3708 is given consideration 
h1 the next Congress. 

The eleven Colorado rivers were discussed more fully in hearings 
than any of the other twelve rivers which subsection (a) of S. 3022, as 
amended, would designate for study. S. 2319, which contains all eleven 
rivers was considered in a field hearing by the Subcommittee on Public 
Lands in Durango, Colorado on May 13, 1974, as well as the Wash­
ington, D.C. hearing on June 20, 1974. None of the other twelve rivers 
were the subject of :field hearings. 

The eleven Colorado rivers possess a unique variety of plant and 
wildlife, scenic, historic, archeological and recreational values ai).d 
display an extraordinary range of environments from desert to alpine, 
from forested mountains to rocky canyons. 

The Dolores River. known to Indians for centuries and first visited 
by the Fathers Escalante and Dominqu£>,s on Angnst 11. 1776, in t~e 
course of their wanderings toward the Sf'ttlements of Monterey, still 
contains todav much of the mystical charm it held then. The river is 
best known for its striking desert environment, its red brown waters, 
its natural sandstone canyons, and its primitive cliff dwellings and 
pictographs. 

The most popular stretch is that between Cahone and Bedrock. 
From Cahone to Slickrock, the river undergoes a start1ing transition 
from a subalpine to a desert stream. It is rare to be nble, in a single 
day's journey, to travel so abruptly from one zone to the next. Its 
ntlue 'is further heightened by the consideration that this is one of 
the very few remaining rivers anywhere in the United States with 
this type of character and which is still largely in its natural state. 

Between Slickrock and Bedrock, the Dolores becomes a true desert 
river, with many interesting side canyons 'to explore. However, its 
most spectacular feature is its narrow, deep, sandstone canyon of 
sheer reel walls and fantastic overhangs. It is the only known example 
of a Glen Canyon type formation with a navigable river flowing 
through it in the United States. In contrast to the part from Cahmw 
to Slickrock, which requires expert boatmanship to run, this part 
provides a most beautiful 3-day trip which an amateur can easily 
make. 

The Dolores differs from other desert rivers in that its flood waters 
are icy cold, its descent rapid, its channels more rock cluttered, and 
its lability of flow more extreme. 
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S. 2319 originally called for a study of the entire Dolores and its 
\Vest Fork from their sources to the Utah border. However, the Com­
mittee gave consideration to a point made by a representative of the 
Dolores 1V ater Conservancy District at the Durango hearing: 

\Ve suggest that the Dolores River above the proposed :Mc­
Phee Dam be excluded from S. 2319 in that essentially nH 
of this reach of stream valley is currently developed and 'used 
for ranching enterprises. 

Because of the high percenta,ge of private mviH'rship above the · 
proposed :McPhee Dam and in light of the desire of the two Colorado 
Senators not to interfere in any way with the Dolores Reclamation 
Project (see discussion below), the request of the District was honored 
when the Subcommittee on Public Lands ordered S. 2319 reported to 
the full Committee on July 29, 1974 with only the stretch below the 
::UePhee Dam designated for study. 

Subsequent to the Subcommittee's action, the Subcommittee Chair­
man received the following communication from the Dolores 1Vater 
Conservancy District. 

In response to proposed Senate bill 2319 as it would affect 
the Delores Reclamation Project, the board of directors of 
the Delores \Vater Conservancy District, is vitally interested 
and it is the concensus of the board that the enclusion of that 
part of the Delores River approximately 1 mile below Mc­
Phee Dam : described as, beginning at the west boundary of 
section 2, township 38 N, range 16 West, NMP.M to the river 
bridge near Cahone, Colo., would be necessary and advan­
tageous to the Project development. 

The reason for the inclusion of this part of the Delores 
River in Senate bill 2319 is that it would be compatible with 
the proposed stot·age release of water for the enhancement o£ 
fisheries and wildlife which is an intregal part of the Project 
development. 

In addition. it is also the consensus of the board of directors 
of the Delores "\Vater Conservancv District, that the inclusion 
of the ·west Fork of the Delores' River from Dunton, Colo., 
to its hmtdwaters and the east fork of the Delores River from 
Rico, Colo., to its head1vaters should receive consideration in 
Senate bill 2319, for study under the national wild and scenic 
rivers act as these rivers afford excellent fishing and recreation 
areas, and we do not believe that they should in any way inter­
fere with the Delores Reclamation Project. 

\Ve hope this information will be of value to you and your 
eommittee and the finnl draft of the proposed study bill. If 
we can be of assistance to you in any way, please let us know. 

Reflecting this suggestion, the full Committee, in its mark-up of 
S. 2319, added the headv,-aters of the main stem upstream f1·om Rico 
to its source. However, the Committee also added the entire \Vest 
Delores from Forks to its source, not just the headwaters above Dun­
ton as suggested by the District. Although the West Delores does con­
tain tt good percentage of private land, a close study of the map 
revealed that, as easy access to the river' is possible, the land would 
not be threatened by easement condemnation. 
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Finally, the Subcommittee and full Committee excluded a s~retch 
of river in the Paradox Valley in Montrose County ~o as no_t to I~t~r­
fere with the Paradox Valley unit of the Colorado RIVer basm salnnty 
control program. The unit was authorized in section 202(1) of the 
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act (Act of June 24, 1974, 88 
Stat. 266, 271) . 

Paradox Valley is underlain by a collapsed salt dome kn~wn ~o ~e 
14,000 :feet thick. Within the valley, the pure salt source Is withm 

· 60 to 100 :feet of the ground surface. The Dolores crosses the valley 
near its midpoint and picks up over 200,000 tons of salt annually :from 
rising groundwater entering the river. This area has been under con­
sideration as a salinity control project :for many years. . . 

Detailed investigation~ began. in 1972 with the installati?n of st~eam 
gauging and water quahty stations. Data :from these statwns. venfied 
earher estimates of the quantities of salt bein~ ~dded to the rn;er sy!­
tem. Geophysical surveys and exploratory dnllmg conducted m 1912 
and 1973 defined the area of salt pickup and the movement of saline 
oToundwater into the river. At about mid-valley there is a sharp inter­
face between the saline and fresh groundwaters which appears to be 
stable. A test well has been drilled into the fractured salt dome cap 
and pumping tests performed to evaluate the proposed control plan. 

The results of this testing indicate that the salt being added to the 
Dolores in Paradox Valley can be effectively controlled by pumping 
saline groundwater :from the brine zones. The estimated annual re­
moval of salt by the proposed_program is 18q,ooo ton~. 

The project plan for the umt calls :for the mstallatwn of a field of 
about 8 brine wells, 250 feet deep, that ~ould low~r the fres~ :vater­
brine interface by pumping, thus preventmg the brmes from rismg to 
the ground surface and entering the river. The pumped b~ines would 
be conveyed about ~0 miles fron:t the we~l field at an elevatwn of 4,940 
feet, through a series of pumpmg stations, to ~he prop_osed Radm~ 
evaporation reservoir at about 7,000 feet elevatiOn. Radmm reservoir 
wmlld be constructed on an impervious, marine shale. Tests indicate 
that there would be no leakage :from either the dam or reservoir .. 

The U.S; Bureau of Reclamation estimated cost o:f construct~on, 
based on 197?. prices, :fc;>r _the brii~e _wells, Pl!mping pl~ts, pipelme, 
and evaporation reservmr IS $16 milhon, and mterest durmg const~uc­
tion raises the total capital costs to $17,650,000. The annu~l operati?n, 
maintenance and replacement costs based on the expected h:fe o:f. eqmp­
ment and a 6%% interest rate is $350,000. Total annual C?sts, mclud­
ing amortization of the capital costs over .100 years at an mterest rate 
of 6%% would be $1,600,000. ·: . :' . . 

The importance of,the unit and the reason for deletiOn of this p_or­
tion of the Dolores from study can be demonstrated by the followmg 
statistics: The unit, once construc~ed, could remoye 180,000 tons per 
vear of salts from the Colorado River system. Tins would reduce tl~e 
~iver's salinity at. Imperial Dam by 20 ppm in the year 2000. Tins 
would result in a ,reduction in damages to users o£ $4,600,000 per year, 
for a benefit/cost i·atio o£2.9 to 1. , 

The G1·een and Y ainpa Rivers also offer desert type cal} yon experi­
ences thouah rather different from the Dolores. The Upper Green 
Ri~-e; actu~lly cuts through the east-west Uinta Mountain Range, 
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rather than run along it as ri,·ers conventionally do. This is analogous 
to the Lower Dolores River cutting across Paradox Yalley (thus its 
name) rather than threading its length. Both the Green and Yampa 
are rather large rivers, possessing exciting, heart-stopping rapids. The 
Yampa, one of the :few Color.ado rivers which is :free-fiowmg through­
out its entire length, is chara'cterized by high canyon walls, cactus, and 
pinyon trees. The Green is a beautiful desert river with medium-to­
wide stretches bounded by sandstone cliffs. The upper portion of the 
Green is an excellent natural fishery. Bighorn sheep and mountain 
lions inhabit the isolated canyons which the two rivers have carved in 
the Dinosaur National Monument. Taken together, the Delores~ 
Yampa, and Green offer the first opportunity to preserve examples of 
desert river eco-systems in the national wild and scenic rivers system. 
Both rivers are exceptionally popular :for boating. The segment of the 
Yampa designated for study lies entirely within the National Monu­
ment. A stretch above the Monument was deleted because of the ex­
tensive private holdings along its banks. Approximately 70% ~:f the 
Green lies within the National Monument and much of the remamder 
is on the lands of the Browns Park National ·wildlife R~:fuge. 

Not aJl riwrs deserve protection due to their recreational pot~ntial. 
Some, like the Gunni8on Ri?Jer as it fights its torturous path thro~1g:h 
the famed Black Canyon National Monument and RLM"s Gumnson 
Gorge, have unique i1atural attributes unequaled elsewhere in the 
Nation. This stretch grinds its way through spectacular canyons and 
Precambrian formations. The isolation provided by these canyons 
makes them prime "·ildlife habitat. Bobcat, mountain _lion, prairie 
:falcon, ravens, and gol~en. ~nd bald ~agles are. all residents o:f_the 
canyons, but the most significant species found m. tl_1e_ lower ~.ctiC!ns 
are peregrine :falcon and ospreys. The Col?rado Dn:Iswn of v'\ Ildl_I:fe 
has identified the Gorge area as an exceptiOnal habitat for peregrme 
falcon and ospreys. Dr. Anderson o:f Colorad_o College, a ~·aptor expert, 
has report~d that :fewer than half a dozen pairs of peregrme or os~reys 
exist in the entire State. The topography of the canyons, the delicate 
soils and the solitude required :for the eagle, peregrine, osprey, bobcat, 
and Bighorn sheep make the Gunnison a river imminently suitable 
for study as a potential wild and scenic river. 

Most o:f the remaining streams-the Los Pinos, the Pom~re, t_he 
Conejos, the Elk, the Piedra and the Encampment-are pl"lmarlly 
noted. :for their scenery and wildlife and fishing opportunities. 

The Conejos River originates alo~g the Cont~nental Div_ide. east 
of Pagosa Springs and flows approximately 50 miles be_:fore Its JUnc­
tion with the highway. It is a good trout stream with naturally 
propagating populations of brown trout, cutthroat, and eastern brook 
trout. The river ecosystem supports a variety of wildlife including 
the especially rare am~ enda~gered per_egrine :falcon. One pai.r of T?ere­
O'ine falcon has been sighted m the mam canyon of the ConeJOS River. 
h The early portion of the segment borders the South San Juan road­
Jess area and the entire segment lies within the Rio Grande National 
Forest. The Platoro Reservoir (built in 1951 :for irrigation and flood 
control purposes) was excluded :from, and the three forks were added, 
to the river description inS. 2319. 
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Both the Los Phws River and the Piedm River have their sources 
high in the mountain peaks of the proposed 1Veminuche Wilderness 
(S. 1863, passed the l::lenate on February 7, 1914, and H.~. 12884, 
passed the Senate on August 1, 1974). The segment of Los Pmos to be 
studied lies entirely within the proposed wilderness, while the Piedra 
flows south through the First Fork Roadless Area. The First .Fork 
Roadless Area is a presently untouched section of the San Juan Na­
tional :Forest with an exceptional stand of virgin timber. Except for 
the rugged box canyons of the Piedra, it is generally characterized by 
relatively wild terrain with comparatively easy accessibility. The 
timber contained here is an unusual example of the original terrain 
found in the State. Due to the absence of roads in the river drainages, 
very excellent fisheries have been maintained in both the Los Pinos 
an4 the Piedra: Both river systems support large and growing popu­
latlo~ns of elk and black bear. Consequently, in this area there is inten­
sive outdoor recreation in the form of elk and bear hunting. Rocky 
Mountain goats have been sighted on Pyramid Peak at the northern 
end of the Piedra drainage. Bald and golden eagles winter in the 
southern Los ~inos River area .. As th~ir natural diet is. fish, these 
eagles use sectiOns of the Los Pmos. lliedra. and the Ammas River 
as a food source during the winter. The Colorado Division of "\Vild­
life in _Durango states t]la~ recent evi~enc~ indicates that the grizzly 
bear still surVIves on a hunted populatwnm these two drainages. The 
San Juan Xational Forest is the only forest in Colorado in whi~~h griz­
zlies are believed to exist, and the Los Pinos and the Piedra Hiwr 
drainages are t\vo of these prime grizzly areas. 

Ranking ::ts one of the two best recreational rivers in the Denver area, 
the Poudre Ri1;er sports the dual advantage of possessing prime white 
'vater and an excellent fishery. One of the best white water rivers in 
Colorado, the Poudre accommodates a wide range of boating skills. 
Beginner and intermediate boating capabilities are suitable for the 
lower reaches. Further upstream is the site of the 1972 Olympics 
ql~alifying slalom course where, for the past four years, the Ponclre 
vnldwater and slalom race has been sponsored by the Colorado ·white 
"\Vater Association. An excellent natural spawriing stream for trout, 
the Poudre is the subject of fishery research conducted by Colorado 
~tate.University and the Colorado bivision of Wildlife. A major por­
tion of the Poudre is located in the Uocky :\fountain X ational Park 
a~d .Commanche Roadle~s Area. Virtualiy !til of the segment lies 
w1thm the park boundaries and the boundaries of the Roosevelt Na­
tional Forest. 

The Encamprnent Ri1Jer flows north to the "\Vyoming border through 
a choice wilderness setting of heavy virgin forest adorning gently 
rol1ing hills and with occasional openings into verdant parks. Much 
of the area is proposed as an extension to the Mt. Zirkel Wilderness. 
The Encampment and itB tributaries boast not only an outstanding 
and singular wilderness environment, but also large self-sustainino­
populations of brown and rainbow trout. There is no private property 
along the segment designated for study. 

The Ell..~ River originates just across the continental divide from the 
Encampment in the Routt National Forest and flows 30 miles south 
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and southwest within the nati:'onal ·forest until it reaches Clark, the 
termination for the segment designated for study. A beautiful stre.am, 
bordered by conifers and narrow canyons, the Elk possesses a medmm 
flow of quality water. It offers excellent fishing for rainbow trout and 
enjoyable boating through fairly continuous rapids. 

None of these rivers has escaped totally from suggestions of alter­
native use, whether it be mining (e.g., Piedra, Los Pinos, and Dolores), 
timbering (e.g., Encampment and Piedra), or impoundments (e.g., 
Gunnison and DoloreB). 

The Committee took special recognition of three impoundment 
possibilities. The first is the Dolores Reclamation Project author­
ized by the Congress on September 30, HHi8 as a part of the Colo­
rado River Basin Project Act (P.L. 90-537). Through storage at the 
McPhee Reservoir site, located immediately downstream from Dolores, 
Colorado, it would develop surplus flows of the Dolores River for 
municipal, industrial, rural, domestic, irrigation. flood control, recrea­
tion, and fish and wildlife purposes. It ·would include a substantial de­
velopment of the resources of Ute Mountain Indian land and would 
aid an area of Southwestern Colorado which is in need of economic 
development. 

As noted earlier, because this project is in the advanced planning 
stage and the question of compatibility of the McPhee Dam and the 
proposed wild and scenic river segments below it has not been deter­
mined with certainty, the study of the Dolores would be limited to 
a one plus year period. In addition, the Me Phee Dam and Ueservoir 
are specifically excluded from the segments under study. Although 
the Committee felt this deletion was unnecessary, Senators Haskell 
and Dominick requested this action in order to reassure local residents 
of their intention that the wild and scenic river study was not to inter­
fere with the Dolores Project. 

Also on the Dolores in the Paradox Valley is the pro_posecl Paradox 
Valley project authorized in section 202 ( 1) of the Colorado River 
Basin .Salinity Control Act ( 88 Stat. 266). As discussed above in this 
section of the report, a segment of the Dolores in the valley has been 
deleted to accommodate th1s project. 
. Finally, the Committee noted that the City of Delta, Colorado, has 
a conditwnal decree out of the Gunnison River for domestic water 
purposes. The point of diversion is located on the left bank of the 
Gunnison River south of the South Fork at a point L420 feet west 
and 1,000 feet south of the east one-quarter corner of Section 24, 
Township 15 South Range 94 West of the 6th P.M. The Committee 
believed that exclusion of this diversion point should not be made at 
this time, because unlike the Dolores, the Gunnison is not otherwise 
divided into separate segments for study and unlike the McPhee dam, 
the Delta diversion is not in as an advanced state of planning. How­
ever, the Committ~e wi.shes i.t clearly understood that the entire seg­
ment ~f the (_);unmson IS designated for study only at this time. The 
Committee w1ll take a fresh look at the proposed diversion at such 
time as it might consider legislation to designate the Gunnison a 
permanent component of the wild and scenic rivers system .. 
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III. TnE Wu..D AXD Sm:xiC RIVERS AcT AND ITs RELATIONSHIP TO 
THE RIVERS To BE STUDIED PunsuAXT TO S. 3022 

Very few of the 3 million miles of rivers and tri~utaries o~ the 
United States appear as they did two or three centtm~s a~o. Rivers 
have been altered and unmmed for flood control, navigatiOn, hyro­
electric power, water supply, and irrigation. These uses of riyers ':ere 
clearly neeessary for the development and settlement of th1s natiOn. 
Our modern economy, despite its intensive use of advanced technology, 
has not lost its dependence on our water resource. . 

Earlv in the sixties, however, there developed a new concept m our 
natiomil management' of water resources: the protection of fr·ee-flow­
ing rivers. In 1965 a study by the Secretaries of Agriculture and the 
Interior recommended that rivers be protected from dam construc­
tion and be preserved in a "wild and free-flowing" state. In 1?68, 
under the leadership of Senator Frank Church and Representatives 
·wayne Aspinall and ,John Saylor, Congress enacted legislation which 
embodied this recommendation-the vVild and Scenic Rivers Act (82 
Stat. lJ06). . . . 

The new management concept of preservmg free-flowmg rivers was 
forcefully expre8sed as national policy in the Act's introductory 
provisions : 

... certain selected rivers of the Nation which, ·with their 
immediate environments, possess outstanding remarkable 
scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, cul­
tural or other similar valu:es, shall be preserved in free-flow­
ing condition. and that they and their. immedia!e environ­
ments sl1all be protected for the benefit and en,1oyment of 
present and future generations. The Congress declares that 
the established national policy of dam and other construction 
at appropriate sections of the rivers of the United States 
needs to be complemented by a policy that would preserve 
other selected rivers or sections thereof in their free-flowing 
eondition to protect the water quality of such rivers and to 
fulfill other vital national conservation purposes. (Section 
1(a).) 

The Act fleshes out the management concept in the following 
manner: 

1. The River Study. Even if S. 3022, as amended, were to be enacted 
by Congress, it would not automatically place the segments of the 
23 rivers named in subsection (a) in the national wild and scenic 
rivers system. The 1Vild and Scenic Rivers Act requires that each 
river be reviewed in great detail. with full participation of the public 
involved, before a decision is made to include or exclude it in or from 
the system. 

Fii·st either the Forest Service in the Department of A,QTiculture or 
the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation in the Department of the Interior 
must conduct a study of each river segment to determine if it meets 
the qualifications for inclusion. Each study must not only discuss 
the river!s qualifications hut also show, among other things, the cur­
rent status of land ovmership and use: reasonable, foreseeable. po­
tential uses of the land and water which would be enhanced, fore-
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closed or curtailed if the area were included; and the estimate of 
the co'st of acquiring nece~ary lands ~nd. interests in land and ad­
ministering the area as a wild and scemc river. 

