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94 Coxaress | HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES Rerorr
2d Session No. 94-1755

AUTHORIZING CONSTRUCTION, REPAIR AND PRESERVATION OF CER-
TAIN PUBLIC WORKS ON RIVERS AND HARBORS FOR NAVIGATION,
FLOOD CONTROL, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES

OcToOBER 1, 1976.—Ordered to be printed

- Mpr. Jongs, from the committee of conferehce,
submitted the following

CONFERENCE REPORT

{To accompany 8. 3823]

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the House to the bill (. 3823) authoriz-
ing the construction, repair, and preservation of certain public works
on rivers and harbors for navigation, flood control, and for other
purposes, having 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 amendment of
the House and agree to the same with an amendment as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted by the House amend-
ment insert the following: '

Secrion 101. (@) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the
Chief of Engineers, is hereby authorized to undertake the phase 1
design memorandum stage of advanced engineering and design of the
following water resources development projects, substantially in ac-
cordance with, and subject to the conditions recommended by the
Chief of Engineers in, the reports hereinafter designated.

Mipprry Arranric Coasrar Reeron

The project for beach erosion control, navigation, and storm pro-
tection from Hereford Inlet to the Delaware Bay entrance to the Cape
May Canal, New Jersey: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated Sep-
tember 30, 1975, at an estimated cost of $2,062.000. ,

The project for beach erosion control, navigation, and storm protec-
tion from Barnegat Inlet to Longport, New Jersey: Report of the
Chief of Engineers dated October 2}, 1975, at an estimated cost of
$2,396.,000.
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Warckirr River Basin

T'he project for flood control of the Black Dirt Area, Wallkill River,
New York and New Jersey: House Document Numbered 94499, at
an estimated cost of $330,000.

Puassarc River Basin

The project for flood control in the Passaic River Basin, New
Jersey and New York: Report of the Chief of Engincers dated Feb-
ruary 18, 1976, at an estimated cost of $12,000,000.

Svsourravva River Basiv

The project for flood control at Lock Haven, Pennsylvania: House
Document Numbered 9}-577, at an estimated cost of $430000.

The project for flood control at Wyoming Valley, Sugweﬁdﬁﬁ&"'

River, Luzerne County, Pennsylvania: House Document Numbered
94482, at an estimated cost of $450,000.

Jaups Biver Basiv

The project for flood control at Richmond, Virginia: Report of the
Chief of Engineers dated January 7, 1976, at an estimated cost of
$800,000.

Sovra Arranrie Coasrar Rreron

The project for navigation at Brunswick Harbor, Georgia: Report
of the Chief of Engineers dated August 18, 1976, at an estimated cost
of $300,000, except that the Secretary of the Army, acting through
the Chief of Engineers, shall include as part of the phase I study
consideration of dredging a navigation charmel to Colonel’s Island.

Coorer River Basin

The project for navigation improvements at Charleston. Haibor,
South Carolina: House Document Numbered 94436, at an estimated
cost of $600,000.

Cousonwrarri or Puerro Rico

The project for navigation improvements at San Juan Harbor,
Puerto Rico: House Document Numbered 94674, at an estimated
cost of $300000.

Uprer Mississippr River Basiv

The project for local flood protection and btker purposes of La
Crosse, Wisconsin, on the Mississippi River: House Document
Numbered 94598, at an estimated cost of $400,000.

Grear Lares Basiy

The Igrm;ieot for beach erosion control of Presque Isle Peninsula at
E'rie, Pennsylvania: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated April
8, 1976, at an estimated cost of $700,000. At the expiration of the au-
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thorization provided in section 57 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 197}, the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Enginecrs, may provide periodic beach nowrishment in accordance
with the cost sharing provisions of section 103 (a)(2) of the Act of
October 23,1962 (76 Stat. 1178).

The project for flood control and other purposes on Little Calumet
River in Indiana: Report of the Chief of Enginecers dated July 19,
1976, at an estimated cost of $1,400,000.

Sruscaw River

The project for navigation improvements on the Siuslaw River and
Bar at Stuslaw, Oregon: In accordance with the final report of the
Chief of Engineers, at an estimated cost of $50000. This shall take
effect upon submittal to the Secretary of the Army by the Chief of
Engineers and notification to Congress of the approval of the Chief
of E'ngineers. ,

Papirrovy Oreer Basiv