Furthermore. the Act specifically states th~t e~ch sh!dy "shall be 
coordinated with anv water resources planmng mvolvmg the same 
river which is being conducted pursuant to the '\Vater Resources 
Planning Act.'' 

Before each study can be transmitted to the President and the Con­
gress, it must be submitted for com~ents to the Secretary of 
Agriculture, Secretary of the Army, Chairman of the Federal Power 
Commission, the head of any other affected Federal department, and 
tho Governors of the relevant States. 

Most important, the Wild and Sceni~ Rivers Act requires that,. as 
au integral part of each study, a hearmg, with full advance not1~e, 
must be held in the vicinity of the river segment. All interested parties 
are to be heard. 

Finally, even if the President's recommendation~ to Cong~ess on a 
particular river segment are :favorable, the Interior Committees ~f 
both the House of "RepresentatiYes and the Senate must h?ld addi­
tional hearings and both Houses of Congress must pass a b1ll before 
that particular segment can officially become a component of the na­
tional wild and scenic rivers svstem. 

2. The .Multiple Use Approach. Because the word "wild" is. a part 
of the '\Vild and Scenic Rivers Act, many assume that the wild and 
scenic rivers areas are treated like "'ilderness areas. It is completely 
erroneous to make an analogy ~tween the v~ild ~nd Scenic Rivers Act 
and the 1Vilderness Act. The "tV1ld and Scemc Rivers Act should more 
properly be considered a multiple-use act, save one use. The only u~e 
strictly prohibited is impoundment; the river segment must remam 
:free flowing. 

The '\Vild and Scenic Ri,"ers Act sets forth three management cate­
gories into which various sections of a wild and scenic river may be 
placed: 

The "recreational" river category refers to river sections readily 
accessible by road or railroad 'vhich may have some development along 
shorelines ttnd which may have undergone some impoundment or di­
Yersion in the J?RSt. 

The "scenic· river category is given to sections of rivers :free of 
impoundments with shorelines and watersheds largely undeveloped 
but accessible in places by roads. 

The "wild" river category is reserved for those sections of river seg· 
ments which are free of impoundments and generally inaccessible ex· 
cept by trail, with watershed and shorelines essentially primitive and 
unpolluted. · 

In the first two categories, most traditional uses-roads, bridges, 
residences, farming, grazing, timber harvesting, hunting and fishing, 
and various commercial activities-may be allowed. Even the most re­
strictive management category-that of "wild" river-limits develop­
ment activities less than is done in areas under the '\Vilderness Act. 

The Wild and Scenic River Act does not interfere substantially 
with the mining and mineral leasing laws, except under the "wild" 
river category \\·here mineral development may be limited within a 
quarter mile from the bank o£ the river. The Act provides that claims 
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perfected and leases let in a river corridor after its inclusion in the 
system may be operated subject to regulations designed to protect the 
natural values of the river. Prior claims and leases are not subject to 
such reg-ulation. 

The designation of any river segment is not a reservation of its 
waters for purposes other than to preserve the river in a free-flowing 
state. The State's jurisdiction over waters of any river is not affected, 
and the Act in no way changes established principles of existing water 
law. The waters above or below a wild and scenic river are not affected 
as long as water projects do not invade or significantly detract from 
the scenic status of the designated river segment. 

The Act's only prohibition concerns water resource projects within 
the wild and scenic river segment. The segment of the river must con­
tinue in its "free-flowing" state to be a part of the system though some 
minor impoundments may be allowed. But the decision to include the 
river segment in the wild and scenic rivers system will be made only 
after it has been decided that the segment is more important for its 
value as a free-flowing river than the value for a proposed alternative 
use of its water. 

Generallv. the Federal lands within wild and scenic river corridors 
under the Jllrisdiction of the Agriculture Department are managed 
according to the principles of the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act 
which are applied to the National Forests. The Federal lands within 
rivers under the jurisdiction of the Department of the Interior are 
managed in conformance with the laws relating to that Department's 
lands. 

3. Etfeet nn Lando1oners. The Federal government's authority to 
acquire land.!-particularly by condemnation-along wild and scenic 
riVPTs is greatly restricted. 

First, the boundaries of a designated wild and scenic river are 
limited to an average of not more than 320 acres per mile on both sides 
of the riYer. However, Fedt>ral acquisition of lands by an?/ meanB 
cannot occur everywhere within this corridor. The Act prohibits the 
Federal governmPnt from acquiring land beyond an ev<'n narrower 
corrider of 100 acres per mile on both sides of the river. Beyond that 
point, the Federal government's acquisition authority wouid be lim­
ited to scenic easements only. 

Of course. most landowners art> concerned about only one mt>ans of 
land acqujsition-condemnation. The "Wild and Scenic Rivers Act pro­
hibits ;Federa1 conc~emnation of private property within the 100 acres 
per mile corndor 1f 50 percent or more of the corridor's land is in 
publi? own<'!'ship. Even on rivers ;vhere less than 50 percent of the 
land IS publicly owned, condemnatwn cannot occur :freelv. First the 
Feder:al govern.ment is stopped from further exercising ·the emi~ent 
domam auth~nty as soon as the 50 percent mark is reached. And, 
se~ond, even If less than 50 percent of the land is publicly owned 
pnvate lapel ca~not be ?ondemne4 if it is within a city or tmvn whicl~ 
ha~ a vahd ZOI~mg. ordmance whiCh conforms to the purposes of the 
1Vlld and Scemc R1vt>rs Act. The only exception to these limitations is 
that condemnation of easements in land (but not fee title) may be 
employed for the purpose of obtaining access to the river without re­
gard to the percentage of land in Federal ownership. 
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IV. CosT 

S. 3022, as amended, docs not authorize the appropriation of any 
funds to conduct the 2:3 ri.ver studies. Experience suggests that the 
total cost of the studies will be approximately $3,450,000 or an aver­
age of $690,000 per year. (The river studies are averaging $150,000 
apiece.) These sums will be divided between, and included, as re­
quired, in the annual budget submissions of, the Forest Service and 
the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation. 

·whereas the practice has been not to specifically authorize appro­
priation of .funds to conduct river studies in the legislation mandating 
those studies, authorizations have been included in all legislation 
designating wild and scenic rivers. These authorizations are for the 
purpose of land acquisitions in the river corridors. Subsection (c) of 
S. 2033 amends the Lower St. Croix River Act of 1972 ( 86 Stat. 117 4) 
by increasing the $7.275,000 authorization in subsection 6 (a) of that 
Act to $19,000,000. The result is that S. 3022, as amended, provides for 
an $11,725,000 increase in obligational authority. 

v. LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

The twenty-three rivers of which segments are designated for study 
in subsection (a) of S. 3022, as amended, were originally proposed for 
study in the following bills: 

S. 30, Colorado River in Utah, introduced by Senator Moss, ,Janu­
ary 4, 1973; 

S. 449, Colorado River in Colorado, introduced by Senator Domi­
nick, January 18, 1973; 

S. 1101, Au Sable and Manistee Rivers in Michigan, introduced by 
Senators Hart and Griffin, March 6, 1973; 

S. 1391, 1Visconsin River in "Wisconsin, introduced by Senator Nel­
son, March 27, 1973; 

S. 2151, Cahaba River in Alabama, introduced by Senators Allen 
and Sparkman, ,July 12, 1973; 

S. 2216, West Fork of the Sipsey Fork in Alabama, introduced by 
Senators Allen and Sparkman, July 20, 1973; 

S. 2319, Gunnison, Los Pinos, Big Thompson, Green, Canejos, Elk, 
Cache La Poudre, Piedra, Encampment, Yampa, and Dolores (also 
North Platte, Laramie, and Michigan, deleted from S. 3022, as 
amended) in Colorado, introduced by Senator' Dominick, August 1, 
1973; 

S. 2386, American River in California, introduced by Senators 
Cranston and Tunney, September 6, 1973; 

S. 2443, Upper Mis~<;issippi River in Minnesota, introduced by Sena­
tor Mondale, September 19, 1973; 

S. 2691", Kettle River in Minnesota, introduced by Senators lion­
dale, Humphrey, Nelson, and Proxmire, November 13, 1973; 

S. 3130, Shepaug River in Connecticut, introduced by Senator Ribi­
coff, March 7, 1974; 

S. 3186, Tuolumne River in Cal~fornia, introduced by Senators 
Cranston and Tunney; March 19, 1974; 

S. 3628, illinois River in Oklahoma, introduced by Senators Bell­
man and Bartlett, June 12, 1974; and 
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S. 3708, Au Sable and Manistee Rivers in Michigan, Green River 
in Utah and Colorado, Illinois River in Arkansas and Oklahoma, 
American River in California, and Colorado (i1~cluding the Dolores) 
River in Colorado and Utah (and 26 other rn'ers), mtroduced by 
Senators Jackson and Fannin (by request), June 27, 1974. 

The following Subcommittee on Public Lands hearings were held 
on legislation related to w·ild and scenic rivers: 

1. July 16, 1973, \Vashington, D.C., on S. 1101 and S. 1391. 
2. October 10, 19'{3, \Vashington, D.C., on a bill to designate the 

Chattooga River a component of the national wild and scenic 'tivers 
system (Act of May 10, 1974, 88 Stat. 122). · 

3. May 11, 1974, Durango, Colorado, on S. 30, S. 449 and S. 2319. 
4. June 20, 1974, Washington, D.C., on S. 30, S. 449, S. 2319, S. 2151, 

S. 2216, S. 2386, S. 2443, S. 2691, S. 3130, S. 3186, and S. 3628 
5. August 15, 1974, Washington, D.C., on S. 3835 (Hatfield, intro­

duced July 30, 1974) and S. 3708. 
S. 1101 and S. 1391 were ordered reported to the Committee by the 

Subcommittee on Public Lands on July 30, 1973. They were ordered 
reported to the Senate by the full Committee on September 14, 1973, 
and were passed by the Senate on September 21, 1973. 

S. 1101, S. 1391, and the other measures listed above were ordered 
reported in a single legislative palckage to the full Committee by the 
Subcommittee on July 29, 1974. The Committee ordered reported 
the package, bearing the number S. 3022, as amended, on Septem-
ber 10,1974. · 

S. 3022 was introduced by Senators Nelson, Humphrey and l\Ion­
clale, on February 19, 1974. It was ordered reported by the Subcom­
mittee as subsection (c) of the legislative package on July 29, 197 4. 
The full Committee ordered the entire package reported with S. 
3022's bill number. (For a more comprehensive legislative history of 
S. 3022 and the Lower Saint Croix River Act of 1972, see Section I 
of this report.) 

All votes taken by the Subcommittee and t~e full Committee were 
unanimous, by voice vote, in open mark-up sessiOns. . 

The principal changes in the river segments as proposed m the 
original bills are as set forth below. All !changes excert the first one 
·were requested by the Senators who sponsored those bills: 

1. Colorado River in Utah and Kettle River in Minnesota: S. 30 and 
S. 2691 would have immediately designated the rivers as components 
of the national wild and scenic rivers system. The Subcommittee and 
full Committee followed the policy that all rivers should first proceed 
through the study p~ocedu:r:es establ_ished b:y the Wild . an~ Scenic 
Rivers Act to determme their potential as wild and scemc nvers be-
fore they are so designated. . 

2. American River in California: The lower 7.5 miles of .the North 
Fork and the upstream portion of the North F<?rk were _added .to the 
segment proposed in S. 2386 for the reasons discussed m sectiOn II 
ofthis report. . 

3 Illinois River in Oklahoma and Arkansas: S. 3628 did not con­
tai~ the Arkansas segment, whereas S. 3708 did. The Arkan~as seg­
ment was included in S. 3022, as amended, for the reasons discussed 
in section II of this report. 
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4. Conejos River in Colorado: The three forks were a~ded, and 
the Platoro Reservoir excluded, from the segment proposed m S. 2319. 

5. Los Pinos and Piedra Rivers in Colorado: The headwaters and 
tributaries were added to the segments proposed in S. 2319 be­
cause they are on national· forest land and largely within defacto 
wilderness. 

6. Yampa River in Color3:do: The po~ion of the segment proposed 
in S. 2319 upstream from Dmosaur N atwnal Monument was excluded 
for the reasons stated in section II of this report. 

7. Dolores River in Colorado: The numerous changes from the 
segments proposed in. S. 2!319 an_d S. 3708 are discussed in the descr_ip­
tion of the Dolores RIVer m sectiOn II, and the summary of subsectiOn 
(c) in section I, of this report. 

VI. CoMMITTEE REcol\IME::-<DATIO~ 

The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, in open mark-up 
session on September 10, 1974, by voice vote, unanimously recom­
mended that S. 3022, as amended, be enacted. 

VII. TABULATION oF VoTEs CAST IN Co::u:l\IITTEE 

Pursuant to subsection (b) of section 133 ?f t~e Legislat~ve Reorga­
nization Act of 1946 as amended, the followmg IS a tabulatiOn of votes 
of the Committee on' Interior and Insular Affairs during consideration 
of S. 3022: . 

Durin•r the Committee's consideration of S. 3022, several unammous 
voice votes were taken in favor of amendments. S. 3022, as amended, 
was ordered reported favorably to the Senate on a unanimous voice 
vote. The votes were cast in open mark-up session and, because the 
votes were previously announced by the Committee in a~cord_ with the 
provisions of section 133 (b), they need not be tabulated m th1s report. 

VIII. ExECUTIVE Co:mvrUNICATIO~s 

The reports of Federal agencies concerning the various bills encom­
passed by S. 3022, as amended, are set forth below: 

Hon. HENRY M. JACKSON, 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY' 

W Mhington, D.O.,July 11,1973. 

Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR J\1R. CHAIRMAN: As you requested, here is our report o~ S. 1~01, 
a bill "To amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act by des1gnatmg 
certain rivers in the State of Michigan for potential additions to the 
national wild and scenic rivers system." 

This Department recomends that the bill be. enacted. . . 
S. 1101 would amend section 5 (a) of theW 1ld and Scemc. River~ Act 

(16 U.S.C. 1276) to add portions of t~e Au ~a_ble and Mam~tee R1v~rs 
in Michiuan as study rivers for potential addition to the NatiOnal W1ld 
and Sceni~'·Rivers'S'>rstelb.;' · · ·' · · · · · · · · 
' ~ • •• ·., ·:: 1;ll; ;_ _, ·,:'l,:,!_~J~ 1)]!~~·:· i\' .: J. ,. li;~ 'it;,. '1 j '~: 
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f 1:he Secretarie~ of the Interior and Agriculture identified segments 
o o_th o_f these nvers as having potential for the National Wild and 
~~emc Rivers S;rs~m pursl!ant to section 5 (d) of the Wild and Scenic 

Ivers Act. This mformat10n was published in the Federal Register 
on Odctfober 28, 1970 (35 F.R. 16693). The segments of both rivers pro­
pose or 5 (d) status are encompassed in S. 1101. · 
D Th~ segm~nt of the Au Sable from Loud Reservoir upstream to Mio 

3:m 1s WI~hm the Huron National Forest. Upstream from Mio Reser­
VOir the ~wer forl?s a :po:r:tion o~ the north boundary of the Forest. 
~he Ma:rps~~ and Its prmc:pal tnbutary,_the Pine River, are substan­
t~ally withm the boundaries of the Mamstee National Forest. Both 
nvers would lend.themselves to a cooperative program of State-Fed­
eral ~an~gement If they were made a part of the National Wild and 
Scemc Rivers System after the river study called for by section 5(a) 
of the Act. 

Section 5 (a) status for these two rivers would give them the added 
protection afforded study rivers under section 7 (b) and (c) of the 
Act. 

. 4-n environme~tal statement is being prepared pursuant to the pro­
viswns of subsectiOn 102 (¥) (c) of the. National Environmental Policy 
Act (83 S~at. 853), and will be transmitted as soon as it is available. 

Tl:e E'Stm~ated cost for the proposed studies of the Au Sable and 
Man~stee. Rivers for _potential addition to the National Wild and 
Scemc Rivers System IS $175,000 for each study. 
. The Office of Mana~ement an~ Budget advises that there is no objec­

tion ~o. the :presentatiOn of th1s report from the standpoint of the 
Admimstrat10n's program. 

Since:r:ely, 
.T. PHIL CAMPBELL, 

Under Seoretar1J. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 

Ron. HENRY M. JAOKSON, 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.O., ,Tune 19, 19/.q.. 

Chairman,, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, U.S. Senate. 
W asktngton, D.O. · 

DE.AR MR. CHAIRMAN: This responds to your request for the vipws 
o~ this Department on S. 3022, a bill "To amend the Lower Saint Croix 
RIVer Act of 1972." 

1Ve recommend a~ainst enactment of this bill. 
S. 3022 wo~1ld sn~titute the figure of $19,000,000 for $7,275.000 in 

the Lo_wer Samt C~01x .Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 1174). This Act amended 
th': \VIld ~nd 1?cemc ~Ivers Act to designate a 52-mile segment of the 
San~t Croix .River, Mmn~sota. and Wisconsin, as a component of the 
Nat10nal Wild and ~cem~ RIVers System. The legislation provided 
that ~he upper 27 miles will. be administered by the Secretary of the 
Inte~wr and the lower ¥5 miles by the States of Minnesota and "\Vis­
co?s:n. The Act au~h?~1zed the appropriation of not to exceed $7.275 
milhon for the. a?qms1hon a?d development of lands within the 27 -mile 
federa~ly admmistered sectiOn. 

Section 3 of the Act. directed the preparation of a joint plan by the 
Secretary of the InteriOr and the appropriate agencies of the affected 
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States. The plan must include ~ determination of the la~~s, waters, 
and interests therein to be acqmred, developed, and admimstered by 
the agencies or political subdivisions ?f the affected States. The Act 
prohib~ted the Secretary from exp~ndmg mor~ than $2,550,000 of the 
funds m the first fiscal year followmg completwn of the plan, and the 
balance could only be expended. by th_e Secretary whe~ he found that 
the States of Minnesota and \VIsconsm have made satisfactory prog­
Tess in their implementation of that plan. 

S. 3022 would amend subsection 6 (a) of the 1972 Act to increase the 
amount authorized for acquisition and developmE>nt within the 27-mile 
Federal segment from $7.275 million to $19 million, an increase of 
$11,725,000. 

'Ve are unable to support such an increase until it has been demon-
strated that funds now authorized for acquisition are inadequate. The 
joint plan upon which release of the first portion of the funds depends 
'(the $2,550,000 mentioned above) has not yet been completed: prepa­
ration of an environmental impact statement, one of the final stages 
in development of the plan, is now underway. Thus, the first dollar 
Df the $7.275 million authorization has not yet been spent. We believe 
it would be premature to increase the authorization in advance of 
actual experience in acquiring lands and easements in the area. It may 
ultimately be that because of inflation the original authorization was 
insufficient to provide a meaningful Federal commitment to the joint 
project. However, there is no indication that the new figure constitutes 
anything other than a guess at what the appropriate commitment 
"Should be. 'Ve believe that the logical course IS to predicate any revi­
sion of the authorization on actual experience in implementing the 
Federal commitment to the Lower Saint Croix River. Accordingly, 
·we recommend against enactment of S. 3022. 

The Office of Management and Budget has advised that there is no 
-objection to the presentation of this report from the standpoint of 
the Administration's program. 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN C. WHITAKER, 

Acting Secretary of the Interior. 

u.s. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

W ashingtor~, D.O., June 19, 197 4. 
Hon. HENRY M. JACKSON, 
.Ohai1'man, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, U.S. Senate, 

Washington, D .0. · 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : This responds to your request for the views 

D.£ this Dep~rtme~t on several ~ill~ dealing with additions to the study 
hst. of p_ossible wild and scemc nvers,_ as well as certain bills desig­
natmg nvers as components of the 'V1ld and Scenic Rivers System, 
and supersedes certain earlier reports. "\Y e recommend against enact­
ment of the following bills: S. 30 (Colorado River in Utah)· S. 449 
( C?lorado River in Colorado) ; S. 2151 ( Cahaga, Alabama) ; 's. 2216 
( S1psey For~, AlabaJ?a) ; . S. 2319 (several rivers in Colorado) ; S. 
'2386 (AmeriCan, Cahforma); S. 2443 (Upper Mississippi, Minne-
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sota) ; S. 2691 (Kettle, M!nnes.ota) ; S. 3130 ( Sh.ep3;ug, 9onn~cticut) ; 
S. 3186 (Tuolumne, Cahforma); S. 3628 (Illmms River ~n Okl.a­
homa). vVe recommend the enactment of the attached substitute bill 
in their stead. . 

The substitute bill constitutes the results of an analysis .conduct0d 
by an interagency committee, con~isting of members of this Dep~rt­
ment and the D0partment of Agriculture, for the purpo~e. of settmg 
priorities amo_ng ~ivers which. have been s~1ggeste~ a~ ad~Itions to the 
wild and scemc nvers study hst. Such a hst of priOrity nver~ as that 
embodied in ·the substitute bill has become necessary, we beheve, be­
cause the studi0s are costly and complicated and becnyse the m~npowrr 
needed to conduct thPm is limited. Moreover, the time permitted for 
such st11dies has, in effect, recently been constricted by an am0ndment 
to the 'Vild and ~cenic Rivers Act from 5 years to 3 comnlete fiscal 
years. (P.L. 93-279). In addition, there is already an obligation on 
the part of this Department and others to complete by 19!8 study of 
several of the 27 rivers originally earmark0d for study m the Act. 
To nlace rivers. in addition to those selected by the interar>:ency gronn, 
on the list of ri~ers to be studied would compromise the ability of this 
Department and others to complete existing and projected studies 
and to devote proper care and attention to them. The fnilure of a 
river to appear on the list contained in our s11bstitute bill cloes not 
necessarilV mean that it should not be studied. RathPr, it is the judg­
ment of the interagency committee and of the Administration that 
rivers on the list should be studied first. Accordingly, we recomrT'"nct 
enactment of the comprehensive substitute bill, in lieu of the individual 
bills before the Committee. 

As requirricl by section 5 (c) of the Act, we shall study first those 
rivers most likely to be developed, particularly for enrrgy purposes. 
This statutory requirement is reinforced bv the Administrntion's P"oal 
of achieving energv self-sufficiency under Project Independence. Thus 
far. Wf' have identified four rivers where ener,o,:y-related develonment 
is likely: thr Swretwater. w·yoming; the I;ittle Missouri, :N"orth 
Dakota; the 'Vhite, Colorafl.o and Utah; and the Yellowstone, 'Vvo­
ming and Montana. 'Ye will carry out studies of these rivers within 
1 y<'ar of the date of enadment of our proposr.rl substitute bill. Other 
rivers are likely to b0 add0d to this high-priority gronp as a result of 
studies now being done in preparing the blueprint for Project 
Innependence. 

·we would also point out that there is an additional reason why 
S. 30 and S. 2691 should not be enncted: both bills would deRignate 
components of the ·wild nnd Scenic Rivers System, without the benefit 
of study as to its suitability for such designation. We bfllieve that it 
is inconsistent with the purpose of the 'Vild and Scenic Rivers Act to 
add ne>v components directly to section 3 of the Act, creating "instant 
rivers." The Act states explicitly, in section 1 (c). that one of its pm­
poses is to prrscribe the mPthods by whieh additional comnmwnts 
may be added to the system from time to time. It then proviclrs Rnch 
procedures in sections 4 and 5. As the Senate Report, No. 491 90th 
Cmwress. 1st seRsion. on S. 119 stated: ' 

"[Tlhe committee is cognizant that there are many other rivers 
tl.mnwhqnt; tb.cP Pnit~q. St~tfS whichr~~Y.·<l~~lify ~or; thl,'l.sysJ;,em. The 
bill establishes procedures by whiCh these may he added." At page 6. 
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The Office of Management and Budget has advised t~at the pr~se~­
tation of the enclosed legislative pr~posal and of tlus report IS m 
accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 

Enclosure. 

JOHN C. \V HITAKER, 

Acting Secretary of the Interior. 

A BILL To amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act by designa!ing.certain riYers 
for study as potential additions to the National Wild and Scemc R1vers System 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representativ~s of the 
United States of Arnerica in Congress assmnbled, That sectiOn 5(a) 
of the V"lild and Scenic Rivers Act (82 Stat. 910; 16 U.S.C. 1276(a)) 
is amended by ad din(}' at the end thereof the following: 

"(28) AuSable JV.fichigan: the entire river from Its so~rce t~ Loud 
Reservoir, includi!1g its principa~ tributa:ies but excludmg M10 and 
Bamfield Reservoirs, and the mam stem from Foote Dam to O~coda. 

" ( 29) Gila, New Mexico: the segment upstre~m fr?m t.he A:Iz?na­
New Mexico boundary line to the nver's. source mcludmg Its rrm.cipal 
tributaries but exclusive of the authonzed Hooker ReservOir site. 

" ( 30) Green, Utah and Colorado : the entire river below Fla~ing 
GorO"e Reservoir except for the reach from the town of Jensen, Utah, 
to the boundary ~f the Dinosaur National Monument: . . 

"(31) Illinois, Arka~sas and O~lahoma: the ~nbre nver from Its 
source to Tenkiller Ferry ReservOir but excludmg Lake Frances .. 

" ( 32) Kern (North Fork) , California : the main stem from Its 
source to Isabella Reservoir. 

" ( 33) Manistee, Michigan: the e~tire ri.ver from its s~urce ~o Manis­
tee Lake including its principal tributanes but excludmg Tippy and 
Hodenpyl Reservoirs. . . . . . . . 

" ( 34) Mullica, New Jersey: the entire river mcludmg Its tnbutanes, 
Wading and Bass Rivers. 

"(35) New, North Carolina, Virginia and West Virginia: the entire 
river but excluding reservoirs and th.e I?otential Blue Ridge Project if 
licensed by the Federal Power CommissiOn. 

" ( 36) American, California: The North Fork from Mountain 
Meadow Lake to the Auburn Reservoir and the lower 7.5 miles of the 
North Fork of the North Fork. 

" ( 37) Shenandoah, Virginia and West Virginia: the main stem, the 
North Fork from Front Royal to Brocks Gap, and the South Fork 
from Front Royal to w· aynesboro. 

" ( 38) Sweetwater, Wyoming : the main stem from its source to the 
confluence with Chimney Creek. 

" ( 39) Cacapon, w· est Virginia: the entire river. 
" ( 40) Columbia, 'Vashington: the main stem from Priest Rapids 

Dam to MeN ary Reservoir. 
" ( 41) Guadalupe, Texas: the entire river from its source to New 

Braunfels but excluding Canyon Reservoir. 
"(42) John Day, Oregon: the main stem downstream from North 

Fork and the North Fork downstream from Baldy Creek and Granite 
Creek downstream from Clear Creek. 



42 

" ( 43) Little Missouri, North Dakota : the main stem from Mar­
marth to Garrison Reservoir (Lake Sakakawea). 

"( 44) Loxahatchee, Florida: the entire river including its tributary, 
North Fork. 

" ( 45) Niobrara, Nebraska : the main stem from Antelope Creek to 
Sparks Gauging Station. 

" ( 46) Tangipahoa, Louisiana and Mississippi: the entire river. 
" ( 4 7) White, Colorado and Utah: the entire river. 
" ( 48) Wisconsin, Wisconsin : the main stem from Prairie du Sac­

to the mouth~ 
"(49) Yellowstone, Wyoming and Montana: the main stem from 

Yellowstone Lake to Pompey's Pillar and its tributary, Clark's Fork~ 
"(50) Blackfoot, Montana: the main stem from Landers Fork to 

Milltown Dam. 
" (51) Colorado, Qolora~o and Utah: the main stem from the ~on­

fluence of the Gunmson RIVer to the confluence of the Dolores River 
including the Dolores River below the proposed McPhee Dam but 
excluding the segment from one mile above Highway 90 to the con­
fluence of the San Miguel River. 

" (52) Delta, Alaska: the main stem from its source to Black Rapids. 
" (53) Gulkana, Alaska: the entire river including its tributaries, 

West and Middle Forks. 
" (54) Madison, Montana : the main stem from Earthquake Lake' 

to Ennis Lake. 
" (55) Ogeechee, Georgia: the entire river. · 
"(56) Owyhee, Oregon: the main stem from the Idaho State line 

downstream to the Owyhee Reservoir. Provided however, That the 
authority of the Chief of Engine{lrS to undertake emergency flood 
control work along the Owyhee River under the authority of St'ction 5 
of the Flood Control Act of 1941 (55 Stat. 650), as amended (33 
U.S. C. 70ln), shall not be affected by study of this river. 

" (57) Salt, Arizona: the main stem from its source to Ste·wart 
Mountain Dam. 

"(58) Snake, Wyoming: the main stem from its source to Palisades 
Reservoir, excluding Jackson Lake. Provided l~mJJever, That study of 
this river shall not affect the authority of the Chief of Engineers to 
undertake maintenance work for the flood protection project alon,g the 
Snake River authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1950 ( 64 Stat. 
180), nor shall it affect the authority of the Chief of Engineers to 
undertake emergency flood control work along the Snake River under 
the authority of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1941 (55 Stat. 
650), as amended (33 U.S.C. 70ln). 

" (59) Wenatchee, Washington: entire river, including Lake 
'Wenatchee, and its tributaries, the Chiwawa and ·white Rivers." 

ExECUTrVE Ol'FICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
OFFICI> oF )['>.NAGE1\IENT AND DuooKt\ 

Hon. HENRY M. JAcKSON, 
Washington, D.O., June '21, l9?' it,. 

Ohairman, Oommittee on Interior and Insular AffairB, U.S. Senatet 
WaBhington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your request of May 20, 
1974, for the views of the Office of Management and Budget on 
S. 3022, a bill "To amend the Lower Saint Croix River Act of 1972." 
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The Office of ManageD;Ien~ a~d Budget concurs in the views of the 
Department of the InteriOr m Its report on S. 3022 and accordingly 
we recommend against enactment of this legislation ' • 

Sincerely, · 
. WILFRED H. Ro:!UMEL, 

A8Bi&tant Directm• for LegUilative Refm•enoe. 

u.s. DEPARTl\IEN'l' OF THE ll\TTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

lVa8hington, D.O., ,July 1?3, 19?'3. 
Hon. HENRY J.\:I. JACKSON. 
Ohairman,. Oorrvmittee on Interior and In:sular Affair:s U.S. Senate 

W a8hzngton, D.O. ' ' 
;t)EAR ~fR. C~AIR1\fAN: This responds to the request of your Com­

~Ittee for the VIews ~f this Depat:tme~t on s. 1101, s. 449 and s. 1391, 
b!l.ls to amend th~ Wild ~~d Scemc R1ve:r:s Act by designating certain 
rners for potential addttions to the national wild and scenic rivers 
system. 
W~ have .~o objection to the e~actme.nt of S. 1101 (Au Sable and 

~~amstee Rivers); or S. 1391 (vY1sconsm Rtver). We have no objec­
tiOn to the enactme~t of. S. 449 (Colorado River, Colorado), if 
amended as suggested. m th1s report. · 

Al.l of. the above hills :would a~ end section 5 (a) of the Wild and 
Sce_rnc Rivers :~ct by addmg new rivers to that section, thereby desig­
natm~ th.ose nvers for study for potential addition to the ·wild and 
Scemc Rtvers System. Under th~ terms of the 'Vild and Soonic Rivers 
Act, .the Secretary of the Intenor-and where national forest lands 
are mvolved,, the Secretary of Agriculture--would be required to 
study t~es~ rivers and report to the President and the Congress on 
t~em Withm .10 years from Octobe!' 2, 1968. Priority is to be given to 
river~ most hk~ly to .be ~eveloped.m a way which would render them 
unsmtable for mclusi.on m the vVlld and Scenic Rivers Svstem. 

OJ_le of. the ~tu?y bill~, S. 44~ (Colorado River, Colorado), contains 
speCific t~me hmits dunn~ whiCh the study of th. e river must be com­
pl.eted. We would .be unaole to .comply with such a time requirement 
Without resched~Im~ the. pendmg. ~ild and soonic riYer studies. We 
a:r:e aware of no JUStificatiOn for givmg such prioritv to the Colorado 
R1v~r, and we therefor~ oppose giving such preference to this river. 

We expect that studies of all the above rivers as well as the rivers 
no~v on !h~ section 5 (a) s~udy list, will be co~pleted by October 2. 
19{8. Th1s Is the dau; to wh1ch tl:e Administratio~'s bill, S. 921, would 
extend t~e constructiOn m~ratormm on "stt~dy" nvers provided f?r in 
1~ U.S.C. § 1278 (b). Provided that S. 921 Is enacted. the stndv nvers 
will be protected from the Federal Power Commission's licensin<>' of 
and Feden~l assist!i'nce in. the construction of, waterresource project~ 
for the period dunng: whrch !hey are being studied. 

vVe have the followmg specific comments: 
1. S. 1~01. would add to section 5 (a) : (a) The segment of the Au 

Sable, Mwlngan, downstream :from ~~oot Dam to Oscoda· upstream 
fr_om L~ud Reservoir ~o the _river's source and including it~ principal 
tnbutaries and e~cludm~ .l\~10 and Barnfield Reservoirs; (b) the seg­
n:ent of the Mamstee, Mich1,o.-an, upstream from Manistee Lake to the 
nyer's source and including its principal tributaries and excluding 
T1ppy and Hodenpyl Reservoirs. 
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1Ve have no objection to enactment of this bill. Under the agreement 
between the Department of Agriculture and this Department, leader­
ship of this study would probably be the responsibility of the Depart­
ment of Agriculture, because of the National Forest lands involved. 

2. S. 449 would add to section 5 (a), a segment of the Colorado 
River, Colorado, froin the Colorado-Utah border to a point 12.5 miles 
upstream near the town of Lorna, Colorado, and would require the 
study to be completed and submitted within 1 year of enactment. 1Ve 
believe that the description of this segment refers to air miles, rather 
than miles along the river. A more accurate description would be 
"The segment from the Colorado-Utah border to a point approxi­
mately 20 miles upstream where Pollock Canyon drainage intersects 
the Colorado River." \Ve would have no objection to enactment of 
S. 449, i:f it were amended to clarify this geographic description and 
if section 2, requiring the study to be completed in 1 year, were deleted. 

3. S. 1391 adds to section 5(a), the segment of the Wisconsin River, 
'\Visconsin, from Prairie du Sac, '\Visconsin, to its confluence with the 
Mississippi River at Prairie du Chien, ·wisconsin. We would have no 
objection to enactment of S. 1391. 

The Office of Management and Budget has advised that there is no 
objection to the presentation of this report from the standpoint of 
the Administration's program. 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN Kn.., 

Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 

ExECUTIVE Ol'FICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
OFFICE OF ~\NAGE~IENT AND B-c-DGET, 

Washington, D.O., July 17, 1973. 
Hon. HENRY M .• JACKSON, 
Chairman, Omnrnittee on Interior and I~~ular Affairs, U.S. Senate, 

Washington, D.O. 
DEAR MR. Ca.<\.IR~IAN : This is in response to your nests for the 

views of the Office of Management and Budget on the f owing bills: 
1. S. 449, a bill "To amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 

(82 Stat. 906) bv designating a portion of the Colorado River, Colo­
rado, for study as a potential addition to the national wild and scenic 
rivers svstem" (requested .June 27, 1973) ; 

2. S. '1101, a bill "To amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act by 
designating certain rivers in the State of Michigan for potential addi­
tions to the national wild and scenic rivers system" (requested June 27, 
1973); and, 

3. S. 1391, a bill "To amend}he vyild :tnd Scenic Ri~ers A~t .bY 
designating a segment of the W Isconsm River for potential addition 
to the national wild and scenic rivers system" (requested June 18, 
1973). 

The Office of Management and Budget concurs in the views of the 
Department of the Interior in its rpeort on these bills, and accordingly 
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has no objection to the enactment of S. 1101 and S. 1391. We have no 
objection to the enactment of S. 449 i:f amended as suggested by the 
Department. 

Sincerely, 
\-VILFRED H. RoMMEL, 

Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 

IX. CHANGES IN ExiSTING LAw 

In compliance with subsection ( 4) of Rule XXIX o£ the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, the Committee notes thatthe following ch in 
existing Ia-~v are made by the bill, S. 3022 (existing law propose to be 
omitted is enclosed in black brackets, new matters is printed in italic, 
existing law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman): 

WILD A~"'D SCENIC RIVERS ACT 

Act of October 2, 1968 (82 Stat. 906; 16 U.S.O. 1271-1287) 

* * * *' * * * 
SEc. 4. (a) The Secretary of the Interior or, where national 

forest lands are involved, the Secretary of Agriculture or, in appro­
priate cases, the two Secretaries jointly shall study and submit to the 
President reports on the suitability or nonsuitability for addition to 
the national "'~ld and scenic· rivers system of rivers which are des­
ignated herein or hereafter by the Coi1gress as potential additions to 
such system. The President shall report to the Congress his reeom­
mendations and proposals with respect to the designation of each such 
river or section thereof under this Act. Such studies shall be completed 
and such reports shall be made to the Congress with respect to all 
rivers. named in subparagra Ehs 5 (a) ( 1) through ( 27) of this Act no 
later than October 2, [1978 ;] 1978; with respect to all1-ivers named in 
Bi'..bbparagrapl~A 5(a) (28) thN;ugh (49) of this Act no later than 
October 2, 1979; and with respect to the river named in subparagraph 
5(a) (50) of this Act no later than OctQber 2~ 1975. 

In conducting these studies the Secretary o£ the Interior and the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall give priority to those rivers ( i) with 
respect to which there is the greatest likelihood of developments 
which,if undertaken, would render the rivers unsuitable for inclusion 
in the national wild and scenic rivers [system.] systern, and ( ii) 
which possess the greatest proportion of private lands 1fJithin their 
areaB. Every such study and plan shall be coordinated with any water 
resources planning involving the same river which is being conducted 
pursuant to the Water Resources Planning Act ( 79 Stat. 244; 42 
u.s.a. 1962 et seq.). 

Each l'eport, including maps and illustrations, shall show among 
other things the area included within the report; the characteristics 
which do or do not make the area a worthy addition to the system; 
the current status of land ownership and use in the area; the reason­
ably foreseeable potential uses of the land and water which would be 
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enhanced, foreclosed, or curtailed if the area were included in the 
national wild and scenic rivers system; the Federal agency (which in 
the case of a river which is wholly or substantially within a national 
forest, shall be the Department of Agriculture) by which it is pro­
posed the area, should it be added to the system, be administered· the 
extent to which it is proposed that such administration, including the 
costs thereof, ?e shared by State and local agencies; and the estimated 
cost to the Umted States of acquiring necessary lands and interests in 
land and of administering the area, should it be added to the system. 
Each such report shall be printed as a Senate or House document. 

* * * * * * * 
. SEc: ?· (a) The following rivers are hereby designated for poten-

tial additiOn to the national wild and scenic rivers system: 
(1) Allegheny, Pennsylvania; The segment from its mouth to the 

town of Easy Brady, Pennsylvania. 
(2) Bruneau, Idaho: The entire main stem. 
( 3) Buffalo, Tennessee: The entire river. 
(4) qhattooga, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia : The 

entire river. 
. (5) Clarion,, Pennsylvania: The segment between Ridgeway and 
Its confluence with the Allegheny River. 

(6) Delaware, Pennsylvania and New York: The segment from 
Hancock, New York, to Matamoras, Pennsylvania. 

(7) Flathead, Montana: The North Fork from the Canadian border 
downstream to its confluence with the Middle Fork· the Midle Fork 
from its headwaters to its confluence with the South Fork· and the 
South Fork from its origin to Hungry Horse Reservoir. ' 

(8) Gasconade, Missouri: The entire river. 
( 9) Illinois, Oregon: The entire river. 
(10) Little Beaver, Ohio: The segment of the North and Middle 

~orks of. t~~ Little Beaver River in Columbiana County from a point 
m the VICinity of Negley and Elkton, Ohio, downstream to a point 
in the vicinity of East Liverpool, Ohio. · 
. (11) Littl~ Mia~i, O?io: ~hat segment of the main stem of the 

river, exclusiv~ of Its tributaries, .from a point at the Warren-Cler­
mont County hne at Loveland, Ohw, upstream to the sources of Little 
Miami including North Fork. · 

(12) Maumee, Ohio an~ Indiana: The main stem from Perrysburg, 
Ohw, to Fort Wayne, Indiana, exclusive of its tributaries in Ohio and 
inclusive of its tributaries in Indiana. 

(13) Missouri, Montana: The segment between Fort Benton and 
Ryan Island. 

( 14) Moyle, Idaho : The segment from the Canadian border to its 
confluence with the Kootenai River. 

(15) Obed, Tennessee: The entire river and its tributaries Clear 
Creek and Daddys Creek. ' 

( 16) Penobscot, Maine: Its east and west branches. 
( 17) Pere Marquette, Michigan: The entire river. 
(18) Pine Creek, Pennsylvania: The segment from Ansonia to 

Waterville. 
(19) Priest, Idaho: The entire main stem. 
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(20) Rio Grande, Texas: The portion of the river between the 
west boundary of Hudspeth County and the east boundary of Terrell 
·County on the United States side of the river. Provided, That before 
undertaking any study of this potential scenic river, the Secretary of 
the Interior shall deteriUine, through the channels m appropriate 
executive agencies, that Mexico has no objection to its being included 
among the studies authorized by this Act. 

(21) Saint Croix, Minnesota and Wisconsin: The segment between 
the dam near Taylors Falls and its confluence with the Mississippi 
River. 

( 22) Saint Joe, Idaho : The entire main stem. 
( 23) Salmon, Idaho: The segment from the town of North Fork to 

its confluence \vith the Snake River. 
( 24) Skagit, Washington : The segment from the town of Mount 

Vern on to and including the mouth of Bacon Creek; the Cascade 
River between its mouth and the junction of its North and South 
Forks; the South Fork to the boundary of the Glacier Peak Wilder­
.ness Area; the Suiattle River from its mouth to the Glacier Peak 
Wilderness Area boundary at Milk Creek; the Sauk River and its 
mouth to its junction with Elliott Creek; the North Fork of the Sauk 
River from its junction with the South Fork of the Sauk to the Glacier 
Peak Wilderness Area boundary. 

(25) Suwannee, Georgia and Florida: The entire river from its 
·source in the Okefenokee Swamp in Georgia to the gulf and the out­
lying Ichetucknee Springs, Florida. 

(26) Upper Iowa, Iowa: The entire river. 
(27) Youghiogheny, Maryland and Pennsylvania: The segment 

from Oakland, Maryland, to the Youghiogheny Reservoir, and from 
the Y oughiogheny Dam downstream to the town of Connellsville, 
Pennsylvania. 
· (28) Au Sable, Michigan: The segment downstream from Foot 
Dam to Oscoda and upstream from Loud Reseruoir to its source in­
cluding .its principal tributaries and ewcluding Mio and Bamfteld 
Reservmrs . 

(29) jJfanistee, Michigan: The entire river from its source to Man­
istee Lake, including its principal tributaries and ewcluding Tippy 
.and H odenpyl Reservoirs. 
. (30) Wisconsin, Wisconsin: The segment from Prairie du Sac to 
2ts confluence with the Mississippi River at Prairie du Chien. 

(31) West Fork of the Sipsey Fork, Alabama: The segment, in­
cluding. its tributaries, from the impoundment formed by the Lewis· 
M. Sm~th Dam upstream to its source in the William B. Bankhead 
National Forest. 

(32) Oq,haba, Alabama: The segment from its junction with United 
States H2ghway 31 south of Birmingham downstream to its junction 
with United States Highway 80 west of Selma. 

(33) Kettle, Minnesota: The entire segment within the State of 
Minnesota. 

(34) Upper Mississippi, Minnesota: The segment from its so·urce at 
the outlet of Itasca Lake to its junction with the northwestern bound­
ary of the city of Anoka. 
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(35) American, California: The North Fork from Mountain 
ill eadow Lake to the Auburn Reservoir and the lower 7.5 miles of the 
NorthFork of the NorthFork. 

(36) Tuolumne, California: The main river from its source on 
jJf ount Dana ·and Mount Lyell in Yosemite National Park to Don 
Pedro Reservoir. 

(37) Illinois, Arkansas and Oklahoma: The entire river from Ten­
killer Ferry Reservoir upstream to its source, including the Flint and 
Barren Fork Creeks and emcluding Lake Frances. 

(38) Shepaug, Connecticut: The entire river. 
(39) Colorado, Colorado and Utah: The segment from its con­

f'uence with the Dolores River, Utah, upstream to a point 19.5 miles 
from the Utah-Colorado border in Colorado. 

(40) Gunnison, Colorado: The segment from the upstream (south­
ern) boundary of the Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monu­
ment to its conf'uence with theN orth Fork. 

(41~ Los ~inos, Colorado: The segment from its source, including 
the tnbutanes and headwaters within the San Juan Primitive Area 
to the northern boundary of the Granite Peak Ranch. ' 

(42) Big Thompson, Colorado: The segment from its source to the 
boundary of Rocky Mountain National Park. 

(43) Green, Colorado: The entire segment within the State of 
Colorado. 

(44) Conejos, Colorado: The three forks from their sources to their 
confluence, thence the Conejos to its first junction with State High­
way 17, emcluding Platoro Rese'l'Voir. 

(45) Elk, Colorado: The segment from its source to OZark. 
(46) Oache la Poudre, Colorado: Both forks from their sources to 

their confluence, thence the Oache la Poudre to the eastern boundary of 
Roosevelt National Forest. 

(47) Piedra, Colorado: The Middle Fork and East Fork from their 
sources to their confluence, thence to the Piedra its junction with 
Colorado Highway 160, including the tributaries and headwaters on 
national forest lands. 

(48) Encampment, Colorado: The Main Fork and West Fork to 
their confluence, thence the Encampment to the Colorado-Wyoming 
border, including the tributaries and headwaters. 

(49) Yampa, Colorado: The segment within the boundaries of the 
Dinosaur National M owwment. 

(50) Dolores, Colorado: The segment from the west boundary, sec­
tion 93, township 38 north, range 16 west, NMPM, below the proposed 
McPhee Dam, downstream to the Colorado-Utah border, emcluding 
the segment from one mile (J)bove Highway 90 to the confluence of the 
San Miguel River,- the segment of the main stem from Rico upstream 
to its source, including its headwaters; and the West Dolores from its 
source, including its headwaters, downstream to its confluence with the 
main stem ...• 
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LOWER SAINT CROIX RIVER ACT OF 1972 

Act of October 935, 19793, 86 Stat. 117 4 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 

United States of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may 
be cited as the "Lower Saint Croix River Act of 1972". 

SEc~ 2. Section 3(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (82 Stat. 
907; 16 U.S.C. 1274(a)) is ame~ded by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 

"(9) LOWER SAINT CROIX, MINNESOTA AND WrscoNSIN.-The seg­
ment between the dam near Taylors Falls and its confluence with the 
Mississippi River: Provided, (i) That the upper twenty-seven miles 
of this river segment shall be administered by the Secretary of the 
Interior; and ( ii) That the lower twenty-five miles shall be designated 
by the Secretary upon his approval of an application for such 
designation made by the Governors of the States of Minnesota and 
Wisconsin." 

SEc. 3. The Secretary of the Interior shall, within one year following 
the date of enactment of this Act, take, with respect to the Lower Saint 
f'~··oix River segment, such action asis provided for under section 3 (b) 
of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act: Provided, That (a) the actwn 
required by such section shall be undertaken jointly by the Secretary 
and the appropriate agencies of the affected States; (b) the develop­
men~ plan required by sn~h section _shall be construed to be a compre­
hensive master plan whiCh shall mclude, but not be limited to a 
determination of the_l~nds, waters, and interests therein to be acquir~d, 
developed, and admimstered by the agencies or political subdivisions 
of the affecte~ ~tates_; and (c) such development plan shall provide 
fo~ State ~dmi.mstratwn of the lower twenty-five miles of the Lower 
Samt Croix RIVer segment and for continued administration by the 
St.ates of Min~esot~ a:r:d Wisconsin of such State parks and fish hatch­
«:nes as now he withm the twenty-seven-mile segment to be admin­
Istered by the Secretary of the Interior. 

SEc. 4. Notwithstanding any provision of the ·wild and Scenic Riv­
ers 4-c~ which limits acquisition authority within a river segment to be 
admimstered by a Federal agency, the States of Minnesota and Wis­
co~sin may acquire within the twenty-seven-mile segment of the Lower 
Samt. Croix River segment to be administered by the Secretary of the 
InteriOr such lands as may be proposed for their acquisition develop­
ment, operation, and maintenance pursuant to the develop~ent plan 
required by section 3 of this Act. 

~Ec. 5. Nothing in this ~ct shall be deemed to impair or otherwise 
affect such st~tutor;v authonty as may be vested in the Secretary of the 
lJ~partment m winch th~ Coast Guard is operating or the Secretary 
?f the Army for the mamtenance of navigation aids and navigation 
Improvements. 
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SEc. 6 (a) Thl'lre are .authorized to be appropriated such sums as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act, but not to 
exceed [$7,275,000) $19,000,000 fo:r,- the acquisition and development 
of lands and interests therein within the boundaries of the twenty­
seven-mile segment of the Lower Saint Croix River segment to be ad-
ministered by the Secretary of the Interior. . 

(b) No funds otherwise authorized to be appropriated by this sec­
tion shall be expended by the Secretary of the Interior until he has 
determined that the States of Minnesota and Wisconsin have initiated 
such land acquisition and development as may be proposed pursuant 
to the development plan required by section 3 of this Act, and in no 
event shall the Secretary of the Interior expend more than $2,550,000 
of the funds authorized to be appropriated by this section in the first 
fiscal year following completion of the development plan required by 
section 3 of this Act. The balance of funds authorized to be appropri­
ated by this section shall be expended by the Secretary of the Interior 
at such times as he finds that the States of Minnesota and Wisconsin 
have made satisfactory progress in their implementation of the devel­
opment plan required by section 3 of this Act. 

0 



93o CoNGRESS } HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES { REPORT 
2d Session No. 93-1645 

AMENDING THE WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ACT 

DECEMBER 19, 1974.-0rdered to be printed 

Mr. TAYLOR o:f North Carolina, :from the committee o:f conference, 
submitted the :following 

CONFERENCE REPORT 
[To accompany S. 3022] 

The committee o:f conference on the disagreeing votes o:f the two 
Houses on the amendments o:f the House to the Bill (S. 3022) to 
amend the "Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (82 Stat. 906), as amended, to 
designate segments o:f certain rivers :for possible inclusion in the Na­
tional Wild and Scenic Rivers System; to amend the Lower Saint 
Croix River Act o:f 1972 (86 Stat. 1174), and for other purposes, hav­
ing met, after :full and :free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses as :follows: 

That the Senate recede :from its disagreement to the amendments o:f 
the House and agree to the same with an amendment as :follows : 

In lieu o:f the matter propo3ed to be inserted by the House amend­
ment insert the :following: 

That the Wild and Scenir Ricers Act (82 Stat. 906), as amended, is 
further amended as follmtJs: .. 

(a) In subsection (a) of sel'tion 5 after paragraph (27) insert the 
following new paragraphs: . 

"(28) American, California: 7'/le North Fork jr01n the Cedars to 
the A ?tburn ReservoiT. 

" ( 29) Au S(tble, jjf ichi,qan: The segment downstream from, Foot 
Dam to Oscoda and upstream from Lmtd ReservoiT to its souTce, in­
eluding its principal tributaries and ewcluding .1/io and Bamfield 
Reservoirs. 

"(30) Big Thompson, Colorado: The segment from its souTce to the 
boundary of Roclcy Jlf ountatn National Park. 
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"(31) (}ache la Poudte, Oolorwlo: Both fo1'l~s from thei?· .oources to 
thei,1• confluence, thence the Cache la Poudre to the eastern bo-undary 
of Hooser•elt National Forest. . . . . . 

7 
• 

"(32) Cahaba, Alabama: 1'he segment from zts JUnotwn 'L?ltl~ u nz~ed 
States H£ghway $1 .wuth of Birmingham downstream to ds J1tnctwn 
wUh United States Highway 80 west of Selma. . 

"(83) Clades Fm·k, JV1Joming: The .~egrnent from the OZark s Fork 
Canyon to tlw Omndalz'Oreek Br~dge. n . . 

"(34) (]olorado, (!olora~lo and utah: 1 he segment fr?m ztg :;onf!u­
ence 1oith the Dolm·c.<~ R<tJt'1', Utah, upstream to a poznt V.o mdes 
from the Utah-{}olorarlo border in Colorado. . . 

'; (.'35) Conejos, Uolomdo: ~'he .three {orks fr~m tl~eu· s~urc~Q to 
thei1• oonf/;uence, thenee the (, oneJOs to <ts fiPst yunctwn 1mth "'tate 
High1Day 17 excluding Platoro Rese1··voir. 

"(36) gn~: f}olorado: The 8C[J11W1tt from its sow·ce to (]lark. 
"(87) Encmnpment, Colorado: The 1lfain ForTe and lVest f'm·k. to 

theiP con:jl1wnea, thence the gncau<pment to the Colorado-ll ymmng 
borde1', including the trilmta;ies an~l head1oaten. . . 

"(38) Green, Oolorado: 1/w cnhre segment 1mtlwn the State of 
Colorado. 

"(39) (}unnison, Colo1•ado: The segnwnt frmn ~he up!tT~am (south­
ern) boundary of tlw Bl~r-1.: Cany_on of ~he Gunn1son Natwnal.~/on·u.­
mPnt to its conflnncr·e 1.cdl1 tl1e LV odh Ji m-k. 

''(40) Illinois, Oldalwma: The segment frmn 1'et;kille1: Ferry R~a­
ervoi·r 1tpstremn to the Arl.:miMls-0/dahorna bor·der, mcludmg the Fl~nt 
and Bm·ren Fm·lc Oredcs. 

'' (41) ,! olin !Jay, Oregon: The main 8tmn frmn Ser'L~iee ~}reel.: J!ridge 
'(at 1'i11eT 1nile !57) .downstrem;1 to Tv:JmvateJ• Falls _(at:rn•m• m~le 10). 

"(42) Kettle, Jhnnesota: The entu·e segment wdktn tlw State of 
Jiinne,~otct. 

"US) Los Pinog, (]olorado: T~te ~egment from its so.ur?~' including 
tl1e tributarie8 and hearhnate1w 11nthzn the San Juan Pnm~ttve Area, to 
the northern boundary of the Granite Peak Ranch. . 

"(44) 111 ani8tee, Jl iohigan: The entire r{vel' frmn its source toM_ am-
8tee Lake, iadudinq it8 pr{ncipal tributm·ics and ervcludiny Tzppy 
and ll odenpyl Re8er··uoirs. . . . 

"(45) ll/oliolmckey, Ten~&r~ssee and North Oaroltna: The ent~Pe mazn 
stem. 

"(46) Owyhee, South FoP!.~, Oregon: The main st~m from the 
Oregon-/ daho border downst1·eam to the Owyhee Reservmr. 

"(47) Piedra, Colomdo: The Middle Fo~k and I[asp Fo~k fr~m 
their sources to their confluence, thence the P~edra to zts yunctwn 1.mth 
Colorado Highway 160, including the tPibutaries and headwaters on 
national forest lands. 

" ( 48) Shepaug, Connecticut: The entire Piver. 
"(49) Sipsey Fork, West Fork, Alabama: The segmen~, includit;g 

its t1'ibuta1'ies, from the impoundment formed by the Lewts M. Smzth 
Dam upstream to its source in the William B. Banlehead National 
Forest. 

" (50) Snake, Wyoming: The segment from phe southern b~undaPies 
of Teton National Park to the entrance to Palzsades Rese1·vozr. 

"(51) Sweet'tDateP, Wyoming: The segment from Wilson Bar 
dmonstream to Spring (]reek. 
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"(52) Tuolumne, (]alifMnia: The main Piver from its source on 
Mount Dana and Mount Lyell in Yosemite National Park to Don 
Pedro Reservoir. 

"(53) Upper Mhsissippi, Minnesota: The segment from its source 
at t'he outlet of Itasca Lake to its ;junction with the northwestern 
bowndary of the city of .Anoka. 

" (54) W i8oonsin, W iscomin: The segment from Prairie du Sac to 
its confluence with the Mississippi River at Pmirie du Ohien. 

"(55) Yampa, Colorado: The segment 1.oithin the boundaPies of the 
Dinosaur N ationalM onument. · 

"(56) Dolores, Oolorado: The segment of tlw main stem from Rico 
upstream to its source, including its headwaters/ the West Dolores 
from its source, including its headwaters, downstream to its confluence 
with the main stem,- and the segment from the west boundary, sec­
tion 1J, township 38 north, range 16 west NMP.~!, belo1o the proposed 
..~! cPhee Dam, dowmtream to the Oolorado-Utah border, ewcluding the 
segment from one mile above Highway 90 to the confluence of the San 
Miguel River." 

(b) / n section 5 re-letter subsections (b) and (c) as (c) and (d), 
respectively, and insert a new subsection (b), as follows: 

"(b} (1) The studies of rivers named in subparagraphs (1J8) 
through (55) ofsubaeotion (a) of this section shall be completed 
and reports thereon submitted by not later than October 1J, 1979: 
Provided, That 1nith respect to the rivers named in subparagraphs 
(33), (50), and (51), the Secretaries shall not commence any 
studies until ( i) the State legislature has acted with respect to 
such Pivers OJ' ( ii) one year from the date of enactment of th.is 
Act, whichever is earlier. 

"(1J) The studr of the river named in subparagraph (56) of 
subsection (a) o. tMs section shall be completed and the report 
thereon submitted by not later than January 3,1976. 

"(8) There are authorised to be appropriated for the purpose 
of conducting the studies of the rivers named in subparagraphs 
(~8) th h (56) au<Jh sum~ as may be necessary, but not more 
tJum. ' • 

(c) In claUIJe ( i) of aubsection (b) of section 7 strike the final 
comma and the follo1oing word "and" and insert in lieu thereof a eolon 
and the following proviso: "Pro·vided, That if any Act designating 
any river or Pivers for potential addition to the national wild and 
scenic Pivers system pro1:ides a pe1iod for the study or studies which 
emceeds such three complete fiscal year period the period provided for 
in such Act shall be substituted for the three complete fiscal year 
period in the provisions of thia ola'UBe ( i); and''. 

(d) In the fourth sentence of subsectwn (a) of 8ection 4: 
· ( 1) between "rivers" and "with" insert" ( i) ",and 

(1J) stPike "system." and insat in lieu thereof "system, and ( ii) 
which p08ses the greateat proportion of private landa within their 
areas". 

SEc. 1J. Subsection (a) of section 6 of the Lower Saint Oroiw River 
.Act of 197~ (86 Stat. 1174) is amended by deleting "$7,1J75,000" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "$19,000,000". 

H.R. 1645 
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And the House agree to the same. 
RoY A. TAYLOR, 
HAROLD T. JoHNSoN, 
TENo RoNCALIO, 
J. SKUBITZ, 
SAM STEIGER, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
HENRY M. JACKSON' 
FLoYD K. HAsKELL, 
HowARD M. METZENBAUM, 
CLIFFORD P. HANSEN' 
MARK 0. HATFIELD, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
H.R. 1645 

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE 
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 

The managers on the part of the Senate and the House at the con­
ference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendment 
of the House to the bill (S. 3022) to amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act ( 82 Stat. 906), as amended, to designate segments of certain 
rivers for possible inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System; to amend the Lower Saint Croix River Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 
1174); and for other purposes, submit the following joint statement 
to the Senate and to the House in explanation of the effect of the 
action agreed upon by the managers and recommended in the accom­
panying conference report. 

The House amendment to the text of the bill struck out all of the 
Senate bill after the enacting clause and inserted a substitute text. 

The Senate recedes from its disagreement to the amendment of the 
House with an amendment which is a substitute for the Senate bill and 
the House amendment. The differences between the Senate bill, the 
House amendment, and the substitute agreed to in conference, except 
for minor drafting changes of a purely technical nature, are noted 
below. 

STUDY OF POTENTIAL CO~IPONENTS OF THE NATIONAL WILD AND SCENIC 
RIVERS SYSTEM 

The first section of both the Senate bill and the House amendment 
would amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (82 Stat. 906) to desig­
nate certain rivers or segments thereof for study to determine whether 
they should be added, by subsequent legislation, to the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System established by that Act. The Senate bill 
would designate twenty-five rivers in eleven States and the House 
amendment thirteen rivers in ten States. The conference report desig­
nates twentv-nine rivers in thirteen States. 

Included ln subsection (a) of section 1 of the conference report are 
all nine of the rivers which would be designated by both the Senate bill 
and the House amendment. These rivers are the American, California; 
Au Sable, Michigan; Cahaba, Alabama; Colorado, Colorado and 
Utah; Kettle, Minnesota; Manistee, Michigan; West Fork of the Sip­
sey Fork, Alabama; Tuolumne, California; and Wisconsin, Wiscon­
sin. The Senate bill provided for somewhat longer segments in the 
case of two of these rivers-the American (from Cedars to Mountain 
Meadow Lake and the lower 7.5 miles of the North Fork of the North 
Fork) and the Colorado (the thirty-six mile stretch in Utah from 
the Colorado-Utah border downstream to its confluence with the Do­
lores River)-than did the House amendment. The conferees agreed 
to the Colorado segment as designated in the Senate bill and the 
American segment as designated in the House amendment. 

H.R. 1645 
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Second, the conferees agreed to include in subsection (a) of sec­
tion 1 sixteen rivers contained in the Senate bill, but omitted from the 
House amendment: the Illinois, Oklahoma; John Day and South 
Fork Owyhee, Oregon; Shepaug, Connecticut; Upper Mississippi, 
Minnesota; and eleven rivers in Colorado--the Big Thompson, Cache 
la Poudre, Conejos, Elk, Encampment, Green, Gunnison, Los Pinos, 
Piedra, Yampa and Dolores. The Conferees did however, agree to 
limit the Illinois River segment to that portion within Oklahoma and 
to delete that portion in Arkansas which would be designated for study 
under the Senate bill. 

Third, subsection (a) of section 1 of the conference report includes 
four rivE>rs designated in the House amendment but absent from the 
Senate bill : the N olichuckey in Tennessee and North Carolina and 
three rivers in ·wyoming: Clarks Fork, Snake, and Sweetwater. In 
the case of the three Wyoming rivers, however, the conferees agreed 
to provide the State legislature with the opportunity to act upon 
the recent recommendations of the Wyoming Stream Preservation 
Feasibility Study Committee. In particular, the conferees added a 
proviso stating that "with respect to the rivers named in subpara­
graphs (33), (50), and (51), the Secretaries shall not commence any 
studies until ( i) the State legislature has acted with respect to such 
rivers or (ii) one year from the date of enactment of this Act, which­
ever is earlier." 

TIME PERIODS AND AUTHORIZATIONS FOR THE RIVER STUDIES 

Clause ( 1) of subsection (b) of the Senate bill concerns the time 
period in which the twenty-six river studies are to be conducted. This 
clause would amend section 4 (a) of the ·wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
to provide that twenty-five of the studies are to be completed by 
October 2, 1979. The twenty-sixth study-that of the Dolores-would 
be required to be· completed by October 2, 1975. The reasons for the 
early date on this river study are set forth in full on pages 27, 28 
and 31 of Report No. 93-1207 accompanying the Senate bill. 

The House amendment provided for a one year shorter study, 
concluding on October 2, 1978. The conferees agreed that although 
the four year study period in the House amendment might be suf­
ficient to complete the thirteE>n river studies provided for in that 
amendment, the longer five year period would be necessary for the 
twenty-nine studies required by the conference report. 

The con~erees, therefore, agreed to adopt as clauses (b) (1) and 
~2) of sedi~:m 1 of the c.onfe_rence report language amending section 
0 o~ the Wild and Scemc RIVers Act t? provide for a study period 
endmg on October 2, 1978, for twenty-eight of the rivers and ending 
on January 3, 1974, for the Dolores. (The Dolores study was moved 
fro~n October 7, 1975, to .January 3, 1976, to insure a full year's study 
period.) 

Section 2 of the House amendment provided for a $975 000 au­
thorization for the study ?f the thirteen rivers designated' in that 
amendment. The Senate bill had no specific authorization for the 
study of the twen~y-~ve ~ivers it designated for study. The conferees 
a.greed. ~o the :prmciple m th~ House amendment of an authoriza­
tiOn cellmg, adJusted for the Sixteen more rivers to be studied under 
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the conference report than under the House amendment. Therefore, 
the conferees agreed to provide in clause (3) of subsection (b) of sec­
tion 1 of the conference report an authorization ceiling of $2,175,000. 

The decision to adopt a longer study period than the automatic three 
fiscal year period provided in section 7 (b) of the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act necessitated the inclusion in subsection (c) of section 1 of 
the conference report the Senate bill's subsection 1 (c). This subsection 
would amend subsection 7 (b) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act by 
adding a proviso that where any Act which designates additional study 
rivers also establishes a different study time period than the three 
fiscal year period required by section 7 (b) the different period pre­
vails. This would eliminate any conflict between the conference re­
port's provisions calling for a five year study period and the ·wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act's provisions establishing three fiscal year study 
periods. It would also remove any ambiguity which may result from 
any future Acts establishing different study periods for study rivers 
which those Acts designate. 

PRIORITY OF RIVERS STUDIED 

Subsection (d) of section 1 of the conference report is identical to 
section 1 (b) ( 2) of the Senate bill. The purpose of subsection (d) is 
to shorten the period of uncertainty landowners would experience 
when the rivers along which they live or work are designated for study 
under the ·wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

Subsection ( 4) (a) of the ·wild and Scenic Rivers Act, as amended 
by the Act of :May 10, 197 4 ( 88 Stat. 122), establishes a basis for deter­
mining the order in which rivers are to be studied. The fourth sentence 
of the subsection provides that "In conducting these studies the Sec­
retary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture shall give 
priority to those rivers with respect to which there is the greatest like­
lihood of developments, which, if undertaken, would render the rivers 
unsuitable for inclusion in the national wild and scenic rivers system." 

Subsection (d) would amend that sentence by providing a second 
basis for determining priority: early consideration is also to be given 
those rivers "which possess the greatest proportion of private lands 
within their areas". This basis for establishing priority would insure 
that those studies involving river segments which have a great number 
of private lando,vners along their borders will be completed quickly. 
Th1s will serve to reduce the period of uncertainty landowners would 
otherwise experience while the study is being conducted and the Presi­
dent's recommendations determined. 

A::IIE~DING THE LOWER ST. CROIX RIVER ACT OJ<' 1972 

Section 2 of the ronference report amends section 6 of the Lower 
Saint Croix Rivrr Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 1174) by increasin()' from 
$7,275,000 to $19,000,000 the authorization for the acquisition :nd de­
velopment of land and interests therein along the 27 mile segment 
of the Lower Sai'nt Croix River to be administered by the Secretary 
of the Inte_rior. This ~uthorization increase will permit the Natiomtl 
Park Service to acqmre the necessary land and interests in land to 
provide the degree of protection to the 'Federal segment of the wild and 

H.!!. 1G1G 
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scenic river which was intended in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and 
the Lower Saint Croix River Act of 1972. 

This section 2 is identical to section 2 of the Senate bill and has the 
identical result of increasing the authorization by $11,725,000 as that 
of. H.R. 12960 which has been reported by the House Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

RoY A. TAYLOR, 
HAROLD T. JOHNSON, 

TENo RoNCALro, 
J. SKUBITZ, 
SAM STEIGER, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
HENRY M. JACKSON' 
FLOYD K. HAsKELL, 
HowARD M. METzENBAuM, 

CLIFFORD P. HANSEN' 
MARK 0. HATFIELD, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
H.R. 164o 
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93n CoNGREss } HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES { REPORT 
f!dSession No. 93-1359 

AMENDING THE WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ACT (82 
STAT. 906), AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES 

SEPTEMBER 17, 1974.- Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union and ordered to he printed 

Mr. HALEY, from the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,. 
submitted the following 

REPORT 
[To accompany H.R. 14791] 

The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, to whom was re­
ferred the bill (H.R. 14791) to amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
( 82 Stat. 906) , and for other purposes, having considered the same, 
report favorably thereon with amendments and recommend that the 
bill as amended do pass. 

The amendments are as follows : 
Page 3, following line 4, insert the following new paragraph and 

renumber the succeeding paragraph accordingly: 
(39) Tuolumne River, California: The main river from its 

sources on Mount Dana and Mount Lyell in Yosemite N a­
tiona} Park to Don Pedro Reservoir. 

Page 3, beginning on line 8, strike out all of sections 2 and 3 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following : 

Sec. 2. Section 5 of the Act of October 2, 1968 (82 Stat. 
910) as amended, is further amended by relettering subsec­
tions (b) and (c) as (c) and (d), respectively and inserting 
a new subsection (b) as follows: '(b) The studies of rivers in 
subparagraphs (28) through (40) of subsection 5(a) shall be 
completed and reports thereon submitted by not later than 
October 2, 1978, and in accordance with the provisions of 
section 4(a) of this Act. For the purpose of conducting such 
studies, there are authorized to be appropriated such sums 
as may be necessaary, but not more than $975,000.' 

PuRPOSE 

The purpose of H.R. 14791, as amended, is to provide for the study 
of 13 potential river components of the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System. 

38-006 
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This omnibus bill is the outgrowth ~f numerous ~ndividual pro­
posals which were re:fer~ed to tl;e 9o:nrrutt~ on Interior ~nd Ins_ular 
Affairs. The bills proposmg the mdividual rivers to be studied are. 

American, California-H.&. 4326 by Representative John-
son of California. . 

Au Sable Michigan-H.&. 134 by Representative Ceder-
her!! and H.R. 1679 by Representative Ruppe. . 

Cahaba, Alabama-H.R. 2307 by RepresentatiVe ~lowers. 
Clarks Fork, "\Vyoming-H.R. 8501 by Representative Ron-
calio of ·wyoming. 

Colorado, Colorado-H.R. 2848 by Representative Johnson 
of Colorado. . 

Kettle, Minnesota-H.R. 8549 by Representath:e Blatmk. 
Mnnistee Michigan-H.R. 134 by Representative Ceder­

berg and IlR. 1679 by Representative Ruppe:. 
Nolichuckey, Tennessee and North Carolma-II.R. 10771 

bv Representative Quillen. 
v Sipsey .Fork, the 'West Fork, Alabam!1-H.R. 8643 by Rep-

resentatives Jones of Alabama and Bevill. 
Snake, vVyoming-H.R. 8578 by Representative Roncalio 
~w~~ . 

Sweetwater, "Wyoming-II.R. 8577 by Representative 
Roncalio of 'Vyoming. 

Tuolumne California-II.H. 13017 by Representatives Mc-
Fall, Mathi~s of California and Johnson of Calif~rnia. 

"\Visconsin, 'Visconsin-H.R. 5419 by Representatives Kas­
tenmeier and Thomson of "Wisconsin. 

BACKGROUND 

Under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 8 rivers were designated 
as the initial components of the system and 27 were included for de­
tailed studv. Since that time, two study rivers (Lower St. Croix and 
the Chattooga) have been included in the System by the Congress; 
three have been recommended for administration by the States in­
volved (Little Miami, Upper ~owa; and Suwanee) and !wo have 
received neO'ative recommendatiOns (Allegheny and Clanon). All 
other studie; are in varying stag;es of com_pleti<?n. It is anticipate~ that 
most, if not all, of the authonzed studies will be completed m the 
foreseeable future. 

Under the provisions of the basic Act, these studies must include: 
A description of the area included within any proposed wild 

and scenic river, 
The characteristics, if any, which qualify it :for inclusion in the 

system, 
The land ownership patterns in the area and the manner in 

which these lands are used, 
The :foreseeable uses of the area and its resources which would . 

be enhanced, :foreclosed or curtailed if the river were to be added 
to the system, 

The proposed administering agency of the area and a statement 
concerning the prospects for State and local agencies to share in 
financing the administrative costs involved, and 

I 
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The estimated land acquisition and administrative costs 
anticipated. 

'Vith this detailed information, it was believed that the Congress 
could properly evaluate the merits of each proposed addition to the 
System and consider all of t~ conflicting demands and needs before 
making a final determination as to the highest and best uses of the land 
and water resources involved. 

After a study is completed, the Act provides that it be forwarded 
to the Congress for review and :for possible legislative action. Rivers 
become components ~:f the syst~ll_l either by authorization by the Con­
gress or ?Y Secretal'lal recogr:Itlon of a component administered by 
!1 State ( m the la~ter case no direct Fe.deral funds are invested). Dur­
mg the st_udy periOd, no :federally assisted o. r licensed water develop­
ment proJects which wonld be adverse to the designation of the se~­
Il!e.nt as a scenic !iver maY: be initiated; however, sin.ce no land acqm­
~ItiOn program IS auth~n~ed or contemplated unt1l further action 
IS taken ~y Congress, ex1sbng uses of the area involved in the study 
area contmue. 

I£ the study indicates that the river area qualifies £or inclusion in 
the system, then after receiving comments from the affected States 
and Federal agencies, a recommendation may be transmitted to the 
Congress for consideration and action. On ·the other hand if the 
s~udy results in ~ negative reco:r:nmendation then the Congt;ess has 
SIX months to review the conclusiOns before the moratorium on fed­
e~·ally assisted or licensed projects terminates. In providing that a 
r1ver-;:or a segment. of 3: river-be studied for possible inclusion in 
the 1~ 1ld and Scemc R.1vers System, the Congress makes no final 
commitm~nt on the ments of the proposal. It merely acknowledges 
that the river may qualify for possible future inclusion after all rele­
vant :f~~ts are know~1 and alternative uses are considered. Before 
authonzmg the relatively modest sums required for the studies in­
volved, the Congress attempts to ascertain whether a river miO"ht 
reas<;mal?ly b~ exp~cted to meet the high standards which wo;;ld 
qualify It for mcluswn. 

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY OF H.R. 14217 

J:ast year, pub!ic hearings were held on several of the proposals 
whiC_h have been mcorporated into H.R. 14217. Later, furtherpublic 
hearmg~ were held on other components included in the bill before 
any act~on was taken by the Subcommittee on National Parks and 
Hec~at10n. All of the river areas involved in H.R. 14217 seem to be 
r?latlvely n~m-cont~ov~;~rsial. While hearings were held on many other 
~IVer areas, If an;y s1gmficant controversy seemed to exist they were not 
mcluded in the omnibus bill. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 

Section 1 .amends the study section of the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
~ct to provide for th~ stud;y of 13 ~dditi?na~ rivers, or segments of 
nyers, for future consideratiOn for mclus10n m the Wild and Scenic 
R~ve~s System. The rivers are : American, California; Au Sable, 
M1eh1gan; Cahaba, Alabama; Clarks Fork, Wyoming; Colorado, 
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Colorado; Kettle, Minnesota; Manistee, Michigan; N olichuckey, Ten­
nessee and North Carolina~ Sipsey Fork, Alabama; Snake, Wyoming; 
Sweetwater, 'Wyoming; 'Tuolumne, California; and Wisconsin. 
Wisconsin. 

Section 2 requires the studies to be completed and the reports thereon 
submitted to the Congress no later than October 2, 1978. For the pur­
pose of conducting these studies, an appropriation of $975,000 js 
authorized. 

CoMMITTEE AMENDMENTs 

The inclusion of the Tuolumne River in California to the study list, 
the requirement that study reports on these 13 rivers be transmitted to 
the Congress no later than October 2, 1978. and limitation of author­
ized appropriations to no more than $975,000 are amendments to the 
basic bill recommended by the Committee. 

CosT 

It is difficult to make a precise estimate of the costs involved in this 
legislation. Each river involves a different set of circumstances. In 
some cases, much of the land is in Federal ownership so that the result­
ino- studies are simplified. In others, the stretch of river to be studied 
m;y involve a great diversity of uses along many miles of river so that 
the study becomes more complicated and thus, more expensive. A 
spokesman for the Department of the Interior testified that the costs 
vary anvwhere from $50,000 to $150,000 depending on the nature of 
the area involved. In light of this testimony, and in light of the fact 
that some Of these river areas are relatively short in lenath and less 
complicated than others might be, the Committee used $75,000 as the 
average study cost. Although some studies w.il1 ~;OBt ]Pss a!ld others may 
cost more, if the total costs of these 13 studies Is to reqmre the appro­
priation of more than $975,000, any increase will have to be justified 
and approved by the Congress at a future date. 

CoMMITTEE RJ<~COMMENDATION 

By a voice vote, the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs rec­
ommended enactment of H.R. 14217 with amendments. 

DEPARTMENTAl, REPORTS 

Reports on the proposed studies were requested from the Federal 
Power CornmiBBion, Dt>partment of Af!Ticnltnre, ami the Department 
of the Interior. The Federal Power Commission recited the related 
energ-y values and concluded that Congress should determine how 
the Nation's resources should be used. The Department of Agriculture 
appeared favorably disposed to those areas which involved primarily 
National Forest lands. Of those rivers included in the bill, the Depart­
ment of the Interior indicated at the time of the hearings that it had 
no objection to the specified portions of the American River (Cali­
fornia), Au Sable River (Michigan), Cahaba River (Alabama), Colo­
rado River (Colorado), Mainstee River (Michigan), and Wisconsin 
River (WiscDnsin). It reported favorably on the Snake River and 
Sweetwater (Wyoming) and recommended deferral on the Clarks 

Fork (Wyoming), Kettle (Minnesota), Nolichuckey (Tennessee and 
North Carolina) and the Sipsey Fork (Alabama). In recommending 
de!~rral, t!w J?epartment indicat~d it had not ye~ determined the pri­
on~Ies wluch 1~ deemed appropr~ate; however, smce this is a m~tter 
whwh must ultimately be determmed by the Congress the Committee 
recommends that these studies not be defayed. ' 

The Departmental reports follow: 

FEDERAL PowER Co~nnssmN 

REPORT ON BILLS TO A.l\iEND WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS .ACT-93D CONGRESS 

H.R. 1401 (Shavers Fork of the Cheat River, West Virginia). 
H.R. 8501 (Clark's Fork Hiver, vYyoming). 
H.R. 8502 (Green Ri.ver Wyoming, and its tributaries). 
H.R. 8549 (Kettle H1 ver, Minnesota). 
I-LR. 8577 (Sweetwater River, Wyoming). 
H.R. 8578 (Snalm Ri~·er, Wyoming). 
H.R. 8609 (Smith River, the Middle Fork and North Fork of the 

San .Toaquin River, the Eel, Klamath, and Trinity Rivers). 
H.R. 86..,43 (West Fork ~f the SJpsey.Fork, Alabama). 
H.R. 8135 (Chama River. Gila River, and San Francisco River 

New Mexico). ' ' 
H.R. 10771 fNolichuckey River, T.ennes~ee and ~?rth Carolina). 

. The a?.ove bills see~ to. make certam regiOns additions to the Na­
bona;I W 1ld ~nd Scemc Rive~ F'ystem or to .prov!de for a study to de­
termme possible future additiOns. Each bill will be examined with 
the potential energ-y resources noted. 

1. H.R. 1401-This .bill would designate a portion of the Shavers 
Fork ?f the 9J:leat River, \Vest Virginia, for two-year study as a 
po.tentu~l additio~ to the national wild and scenic rivers system. In 
this regwn, there 1s ~me po~ential combined conventional and pumped 
st.orage hy1roelectric pro~ec~. I:at~rel-Glady Fork with a potential 
of 60,000 k;Ilowatts. Five JU~Isdwtional natural gas pipelines owned 
by Columbia Gas Tran~miSSion Corporation cross the proposed area 
of Shavers ~ork. Th~re ~s one 69-kilov:olt transmission line in the area. 

2. H.~. BoO~-T~Is b1ll would designate a portion of the Clark's 
Fork R:Iver, W.yommg for .tw<!-year study as a potential addition to 
the natwnal wild and scemc riVers system. In this region there are 
t-:o potenti.al hydroelectric projects, Bald Ridge and Thief Creek, 
with potentials of 23,000 a!ld ~25,200 kilowatts respectively. Although 
there are ~o ~atural gas p1pelmes, proven fields or known natural gas 
re.servE:'s w1thn: the study area, a portion of the river lies within the 
Big Horn Basm, a t:ype ?f region with possible natural gas resources. 

.3. H.R:: 85~2--This hill would designate a portion of the Green 
Rnr.er, Wy?mmg, for ~wo:year study as a potential addition to the 
natiOnal wild an_d sce~IC r1v~rs system. There is currently a 60-kilo­
watt hydroel~ctrw proJec~, Pmedale, owned and operated by Pinedale 
P~nver and L1g~t, as ProJ~ct No. 662.under FPC license, on the Green 
Rn·~r. In additwn, there IS a potentml pumped-storage hydroelectric 
PI'?Ject on B?ul!le~ qreek, 01_1e o~ the tMbutaries covered by the legis­
lation. One JUrisdiCtional pipelme, owned by El Paso Natural Gas 
Company, crosses the Green River. The river also flows through the 
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East LaBarge, Pinedale and Green River Bend gas fields. While there 
are no known natural gas reserves within the study area, the river 
does lie within the Green River Basin, a region with possible natural 
gas resources. 

4. H.R. 8549-This bill would designate the Kettle River, Minnesota, 
as a component of the national wild and scenic rivers system. There 
are no existing or potenital hydroelectric projects within the region. 
Two jurisdictional natural gas pipelines, owned by Northern Na­
tural Gas Company, cross the Kettle River, as does one non-jurisdic­
tional pipeline owned by People's Natural Gas Company. There are 
no proven fields or known natural gas reserves within the region. In 
addition, the river is not part of any large basin containing possible 
natural gas resources. There are also three transmission lines in the 
area, one at 230 kilovolts, one at 115 kilovolts, and one at 46 kilovolts. 

5. H.R. 8577-This bill would designate a portion of the Sweet­
·water River, Wyoming, for study for pott>ntial addition to the 
national wild and scenic rivers system. There is one potential hydro­
electric project, Lewiston, with a potential 5,000-kilowatt capacity, 
within this region. There are no transmission lines, gas fields, or 
known or potential natural gas reserves within the region. 

6. H.R. 8578-This bill would designate a portion of the Snake 
River, "\Vyoming, for two-year studv for potential addition to the 
national wild and scenic rivers system. There is one potential hydro­
electric project, Alpine, "\vith a potential 230,000 kilowatts capacitv 
in the region. There is one 69-kilovolt transmission line running 
through the region. There are no natural gas pipelines, fields, or 
known possible natural gas resources within the Snake River region 
in Wyoming: 

7. H.R. 8609. 
(1) This bill would designate the Smith River, California as a 

component of the national wild and scenic rivers system. There are 
no known or potential hydroelectric projects nor known or potential 
natural gas resources within the region, although the river is crossed 
by three transmission lines, one at 115 kilovolts and two at 69 kilo­
volts. 

(2) This bill would desi~ate the Middle Fork and North Fork of 
the San Joaquin River, California, as components of the national wild 
and scenic rivers system. There are three potential hydroelectric proj­
ects, Hell's Half Acre, Miller Bridge, and Granite Creek, within the 
proposed region. These thre~ projects have .a potential capacity of 
75,000, 60,000, and 240,000 kilowatts respectively. There is also one 
potential pumped-storage site. There are no proven or potential nat­
ural gas resources within this area. 

(3) This bill would designate a portion of the Klamath River, 
California, as a component of the national wild and scenic rivers sys­
tem. There are six potential hydroelectric projects ·within this region. 
They are Happy Camp (potential kilowatt capacity 135,400), Ham­
burg (66,000), Sco~t Valley (50,000), Morehouse (90,000), Matthews 
( 13,000), and Russian ville ( 7,500) . There are no known or potential 
natural gas resources within this region. There is a 69-kilovolt trans­
mission line and a 40-kilovolt transmission line in the area. Also some 
existing facilities of FPC licensed Project No. 2082 are located ·within 
the designated area. 
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(4) This bill would designate a portion of the Trinity River, Cali­
fornia as a component of the national wild and scenic rivers system. 
There are two potential hydroelectric projects, Helena and Anderson 
Ford, within the proposed region. These projects have a potential ca­
pacity of 43,000 and 208,000 kilowatts respectively. There are no 
known or potential natural gas resources within this region. There 
are two 115-kilovolt transmission lines nnd two 60-kilovolt transmis­
sion lines in the area. One of the 60-kilovolt lines is licensed by the 
FPC as part of Project N~.1295. . . . . 

( 5) This bill would designate a portiOn of the Eel R1ver, Cahforma, 
as a component of the national wild and scenic rivers system. There 
are seven potential hydroelectric projects within this regiOn. They are 
Dyerville (potential kilowatt capacity 12,000), Sequoia (228,000), 
Branscomb ( 8,000), J arbow ( 6,000), Spencer ( 48,000), Henthorne 
Lake (15,000) and Mina ( 40,000). Three non-jurisdictional natural 
gas pipelines, owned by Pacific Gas and Electric Company, cross the 
Eel River. Although there are no fields or known natural gas reserves 
in the region, the western segment is part of the Eel River basin, and 
therefore, there is a possibility of natural gas resources. There are two 
60-kilovoit and one 115-kilovolt transmission lines in the area. 

8. H.R. 8643-This bin would designate the West Fork of the Sipsey 
Fork, Alabama for study as a potential addi.tion to the nat~onal :vild 
and scenic rivers system. There are no potential hydroel~ctr~c proJects 
\vithin the region. Although there are no natural. gas p1pelmes, fields 
or proven reserves, the proposed area for study IS part of. the Black 
'Varrior Basin, and it has possible natural gas resources. 

9. H.R. 8735-This bill would designate portions of the Gilf~;, Cham.a 
and San Francisco Rivers, New Mexico, for study as potential addi­
tions to the national wild and scenic river system. There are three J?O­
tential hydroelectric projects each ~ith a 15,000-kilowatt capacity 
within the Chama River segment. This segment also runs close to the 
San Juan Basin and several productive gas fields. There are no poten­
tial hydroelectric projects or known or poten~ial natural ga~ t:esources 
within the other regions. There are two 69-kilovolt transmiSSion lines 
in the area. 

10. ll.R. 10'771-This bill would designate the Nolichuckey River, 
Tennessee and North Carolina for stndy as a potential addi~ion to the 
national wild and scenic rivers system. There are two poten~ml hydro­
electric projects. :Nolichuckey and Erwin, within th1s regiOn. These 
projects have a potential capacity of 40,000 and 65,000 kilowatts re­
spectively. There is one non-jurisdictional natural gas pipeline, owned 
by United Cities Gas Company, within the region. There are no fields 
or known or potential natural gas resour·ces within the region. There 
is one 161-kilovolt and one 138-kilovolt transmission line in the area. 

Under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. § 1278(a)),once 
a river is mnde a component of the system, the Federal Power Com­
mission mny not license the construction of any dam, water conduit, 
reservoir, powerhouse or transmission line. Since H.R. l401, 8501,8502, 
8517, 8578, 8643, 8'735 and H.R. 10771 seek to initiate studies of the 
river areas designated by amending ~ 5 (a) of the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. ~ 1276(a) ), production, development and trans­
portation of natural gns and construction of hydroelectric facilities 
would be restricted pending completion of the studies. 
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Within the areas designated by each of the ten hills, it is important 
to note that there is at least some possibility of energy resources. It 
is for the Congress to balance the nation's energy needs with those 
of the environment. 

The Office of Managenwnt and Budget advises that there is no ob­
jection to the submission o:f this report from the standpoint of the 
Administration's program. 

FEDERAL PowER CoMMISSION, 
JOHN N. N ASSIKAS, 0 hairman. 

DEP-\HT2\t:ENT OF AGIUCULTURE, 
Ovt<'IC.E OF THE SECRETARY, 

Washington, D.C., June 11,1973. 
lion .• TAMF.S A. HALEY, 
Chairman, Comrnitee on Inte1ior and Insular Affairs, U.S. Ilouse of 

Rep1·esentatives. 
Dt<:AR MR. CHAIRMAN: As you requested, here is our report on H.R. 

4326, a bill "To amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 by 
designating a portion of the American River, California, for potential 
addition to the national wild and scenic rivers system." 

This Department recommends that H.R. 4326 be enacted with the 
amendments suggested herein. 

Section 1 of H.R. 4326 would amend section 5 (a) of the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1276) to add the North Fork of the 
American River from the Cedars to Auburn Ueservoir as a study river 
for potential addition to the National w·ild and Scenic Rivers Syst<.'m. 
Section 2 of the bill would authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to conduct tlie study and would direct that the study be completed 
within two vears. 

Section 5' (d) of the 'Vild and Scenic Rivers Act directs that the 
Secretary of the Interior all<l the Secretary of Agriculture identify 
rivers having potential for addition to the National ·wild and Scenic 
Rivers System. A list of such rivers was published in the Federal 
Register on October 28, 1970 (35 F.R. 16693). The American River 
was not id<.'ntified at that time as a river havinrr potential for addition 
to theN ational ';Vild and Scenic River Svstem. ~ 

Through subsequent field examination and our analysis of public 
comment, we now believe that certain segments of the American River 
have potential for addition to the National System and that the river 
should be studied. The State of California in 1972 designated the 
North Fork of the American River as a component of the California 
Wild and Scenic Uiver System. Representatives of the State are ex­
pected t? be active partici~ants !n any study of the River. 

The nver segment descnbed m H.R. 4326 contains approximately 
46 miles of free flowing stream. It has both wild and scenic character­
istics. The river flows through an area that provides a wide variety of 
spectacular scenery fro~ a broad flowing river hemmed in by steep 
canyon wa~ls covered w.Ith brush, ~>aks, and conifers, to areas of white 
water flowmg over rapids, cascadmg around huge boulders and over 
falls with numerous areas of rock cliffs. The river is an excellent trout 
fishery. 

l 
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Based on our field examination, we believe that the North Fork of 
the American River above the Cedars and extending to Mountain 
Meadow Lake and the lower 71h miles of the North Forkoi the North 
Fork American River should also be studied. These additional seg­
mei:ts are free fl<;nving and c~ntain spe?tac~lar scenery. They should' 
logically be studied along With the mam river segment identified ill' 
H.R. 4326. We therefore recommend that lines 6 and 7 on page 1 of 
H.R. 4326 be amended to read : 

(28) American River, California: The North Fork from Moun­
tain Meadow Lake to Auburn Reservoir and the lower 7% miles 
of the North Fork of the North Fork. 

We _recommend ?ele~ion of sect~on 2 of H.R. 4326. Section 5(b) of 
the Wild and Scemc Rivers Act directs the responsible Department to 
P_roceed as _expedi~iously as pos~ible w!th t~e study of each of the study 
nvers. ~his pro.vides al?propnate directiOn for the conduct of the 
s~udy. Smce maJor portiOns of the proposed study river involve na­
tiOnal forest lands, the S.ec_retary of Agriculture would lead the study 
under co_ncept~ of the origmal Act. The study would be conducted in 
coorerat!on w!th the Department of the Interior and the State of 
Cahforma as It affects their responsibilities in the area. 

We also suggest that n? specific d~adline be placed on the authorized 
study. A ~wo yea! ?eadlm~ would m effect pre-empt ongoing studies 
of those r~vers opgmally hsted by the Act. We would prefer to study 
t~e Amer~can RIVer ~:man orderly schedule, in conjunction,:with other 
nver stu<:he~. We b~heve the. study of the American Uiver cim be com­
pleted . withm the time requ.Ire~ents of the. original Act. 
. SectiOn 5 (a) s~atus for this ri ~er would gwe it the added protection 
afforded !;l~udy nvers under sectiOn 7 (b) and (c) of the Acto 

. ~n environme~tal statement will be prepared pursuant to the pro­
VISIOns of subsectiOn 102 (2) (c) of the~ ational Environmental Policy 
Act (83 S.tat. 853), and will be transmitted as soon as it is available. 

The estimated cost for the proposed study is $100,000. 
';rhe. Office of Management and Budget advises that . there is no 

obJeC~I<?n to !he presentation of this report from the standpoint of the 
Admmistratwn's program. 

Sincerely, 
CARROLL G. BRUNTHA VER 

A . ' ___ ctzng Secretary. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
' OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

H J A H 
Washington,D.C.,Junell,l973. 

on. AMES . ALEY, . 
Chairman, Cmrvr'!,ittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, U.S. House of 

Representatzves. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRM~N : ~s you. req~ested, here is our report on H.R. 

1~4 and H.R. 1679, Identical bills To amend the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers. Act b~ ?esignating ce~tain rivers in the State of Michigan for­
poten.tial additiOns to the natiOnal wild and scenic rivers system." 

This Department recommends that these bills be enacted. 

H. Rept. 93-1359-2 
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H.R. 134 and H.R. 1679 would amend section 5(a) of the "\Vild and 
Scenic Rivers Act (16 US.C. 1276) to add portions of the Au Sable 
and Manistoo Rivers in Michigan as study rivers for potential addition 
to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

The Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture identified segments 
of both of these rivers as having potential for the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers ~ystem pur~uant to secti?n 5 ( 4) of the Wild and .Scenic 
Rivers Act. This informatiOn was pubhshed m the Federal Register-. 
Vol. 35, No. 210. on October 28, 1970. The segments of both rivers 
proposed for .5 (d) status are encompassed in H.R. 134 !1nd H.R. 1679. 

The serrment of the Au Sable from Loud Reservoir upstream to 
Mio Dam"'is within the Huron National Forest. Upstream from Mio 
Reservoir the river forms a po::ti~n of t!te north bou~dary .of tl~e 
Forest. The Manistee and its prmCipal tributary, the P~ne River, 1s 
substantially within the boundaries of the Man~stee NatiOnal Forest. 
Both rivers would lend themselve~ to a cooperative progral!l of St~~e­
Federal management if they were mad~ a part of the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System after the nver study called for by Sec-
tion 5 (a) of the Act. . . 

Section 5 (a) status :for th~se two rivers w~mld give them the added 
protection afforded study nvers under section 7 (b) and (c) of the 
Act. . . h 

An environmentlal statement IS bemg prepa;red pursu!1nt to t e 
provisions-of subsection 102(2) (c) of the Nat~onal EnVIronme~t~l 
Policy Act (83 Stat. 853), and will be transmitted as soon as It IS 

available.· · . 
The estimated cost for the proposed studies of th~ Au Sa~le and 

ManisteeJJ:Rivers for potential addition to the NatiOnal Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Syst~m is $175,000 for each study. . . 

The Offioo of Management and Budget advises that th~re 1s no 
objection to the presentation of this report from the standpomt of the 
Administration's program. 

Sincerely, 
CARROLL G. BRUNTHAVER, 

Acting Secretary. 

DEPARnm:-;T OF AamctrLTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

Washington, D.O., November 7', 1973. 
Hon. JA:xn~.,t\. HAI,EY, 
Ohahwwn. Committee on [ntel'ior and Insular Affairs, Hou,se of 

R epnisentatives. . 
DEAR MR. CnAffiMAN: As you requested, here is our repprt on H.R. 

8501, H.R. 8502, H.R. 8549, H.R. 8.577, H.R.. 8578, H.R .. 860?, H.R. 
8643. H.R. 8735, and: H.R. 10771, hills to designate certam nvers as 
components, of the National 'Wild and Scenic Rivers System or for 
potential add~tion to the National System. 

The Dtlpartment of Agriculture recommends that H.R. 8502, H.R. 
8i>77, and H.R. 8578 pertaining to the Green, Sweetwat~r, a~d Snake 
Rivers in 'Vyoming be enacted, if amended as suggested m this report. 
We recomemnd that H.R. 8501, H.R. 8549, H.R. 8609, H.R. 8643, H.R. 
8735, and H.R. 10771 not be enacted at this time. 

t 
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H.R. 8549 and H.R. 860!) would designate, respectively. the Kettle 
River of Minnesota and the Smith, San .Toaquin, Klamath, Trinity, 
and Eel Rivers of California as components of the Nat:iolll).l Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System. II.R. 8i>01, H.R. 8502, H.R. 85.71, and H.R. 
8578 would designate, respeotively, .the Clark's F?rk, Gr~~n, Sweet­
water, and Snake Rivers of 1Vyommg for potential addition to the 
National ·wild and Scenic River·s System. H.R. 8643 would designate 
the West Fork of Sipsey Fork in Alabama, H.R. 8735, the Gila, San 
Francisco, and Chama Rivers in New Mexico, and H.R. 10771, the 
Nolichucl{ey River in Tennessee and North Carolina for potential 
addition to the National System. 

Prior to the enactment of the 1Yild and Scenic Rivers Act, the De­
partments of Ag:iculture.and the Interior 'vere ir!-volved in tl.1e screen­
ing ?f over.7.00 nvers ';'?Ich app,eare_d to_ have umque r~creat10nal a~d 
scemc qualities. TheW 1ld and Scemc Rivers Act provided for desig­
nation of the eight initial components of the National System and 
directed study of an additional27 rivers. The Department of Agricul­
ture luts the leadership responsibility on nine of these study rh·ers. 
'Ye expect to complete these studies within the 10-year period speci­
fied in the Act. In addition to study of these potential additions to the 
National System, the Secretaries of Agriculture and the Interior plll'­
suant to section 5(d) of the A.ct (16 U.S.C. 1276(d)) identified 47 
rivers for which Federal agencies must evaluate wild, scenic, or rec­
reational potential as an alternative use in river basin a:p.d project 
plan reports. 

Throughout the National Forest System the uses of lands adjacent 
to rivers are being planned as part of a comprehensive multiple use 
planning process. Alternative land uses are being evaluated.and spe­
cial resource values and uses on Federal lands are being managed and 
protected. As part of this ongoing planning process and associated 
public involvement, we are aware that certain rivers not listed in the 
original Act have potential for addition to the National System and 
may merit designation for detailed study under the Act. . 

·we are now working with the Department of the Interior to con­
solidate inventory information and develop specific recommendations 
on possible additional study rivers, in a suggested order of priority, 
with time requirements, and with an estimate of the cost of such 
studies. 

Based on existing in:foripation, we feel that comprehensive study 
of the Green, Sweetwater, and Snake Rivers of ·wyoming is needed 
now to provide a basis :for,the determination and allocation of resource 
uses of these rivers. Consequently, we recommend enactment of H.R. 
8502, H.R. 8577, and H.R. 8578. The details of this recommendation 
including suggested amendments are contained in our supplem('ntal 
statement. 

On the designation of study rivers proposed. by H.R. 8501, H.R. 
8643, H.R. 8735, and H.R. 10771, we recommend that action be de­
fened until we complete our interagency review of potential study 
rivers. ·wild and scenic river studies involve substantial investments 
of time and financial resources, both on the part of the Federal agen­
cies conducting the study, and on the part of those citizens concerned 
with river proposals. vV e conclude that the overall study program 
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should be undertaken in an orderly, systematic way, with full con­
sideration of· the scope and long-term requirements of the program. 

I!l regaq~ ·~ H:R. 8549 and H.R. 8609 whic? woul~ immediate~y 
designate cel'titm nvers as components of theN atwnal Wild and Scemc 
Rivers System, we recommend that these bills not be enacted because 
studies of their suitability for inclusion in the National System have 
not been conducted. Sections 4 and 5 of the .. Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act (16 U.S.C.1275-1276) designated certain rivers for potential addi­
tion to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System and established 
study proced1,.1res to determine whether a river should be included in 
the X ational System. We view the detailed study and subsequent re­
port on proposed additions to the National System as an important 
part of national resource planning. During the study the potential 
uses of the land and water which would be enhanced, foreclosed, or 
cmtailed if the area were included in the National System can be 
analyzed. The study procedures also provide for full interagency, ~tate 
and public review of proposals. vV e recommend that any river not listed 
in the original Act as a component of the National System be studi~d 
prior to its addition. The rivers listed in H.R. 8549 and H.R. 8609 wrll 
be considered in developing our recommendations for possible designa­
tion as additional study rivers. 

The Office of Management and Budget advises that there is no ob­
jection to the presentation of this report from the standpoint of the 
Administration's program. 

Sincerely, 

Enclos'ure. 

RoBERT ,V. LoNG, 
Assistant Secretary for Conservation, 

Research and Education. 

USDA SuPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT, NATIONAL WrLD AND SoENrc 
RIVERS SYSTEM 

H.R. 8502-Green River, Wyoming. The upper portions of the Green 
River are within the Bridger-Teton National Forest. The lower por­
tions of the river pass though Federal lands administered by the Bu­
reau of Land Management, and through State and privately-owned 
1ands. Since the majority of the river is outs!de the National Forest, 
we would expect the Department of the Intenor to be the lead agency 
in condu.~tiiig the study. The Department of Agriculture would be a 
participant in the study. 

'Ve suppo1t the Depa~tment of the Interior's recommended a;mend­
ment to d~letfll the reqmrement that the study be completed m two 
years and to· delete a $50,000 ceiling on expenditures for the study. 

H.R. 8577-Sweetwater River, ·wyoming. Only a small portion at 
the headwaters of.the Sweetwater River would involve National For­
est lands; consequently, we defer to the Department of the Interior 
for detailed 'recommendation on this river. 

'Ve support the Del?artment of the Inter.ior's recommended_ amend­
ment which would designate for study the river segment from rts head­
waters downstream to its junction with Chimney Creek. 

H.R. 8578-Snake River, Wyoming. The proposed study reach from 
Grand Teton National Park to Palisades Reservoir is approximately 
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49 miles in length, involving National Forest, Bureau of Land Man­
.agement, and privately-owned lands. The river is rated as ;t "blue­
ribbon" trout stream. Although roads parallel the river, they do not 
dtract from the spectacular scenic setting through which the river 
flows. The entire length is used for recreational river float trips. The 
proposed Alpine Narrows Dam would, if constructed, inundate most 
of the lower 29 miles of the river. 

Because of the relationship of the rivertoN ational Forest lands and 
management, we would expect the Department of Agriculture to be 
the lead agency in study of the river. We estimate that the cost of the 
study would be $80,000. 

'V e recommend that the requirement contained in H.R. 8578 that 
the ri,·er study be completed within two years be deleted. We believe 
that a two-year time limit would be too restrictive to complete the 
necessary ~esource inventory and evaluation including public and 
agency review. We would expect to move ahead with the study as 
expeditiously as possible and would expect to complete the study along 
with other river studies by 1978. 

u.s. DEPARTMEN'l' OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

Washington, D.C., June 8,1973. 
Hon. JAMES A. HALEY, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular A.ffa;irs, House of Rep­

rese•ntatwes, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This responds to the request of your Com­

mittf'e for the views of this Department on H.R. 134 and H.R. 1679, 
identical bills, and on H.R. 1401, H.R. 2307, H.R. 2848, H.R. 4326, 
H.R. 5419, and H.R. 6678, bills to amend the Wild and Sceni~ Rivers 
Act by designating certain rivers for potential additions to the na­
tional wild and scenic rivers system. 

'Ve have no objection to the enactment of H.R. 2307 (Cahaba 
River); or of H.R. 134 or H.R. 1679, identical bills (Au Sable and 
Manistee Rivers). We have no objection to enactment of the following, 
if amended as suggested in this report: H.R. 5419 (Wisconsin River) ; 
H.R. 1401 (Cheat River); H.R. 2848 (Colorado River in Colorado); 
or H.R. 4326 (American River). We recommend, in lieu of H.R. 
5678, enactment of H.R. 4469 or H.R. 5444, bills identical to the bill 
proposed to the Congress by the Department of Agrilculture, by letter 
dated January 29, 1973. 

All of the a hove biBs would amend section 5 (a) of the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act by adding new rivers to that section, thereby des­
ignating those rivers for study for potential addition to the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System. Unless the bills specify otherwise, under the 
terms of the 'Vild and Scenic Rivers Act, the Secretary of the In­
terior-----:and where national forest lands are involved, the Secretary 
of Agnculture-would be required to study these rivers and report 
to the President and the Congress on them within 10 years from 
October 2, 1968. Priority is to be given to rivers most likely to be de­
veloped in a way which would render them unsuitable for inclusion 
in the Wild ani:l Scenic Rivers System. 

Several of the study bills, 'including H.R. 1401 (Cheat River), 
H.R. 2848 (Colorado River, Colorado), and H.R. 4326 (American 
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River), contain specific time limits during which the study of these 
river~ must be completed. "\Ve would be unable to comply with such 
time requirements without rescheduling all pending wild and scenic 
river studies. We are aware of no justification for giving such priority 
to the Cheat, Colorado, and American Rivers, and we therefore op­
pose giving any such preference to these rivers. 

\Ye expect that studies of all the above rivers~ as well as the rivers 
now on the section 5(a) study list, will be completed by October 2, 
1978. This is the date to ·which the Administration's bill, H.R. 4864, 
would extend the construction moratorium on "study" rivers provided 
for in 16 U.S.C. § 1278(b). Provided that H.R. 4864 is enacted, the 
study rivers will be protected from the Federal Power Commission's 
licensing of, and Federal assistance in the construction of, water re­
source projects for the period during which they are being studied. 

'Ve have the follmving s~ecific comments: 
1. H.R. 134 and H.R. 1619 would add to section 5(a): (a) The seg­

ment of the Au Sable, Michigan, downstream from Fort Dam to 
Oscoda; upstream from Loud Reservoir to the river's souree and in­
cluding its principal tributaries and excluding Mio and Bamfield 
Reservoirs; (b) the segment of the Manistee, Michigan, upstream 
from Manistee I.~ake to the river's source and including its principal 
trih~1taries and e~clu~ling Tippy and Hodenpyl Reservoirs. 

We have no obJectiOn to enactment of these bills. Under the agree­
ment between the Department of Agriculture and this Department, 
leadership of this study would probably be the responsibility of the 
Department of Agriculture, because of the National Forest lands 
involved. · 

2. H.R. 1401 would add to section 5(a) the segment of the Cheat 
R~ve-:,. West. Virginia, fro~ the headwaters above Spruce, West 
V1rgm1a, to Its confluence w1th the Black Fork River at the Town 
of Parsons, "\Vest Virginia. We would have no objection to enactment 
of H.R. 1401 if it is amended to delete section 2, which requires the 
study to be completed and submitted to the President and the Con­
gr~ no later than 2 years from the date of enactment <rf H.R. 1401. 
U~der the agreement concerning study rivers, the Department of 

Agriculture would probably have rE-sponsibility for leadership of this 
studv. · 

3. ·H.R. 2307 would amend section 5 (a) to add the se~en~ of the 
Cahaba, Alabama, downstream from U.S. 31 south of Birmm()'ham 
in .Jefferson County and upstream from CS. 80 west of Sel~a in 
Dallas County. We have no objection to enactment of this bill . 

. 4. H.R. 2848 would add to section 5(a), a segment of the Colorado 
River, Colorado, from the Colorado-Utah border to a point 12.5 miles 
upstream near the town of J..oma, Colorado, and would require the 
study to be completed and submitted within 1 year of enactment. 
'V e believe that the description of this segment refers to air miles, 
rather than miles along the river. A more accurate description would 
be "The segJ!lent from the Colorado-Utah border to a point approxi­
mately 20 miles upstream where Pollock Canvon drainaue intersects 
the Colora~o .River." 1Ve would have no obfection to e~actment of 
H.R. 2848, If It ·were amended to clarify this geographic description 
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and if section 2, requiring the study to be completed in 1 year, were 
deleted. 
. 5. H.~. 432~ '~ould. add to section 5 (a) the North Fork of the Amer­
ICan River, Cahforma, from the Cedars to Auburn Reservoir. The 
study must be completed and submitted within 2 years from the date 
of enactment. Under the terms of t~e bill the study would be con­
ducted by the Secretary of t~1e Inter1or. ~7 e would have no objection 
to . enactment of H.R. 4326, If the followrng amendments are made : 
(a) the 2-year st~dy.period is deleted, (b) if any reference is made 
to the agency which IS to carry out the study, the Secretary of Aari­
cnlture should be referenced, smce forest service lands are involved 

.6. H.R.. 5419 .adds to section 5 (a), the main stem of the Wiscon~in 
Ibver, 'V1sconsm, from the dam at Prairie du Sac Wisconsin to its 
copfluence with the l\Iississippi River at Prairie du'chien, Wis~onsin. 
\\ e see no reason for the approach taken by H.R. 5419 of displacing 
t,Iu~ exis~ing 27th river, and moving it to the 28th place. Priorities 
for stud1~ under the terms of the Act are not necessarily determined 
by. n\uneriCal order on the study list. If the bill is amended to delete 
this feature, we would have no objection to enactment of H R 5419 
, 7 .. H.R. 5678 adds to section 5 (a) that segment of the Okl~waha · 

] londa, b~twe~n IJ;oward's Landing downstream to Sunday Bluff: 
t?~ether with riVerside lands not extending beyond three hundred and 
fifty ~eet of the thread of. the river, and that segment from Riverside 
!--a~dmg down~tream to .Its confluence with the Saint Johns River. 
Th~s pr?posal IS approximately half the length of the segment de­
scnhed m H.R. 4469 and H.R. 5444, the Department of Agriculture's 
study proposal for the Oklawaha. ·we favor studying the longer river 
~egme~1t, ~nd therefore ;:_ecommend enactment of H.R. 4469 or H.R. 
o.44~, 1~ heu of H.R. 56,8. ~s a ge~eral :z::tatter, we would oppose a 
h;mtation. o~ ar~as to be s.tud1e~ on either side of the river, such as the 
3o0-foot hrnitatw~ contamed rn H.R. 5678, on the ground that this 
~uu·el;sona~ly restricts the study effort, and on the ground that the Act 
It~~lf restricts ~he ~creage that can be acquired for a component of the 
v\ Ild and Scemc Rivers System. 

':J-'he. Office of Managem.ent and Budget has advised that there is'':no 
obJec~H;m to ~he presentatiOn of this report from the standpoint of the 
Admnnstratlon's progt·am. 

Sincerely yours, 
. . JoHN KYL, 

Asszstant Secretary of the I ntm·im'. 

U.S. DEPART~:t:ENT OF THE lN'fERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

H 
. TV ashington, D.O., October :89, J97J. 

on. ,LurEs A. HALE1', 
Chairman, Opmmittee c;n Interior and Insular Affairs, House of Rep­

~resentat-?/ces, W ash~ngton, D.O. 
DEAR }IR. QHAIRl\1AN: This responds to the request of your Commit­

tee for the VIews of this Department on I-I.R. 8501, H.R. 8502, H.R 
85i9, H.R. 8577, H.R. 8578, H.R. 8609, H.R. 8643, H.R. 8735, and H.R: 
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10771 nine bills to amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act by desig­
natin~ certain rivers for addition to or potential addition to the na-
tionaf wild and scenic rivers system. . T • 

"\Ve recommend enactment of H.R. 8502 (Green River, Wyommg), 
H.R. 8577 (Sweetwater, Wyoming), and H.R. 8578 (Snake River, 
Wyoming), if amended as suggest~d in this report. . . 

We recommend deferral of actiOn by Congress on the remammg 6 
bil1s for the reasons outlined below. Specifically, we recommend de­
ferral of action on: H.R. 8501 (Clark's Fork, Wyoming), H.R. 8549 
(Kettle River., Minnesota), H.R. 8609 (Smith, San .Toaquin, Klamath, 
Trinity and Eel Rivers, Cali.fornia), H.R.. 8643 .(Sipsey Fork, f\.la­
bama), H.R. 8735 (C~ama, Gila,. San FranCisco R1vers, New Mex.ICo)~ 
and H.R. 10771 (Nohch~ckey Rm~r, Tenn.essee and .N?rth \)arolma). 

As you may know, an mteragency committee, cons~stmg of I?e"!llbers 
from this Department and the Department of AgriCulture, IS m the 
process of setting study prioriti.es among riyer~ whiCh we believe c'?uld 
be studied for addition to the Wild and scemc rivers system. vVe believe 
that it is necessary to establish such priorities because ~tudies to deter-. 
mine if rivers should be added to the system are relatr·rely costly and 
manpower is limited for conducting such stt1;die~. We expect to be. able 
to report early in the second ses~IO"? o~ thi~ Congress on the r1v~rs 
which we believe should have pr10nty m bemg added to the sect10n 
5 (a) study list of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

vVe already have sufficient informatio1_1 O!l thr~e of the ri.vers dis­
cussed in this report to recommend their .mclus10n as se~twn 5 (a) 
study rivers. We recommend deferral of actiOn on the remamder until 
our study of priorities has been completed. 

vV e would· note that we would not recommend in any event the 
approach taken by H.R. 854;9 .(Kettle River). and H.R. 860~ (Szp.ith, 
San Joaquin, Klamath, Trimty and Eel Rivers) of addmg rivers 
directly to the system as "instant" components, without preliminary 
study of their suitability. . 

The Department bel.ieve~ that it is not consistent with the P?rpose 
of the \Vild and Scemc Rivers Act to add new components directly 
to section 3 of the Act, creating "instant rivers." The Act states C'X­

plicitly, in sect~ on 1 (c) ~ that one of its purposes is to prescribe the 
methods by which additiOnal components may be added to the system 
from time to time. It then provides such procedures in sections 4 
and 5. As the Senate Report, No. 491, 90th Congress, 1st session, on 
S. 119 stated: 

(T)he committee is cognizant that there are many other rivers 
throughout the United States which may qualify for the system. 
The bill establishes procedures by which these may be added. At 
page 6. 

\V e have the following specific comments on the three bills with 
respect to which we are recommending enactment: 

1. H.R. 8502 would add to section 5 (a) the segment of the Green 
River, Wyoming, from its source in the Bridger National Forest 
downstream to the Fontenelle Reservoir, and its tributaries. 

Leadership of the study of this section of the Green River would 
be by this Department, and the study would be carried out in coop­
eration with the Department of Agriculture. The river has already 
been administratively designated under section 5(d} of the Wild 
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and Scenic Rivers Act as a river whose potential as a wild and scenic 
river area must be evaluated in planning reports by all Federal . . 
agenCies. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has recently begun a 3-year feasibility 
study of the Sublette Project, involving the Green River. The study 
under section 5 (a) would be comdinated with the Bureau of Recla­
mation study so that both studies would take into account recreational 
values and .both would be.completed at approximately the same time. 

"\Ve recommend two amendments to H.R. 8502. First, we recommend 
deletion of thP specific time limit for the study. As already stated 
the study would be completed at approximately the same time as the 
SublettE".' Project study. Limiting the study period to 2 years would 
require rescheduling other studies of equal or greater priority. Second, 
\Ve recommend deleting the appropriation authorization of not to 

·exceed $50,000. Based on our experience to date, we find that this 
figure is inadequate to complete the detailed study report required 
by the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Study costs vary significantly 
from one river area to another, depending upon the complexity of 
the resources to be evaluated. 

2. H.R. 8577 amends section 5 (a) to add the segment of the Sweet­
water River, "\Vyoming, between \VHson Bar and Spring Creek. 
The Department has preliminary studies concerning the Sweet­
water which lead us to conclude that it should be studied under section 
5 (a) for addition to the system. The segment o:f the Sweetwater 
described in H.R. 8577 is, however, onlv 10 miles long. Because there 
~s some que.stion whether such a short segment could properly be 
mcluded in the national system, we recommend that H.R. 8577 be 
amended to provide for a study of the river from its headwaters 
downstream to its junction with Chimney Creek. This segment would 
be approximately 56 miles long. \Ve would favor enactment of H.R. 
8577, if it were so amended. 

3. H.R. 8578 amends S!'ction 5 (a) to add as a study river the seg­
m~nt of the Snake ~iver, Wyoming, beginning at the. southern boun~­
anes of Teton NatiOnal Pnrk to the entrance to Pahsades ReservOir. 

This river has been administratively designated under section 5(d) 
of the "Wild and Scenic Rivers Act as a river whose potential as a wild 
and scenic river area must be evaluated in plannmg reports of all 
Federal agencies. 'Ve would favor enactment of the bill, if it were 
amended to delete the requirement for completion of the study in a 
specified period of time. Such a requirement would necessitate re­
scheduling already authorized studies, and we do not know of any 
reason for such rescheduling. The Department of Agriculture would 
probably have leadership responsibility for the study. 

Development of the national system of wild and scenic rivers is a 
Secretary of the Interior objective under our current management 
program, so we have a keen interest in these bills. 

The Office of Management and Budget has advised that there is no 
objection to the presentation of this report from the standpoint of the 
Administration's program. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN KYL, 

Assistant "Secretary of the Interior. 
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lJ.S. DEPART~fENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
1V ashington, D.O., JUly 3,197 ,4. 

lion. JAMES A. HALEY, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, House of Rep-

1'esentatives, 1V ashington, D.O. 
DEAR :MR. CHAIRMAN: This responds to your request for the views 

of this Department on several bills dealing with additions to the study 
list of possible wild and scenic rivers. as well as certain bills designat­
ing rivers as components of the Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and 
supersedes certain earlier reports. '\Ve recommend against enactment 
of the following bills: H.R. 2307 (Cahaba, Alabama) ; H.R. 134 and 
H.R. 1679 (Au Sable, Michig-an); H.R. 5419 (Wisconsin River in 
Wisconsin); II.R. 2848 (Colorado River in Colorado); II.R. 1401 
(Cheat, West Virginia); H.R. 4326 (American, California); H.R: 
5678 (Oklawaha. Florida); II.R. 8502 (Green, Wyoming); H.R. 8577 
(Sweetwater, Wyoming); H.R. 8578 (Snake, W'"yoming); II.R. 8501 
(Clark's Fork, Wyoming); H.R. 8549 (Kettle, Minnesota); H.R. 8609 
(Smith, San .Toaquin, Klamath, Trinity, and Eel Rivers, California); 
H.R. 8643 (Sipsey Fork, Alabama); H.R. 8735 (Chama, Gila, and 
San Francisco Rivers, New Mexico); H.R. 10771 (Nolichuckey. Ten­
nessee and North Carolina). We recommend the enactment of the at­
tached substitute bill in their stead. 

The substitute bill constitutes the results of an analvsis conducted 
by an interagency committee, consisting of members of this Depart­
ment andthe Department of Agriculture, for the purpose of setting 
priorities among rivers which have been suggested as additions to the 
wild and scenic rivers study list. Such a list of priority rivers as that 
embodied in the substitute bill has become necessary, we believe, be­
cause the studies are costly and complicated and because the manpower 
needed to conduct them IS limited. Moreover, the time permitted for 
such studies has, in effect, recently been constricted by an amendment 
to the '\Vild and Scenic Rivers Act from 5 years to 3 complete fiscal 
years. (P.L. 93-279). In addition, there is already an obligation on the 
part of this Department and others to complete by 1978 study of sev­
eral of the 27 rivers originally earmarked for study in the Act. To 
place rivers, in addition to those selected by the interagency group, on 
the list of rivers to be studied would compromise the ability of this 
Department and others to complete existing and projected studies and 
to devote proper care and attention to them. The failure of a river to 
appear on the list contained in our substitute bill does not necessarily 
mean that it should not be studied. Rather, it is the judgment of the 
interagency committee and of the Administration that rivers on the 
list should be studied first. Accordingly, we recommend enactment of 
the comprehensive substitute bill, in lieu of the individual bills before 
the Committee. 

As required by section 5 (c) of the Act, we shall study first those 
rivers most likely to be developed, particularly for energy purposPs. 
This s!at';ltory requirement is reinforced by the Administration's goal 
of ach~evmg energy self-sufficiency under Project Independence. Thus 
far, we have identified :four rivers where energy-related development 
is likely: the Sweetwater, Wyoming; the Little Missouri, North Da-
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ko~a; the White,,. Col?rado and Utah· and the Yellowstone lVyoming 
a£ tl Modnttanaf. We Will carry out studies of these rivers within 1 year 
o ~e a e o enactment of our proposed substitute bill Oth · 
are ~~~ly td be a_dded to tlfis pigh-priority group as a re~ult of,rs~~di~~ 
now m~ one In preparmg the blueprint :for Project Independence. 

'.!'he Office of Mana~ment and Budget has advised that th 
tatwn o~ the enclosea legislative proposal and of this r ' e ~r~se~­
accord W:Ith the program of the President. epor IS Ill 

Smcerely yours, 
JOHN c. WHITAKER 

Acting Secretary of the Int;1'ior. 
A BILL To amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act b d · . · 

~~g ;;;~;f: :tft~~rsst~~t!!.potential additions to the ~~ffo~:~rg~rfd 

Be it en.acted by the Senate and liouse of Rep·resentatives 
of t~e Unzted States o.f America i"! Congress assembled, That 
se,ctwn 5(a) of the tylld and Scemc Rivers Act (82 Stat. 910· 

t
1h6 Uf.S

11
·C .. 1276 (a)) Is amended by adding at the end thereof 

e o owmg: 
(28) Au Sabl~, ¥ichig~n: the entire river :from its source 

tl ~<;mdlf.eservoir, mcludmg its principal tributaries but ex-

F
c u InDg 10 and Barnfield Reservoirs, and the main stem from 

oote am to Oscoda. 
A (29) G~la, New. Mexico: the segment upstream from the 
riz?na~New .M~xico b~mnda~y line to the river's source in­

?luding Its prmCipal tr1butanes but exclusive of the author­
Ized Hooker Reservoir site. 

( 30) Green, Utah and Colorado: the entire river below 
FJammg Gorge Reservoir, except :for the reach :from the town 

M
o Jensen, Utah, to the boundary o:f the Dinosaur National 

onument. 
f ( 31) Illinois, Arkans~s and Oklahoma: the entire river 
rom Its source to Tenklller Ferry Reservoir but excludin()' 

Lake Frances. e 

. (32) Kern (North Fork), California: the main stem from 
Its source to Isabella Reservoir. 

(33) _Manistee, ¥ichi~an: _the entire river from its source 
to ~~ams~e Lake mcludmg Its principal tributaries but ex­
cludmg TIPJ:Y and Hodenpyl Reservoirs. 

.(34) ~ulhca, _New Jersey: the entire river including its 
tributaries, Wadmg and Bass Rivers. 

(35) _New_, North Caroli~a, Virginia and West Virginia: 
the ent~re river _but _ex<:luding reservoirs and the potential 
B~u~ Ridge ProJect If licensed by the Federal Power Com­
mission. 

.(36) American, California: The North Fork from Moun­
tam ¥eadow Lake to the Auburn Reservoir and the lower 
7.5 miles of theN orth Fork of theN orth Fork. 

(37) Shenandoah, Virginia and West-Virginia: the main 
stem, the North Fork from Front Roval to Brocks Gap and 
the South Fork from Front _Royal to vVaynesboro. . ' ' 

( 38) Sweetwate~, "\Vy~mmg: the main stem :from its sonrce 
to the confluence with Chimney Creek. 

• 



• 
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(39) Cacapon, \Vest Virginia: the entire river. 
( 40) Columbia, 'Washington: the main stem from Priest 

Rapids Dam to MeN ary Reservoir. 
( 41) Guadalupe, Texas: the entire river from its source to 

New Braunfels but excluding Canyon Reservoir. 
(42) John Day, Oregon: the main stem downstream from 

North Fork and the North Fork downstream from Baldy 
Creek and Granite Creek downstream from Clear Creek. 

( 43) Little Missouri, North Dakota : the main stem from 
Marmarth to Garrison Reservoir (Lake Sakaka wea). 

( 44) Loxahatchee, Florida: the entire river including its 
tributary, North Fork. 

( 45) Niobrara, Nebraska : the main stem from Antelope 
Creek to Sparks Gauging Station . 
. ( 46) Tangipahoa, Louisiana and Mississippi: the entire 

nver. 
( 47) White, Colorado and Utah: the entire river. 
( 48) Wisconsin, "\Yisconsin: the main stem from Prairie 

du Sac to the mouth. 
(49) Yellowstone, Wyoming an~ M9ntana: t~e m~instem 

from Yellowstone Lake to Pompey's Pillar and Its tnbutary, 
Clark's Fork. 

(50) Blackfoot, Montana: the main stem from Landers 
Fork to J\filltown Dam. 

(51) Colorado, Colorado and L"tah: the main stem from the 
confluence of the Gunnison River to the confluence of the 
Dolores River including the Dolores River below the pro­
posed McPhee Dam but excluding the segment from one mile 
above Highway 90 to the confluence of the San Miguel River. 

(52) Delta, Alaslm : the main stem from its source to Black 
Rapids. 

(53) Gulkana, Alaska: the entire river including its tri­
butaries, West and Middle Forks. 

(54) Madison, Montana : the main stem from Earthquake 
Lake to Ennis Lake. 

(55) Ogeechee, Georgia: the entire river. 
(56) Owyhee, Oregon: the main stem from the Idaho State 

line dmmstrea1n to the Owyhee Reservoir. Pr01Jided how­
e~·er, That the authority of the Chief of Engineers to un~er­
take emergency flood control work along the Owyhee RIVer 
under the authority of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 
19·:1:1 (55 Stat. 650), as amended (33 U.S.C. 70ln), shall not 
be affected by study of this river. 

(57) Salt, Arizona: the main stem from its source to 
Stewat·t Mountain Dam. 

(58) Snake, \Vwoming: the main stem :from its source to 
Palisades Reservoir, excluding Jackson Lake. Provided how­
ever, That study of this river shall not affect the authority 
of the Chief of Engineers to undertake maintenance work for 
the flood protection project along the Snake River authorized 
by the Flood Control Act of 1950 ( 64 Stat. 180), nor shall it 
affect the authority of the Chief of Engineers to undertake 
emergency flood control 'vork along the Snake River under 
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the authority of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1V41 
(55 Stat. 650), as amended ( 33 U.S.C. 70ln). 

(59) Wenatchee_, Was_hingt<?n: entire ri:er, including Lake 
"\Venatchee, and Its tributaries, the Cluwawa and \Yhite 
Rivers. 

CHANGES IN ExiSTING I--A w 

In compliance with clause 3 of Rule XIII of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, as re­
ported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted is 
enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic, existing 
law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman): 

AcT oF OcToBER 2, 1968 ( 82 STAT. 906, 911; 16 U.S.C. 1276) 

* * * * * * * 
SEc. 5. (a) The following rivers are hereby designated for potential 

addition to the national wild and scenic rivers sytem: 
(1) Allegheny, Pennsylvania: The segment from its mouth to the 

town of East Brady, Pennsylvania. 
( 2) Bruneau, Idaho: The entire main stem. 
(3) Buffalo, Tennessee: The entire river. 
(4) yhattooga, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia : The 

entire river. 
( 5) Clari?n, Pennsylvania : ~he segment between Ridgway and its 

confluence with the Allegheny River. · 
(6) Delaware, Pennsylvania and New York: The segment from 

Hancock, New York, to Matamoras, Pennsylvania. 
( 7) Flathead, Montana: TheN orth Fork from the Canadian border 

downstream to its confluence with the Middle Fork; the Middle Fork 
from its headwaters to its confluence with the South Fork; and the 
South Fork from its origin to Hungry Horse Reservoir. · 

( 8) Gasconade. Missouri: The entire river. 
(9) Illinois, Oregon: The entire river. 
(10) Little Beaver, Ohio: The segment of the North and Middle 

yorks o~ ~h~ Little Beaver River in Colu!llbiana County from a point 
m the VICimty of Negl.v and Elkton, Ohw. downstream to a point in 
the vicinity of East Liverpool, Ohio. ' 
. (11) Littl? ~Iian;i, O~io: rr:hat. segment of the main stem of the 

nver, exclusive of Its tributaries, from a point at the \Varren-Cler­
mont County line at Loveland, Ohio, upstream to the sources of Little 
Miami including North Fork. · 

(12) Maumee, Ohio and Indiana: The main stem from Perrysburg 
Ohio, to Fort "\Vayne, Indiana, exclusive of its tributaries in Ohio and 
inclusive of its tributaries in Indiana. 

( 13) Missouri, Montana : The segment between Fort Benton and 
Ryan Island. 

( 14) Moyie, Idaho : The segment from the Canadian border to its 
confluence with the Kootenai River. 

( 15) Obed, Tennessee: The entire river and its tributaries, Clear 
Creek and Daddys Creek. 

( 16) Penobscot, Maine : Its east and west branches. 
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( 17) Pere Marquette, Michigan: The entire river. 
(18) Pine Creek, Pennsylvania: The segment from Ansonia to 

Waterville. 
( 19) Priest, Idaho: The entire main stem. 
(20) Rio Grande, Texas: The portion of the river between the west 

boundary of Hudspeth County and the east boundary of Terrell 
County on the United States side of the river: Provided, That before 
undertaking any study of this potential scenic river, the Secretary 
of the Interior shall determine, through the channels of appropriate 
executive agencies, that Mexico has no objection to its being included 
among the studies authorized by this Act. 

( 21) Saint Croix, Minnesota and Wisconsin: The segment between 
the dam near Taylors Falls and its confluence with the Mississippi 
River. 

( 22) Saint J oo, Idaho: The entire main stem. 
(23) Salmon, Idaho: The segment from the town of North Fork 

to its confluence with the Snake River. 
( 24) Skagit, Washington : The segment from the town of Mount 

Vernon to and including the mouth of Bacon Creek; the Cascade River 
between its mouth and the junction of its North and South Forks; the 
South Fork to the boundary of the Glacier Peak ·wilderness Area; the 
Suiattle River from its mouth to the Glacier Peak 1Vi1derness Area 
boundary at Milk Creek; the Sank River from its mouth to its junc­
tion with Elliott Creek; the North Fork of the Sank River from its 
junction with the South .Fork of the Sank to the Glacier Peak Wilder­
ness Area boundarv. 

(25) Suwannee; Georgia and Florida: The entire river from its 
source in the .Okefenokee Swamp in Georgia to the gulf and the out­
lying Ichetucknee Springs, Florida. 

(26) Upper Iowa, Iowa: The entire river. 
(27) Youghiogheny, Maryland and Pennsylvania: The segment 

from Oakland, Maryland, to the Youghiogheny Reservoir, and from 
the Y oughiogheny Dam downstream to the town of Connellsv-ille, 
Pennsylvania. 

(28) American, California: The North Fork from the Cedars to 
Auburn Reservoir. 

(589) Lht Sable, Miohigam: The segment dowmtre,am from Foote 
Dam to Oscoda; upstream from Loud Reservoir to the source of the 
river and. 1:ncluding its principal tributaries, but excluding Mio and 
Bamfield Reser'voirs. 

(30) Cahaba, Alabama: The segment dowmtream from United 
States High1JJay 31 south of Birmingham in Jefferson Cownty and. 
upstream from United States Highway west of Selma in Dall.ag 
County. 

(31) Clark's Fork, Wyoming: the segment from the Clark's Fork 
Canyon to the Crandall Creek Bridge. 

(32) Colorado, Colorado: The segment from the Colorado/Utah 
boundary to a point upstream 1war the town of Loma, Colorado. 

(33) Kettle, Minnesota: The entire segment within the State of 
Minnesota. 

(34) Manistee, Michigan: The segment upstream from Manistee 
Lake to the source of the 'l'iver and. including its principal t'l'ibutaries 
and. excluding Tippy and. Hodenpyl Reservoirs. 

23 

(35) Nolichuokey, Tennessee and North Carolina: The entire main 

stern. 1. '1' :r. ~ t f th (36) Sipsey Fork, the West Fork, Alaua1na: tw Sefl.rnen o,. .. e 
impmmdment in Wimton County. f:nwy,ed by th;e .Lewus 111. Bm~th 
JJam upst1·eam to the point of ong~n ~n the W~ll~a~ B. J!ankhead 
National Forest in Lawrence County; and the tnbutarws to the 
segment. . . . d · 1 

(37) Snake, lVymnzng: Begznnmg at the.southern boun_,anes o 
Teton National Park to the entrance to Palzsades Reservo~1. 

(38) Sweetwater_, Wyoming: The segnwnt between Wtlson Bar 
dowmtream to S[JJ'tn;g Creek.. . . . , . 

(39) Tuolwmne Rwer. Cahforn?a: The Tnavn nver from" zts sources 
on 111 ount Dana and. }rf ount Lyell in Yosemite National Park to Don 
Pedro Reser110ir. . . 

(40) lVi~consin, Wiscomin: The 1nair1,~tem from.th~ d,am.at J!ratrze 
d 11 Sac. Wiscomin, to its confluetu:e w~th the 1lfzss~ss~pp~ Rzver at 
Pmirie' du Chien, W isoo-nBin. 

(b) The studies of 1'ive1'S in subparagmphs (938) through ,(40) of 
8ub8ection 5 (a) shall be completed a;nd, reports ther~on subm~tt~d_ by 
not later than October 93, 1978, and. in accordance 'to~t~ the provt8'1.~'fi.S 
of section 4(a) of this Act. For the P"}rpo8e of conduct~ng suuhstudzes, 
there ar·e a.uthorized to be appropnated s·uch sums as may be neces-
sa1'Y, but not rnore than $975,000. . . . . 

[(b)] (c) The study of any. of sa1d r~vers shall oe pursued mas 
close cooperation with appropru:te agenCies of the. affecte.d .State a~1d 
its political subdivisions as possi_bl.e, shall b? earned on JOI~tly with 
such agencies if request for such JOmt study 1s ma~e by the State, a~d 
shall include a determination of the degree to which the .State or Its 
political subdivisions might participate in the prese::vatiO!l al!d ad­
ministration of the river should it be proposed for mcluswn m the 
national wild and scenic rivers system. 

[ (c)] (d) In all planning for the use and development of water 
and related land resources, qonside:ation s~all be g~ven by all Fe~eral 
agencies involved to potential natwnal. w1ld, scemc and recrt;at.wnal 
river areas, and all river basin a~d proJect plan repor~s submitted to 
the Congress shal.l consider and discuss any suqh pote~ha~s. The Secre- . 
tary of the Inten?r an~ th~ Secretary of ~gr1cul~.m e sh<~ll. make spe­
cific studies and mvest1~ahons to dE>:t.erp1me wh1?h additiOnal w1ld, 
scenic and recreational river areas w1thm the Umted. States shall.be 
evaluated in planning reports by all Federal agencies !lS potential 
alternative uses of the water and related land resources mvolved. 

0 
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JlintQtthird Q:ongrtss of tht ilnittd ~tatts of amcrica 
AT THE _SECOND SESSION 

Begun and held at the City of Washington on Monday, the twenty-first day of January; 
one thousand nine hundred and seventy-four 

Sln Slct 
To amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (82 Stat. 906), as amended, to 

designate segments of certain rivers for possible inclusion in the national wild 
and scenic rivers system; to amend the Lower Saint Croix River Act of 1972 
( 86 Stat. 1174), and for other purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled, That the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act (82 Stat. 906), as amended, is further amended as 
follows: 

(a) In subsection (a) of section 5 after paragraph (27) insert the 
following new .Paragraphs: · · 

"(28) American, California: The North Fork from the Cedars to 
the Auburn Reservoir. . 

· "(29) Au Sable, Michigan: The segment downstream from Foot 
Dam to Oscoda and upstream from Loud Reservoir to its source, 
including its principal tributaries and excluding Mio and Barnfield 
Reservoirs. 

"(30) ·Big Thompson, Colorado: The segJD.ent from its source to the 
boundary of Rocky Mountain National Park. 

" ( 31) Cache la Poudre, Colorado : Both forks from their sources 
to their confluence, thence the Cache la Poudre to the eastern boundary 
of Roosevelt National Forest. 

'' ( 32) Cahaba, Alabama : The segment from its junction wi.th 
United States Highway 31 south of Birmingham downstream to Its 
junction with United States Hi_ghw!<X 80 west of Selma. 

"(33) Clarks Fork, Wyomfng: Tiie segment from t1ie 'Ia · ··s 'For'k 
Can von to the Crandall Creek Bridge. 

"(34) Colorado, Colorado and Utah: The segment from its c~m­
fluence with the Dolores River, Utah, upstream to a point 19.5 miles 
from the Utah-Colorado border in Colorado. 

" ( 35) Conejos, Colorado : The three forks from their sources to 
their confluence, thence the Conejos to its first junction with State 
Hi?,hway 17, excluding Platoro Reservoir. 

' (36) Elk, Colorado: The segment from its source to Clark. 
"(37) Encampment, Colorado: The Main Fork and West Fork to 

their confluence, thence the Encampment to the Colorado-Wyoming 
border, including the tributaries and headwaters. 

"(38) Green, Colorado: The entire segment within the State of 
Colorado. 

" ( 39) Gunnison, Colorado: The segment from the upstream (south­
ern) boundary of the Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monu­
ment to its confluence with the North Fork. 

" ( 40) Illinois, Oklahoma : The segment from Tenkiller Ferry Res­
ervoir upstream to the Arhnsas-Oklahoma border, including the 
Flint and Barren Fork Creeks. 

"(41) John Day, Oregon: The main stem from Service Creek 
Bridge (at river mile 157) downstream to Tumwater Falls (at river 
mile 10). 

" ( 42) Kettle, Minnesota: The entire segment within the State of 
Minnesota. 

"(43) Los Pinos, Colorado: The segment from its source, including 
the tributaries and headwaters within the San Juan Primitive Area, 
to the northern boundary of the Granite Peak Ranch. 



S.3022-2 

"(44) Manistee Michigan: The entire river from its .sour~e to 
Manistee Lake, in~luding its principal tributaries and excludmg Tippy 
and Hodenpyl Reservoirs. . . . 

" ( 45) N olich uckey, Tennessee and North Carohna : The entire mam 
stem. 

" ( 46) Owyhee, South Fork, Oregon: The main stem. from the 
Oregon-Idaho border downstream to the Owyhee ReservOir. 

" ( 47) Piedra, Colorado: The Middle Fo~·k and ~as~ Fo!'k fr?m 
their sources to their confluence, thence the Piedra to 1ts JUnction with 
Colorado Highway 160, including the tributaries and headwaters on 
national forest lands. 

" ( 48) Shepaug, Connecticut: The entire river. . . 
" ( 49) Sipsey Fork, West Fork, Alabama: The segmen~, mclud~ng 

its tributaries from the impoundment formed by the Lewis M. Smith 
Dam upstrea~I to its source in the 'William B. Bankhead National 
Forest. 

"(50) Snake, 'Vyoming: The segment from the s~uthern bound.a­
ries of Teton National Park to the entrance to Palisades ReservOir. 

" (51) Sweetwater, 'Wyoming: The segment from ·wilson Bar down­
stream to Spring Creek. 

" (52) Tuolumne, California: The main river from its source on 
Mount Dana and Mount Lyell in Yosemite-National Park to Don 
Pedro Reservoir. 

" (53) upper Mississippi, Minnesota: The segment :from its source 
at the outlet of Itasca Lake to its junction with the northwestern 
bc:nmdary of the city of Anoka. 

" (54) w·isconsin, 'Wisconsin: The segment from Prairie du Sac 
to its confluence \'rith the Mississippi River at Prairie du Chien. 

" (55) Yampa, Colorado: The segment within the boundaries of 
the Dinosaur National :Monument. 

"(56) Dolores, Colorado: The segment of the main stem from Rico 
upstream to its source, including its headwaters; the West Dolores 
from its sonrce, including its headwaters, dmn1stream to its confluence 
with the main stem; and the segment from the west boundary, section 
2, township 38 north, range 16 west, NMPM, below the proposed 
McPhee Dam, downstream to the Colorado-utah border, excluding 
the segment from one mile above Highway 90 to the confluence of 
the San Miguel River." 

(b) In section 5 reletter subsections (b) and (c) as (c) and (d), 
respectively, and insert a new subsection (b), as follows: 

"(b) (1) The studies of rivers named in subparagraphs (28) 
through (55) of subsection (a) of this section shall be completed 
and reports thereon submitted by not later than October 2, 1979: 
Provided, That with respect to the rivers named in subparagraphs 
(33), (50), and (51), the Secretaries shall not commence any 
studies until ( i) the State legislature has acted with respect to 
such rivers or ( ii) one year from the date of enactment of this 
Act, whichever is earlier. 

"(2) The study of the river named in subparagraph (56) of 
subsection (a) of this section shall be completed and the report 
thereon submitted by not later than January 3, 1976. 

"(3) There are authorized to be appropriated for the purpose 
of conducting the studies of the rivers named in subparagraphs 
(28) through (56) such sums as may be necessary, but not more 
than $2,175,000." 
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(c) In clause (i) of subsection (b) of section 7 strike the final 
comma and the following word "and" and insert in lieu thereof a colon 
and the following proviso: "Provided, That if any Act designating any 
river or rivers for potential addition to the national wild and scenic 
rivers system provides a feriod for the study or studies which exceeds 
such three complete fisca year period the period provided for in snch 
Act shall be substituted for the three eomplete fiseal year period in 
the provisions of this clause (i); and". 

(d) In the fourth sentence of subsection (a) of section 4 : 
(1) between "rivers" and "with'~ insert "(i)'', and 
(2} strike "system." and insert in lieu thereof "system, and (ii) 

which possess the greatest proportion of private lands within 
their areas.". 

SEc. 2. Subsection (a) of section 6 of the Lower Saint Croix Riwr· 
Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 1174) is amended by deleting "$7,275,000'' and 
inserting in lieu thereof "$19,000,000". · 

Speaker of the Bouse of Representatives. 

Vioe President of the United States and 
President of the Senate. 
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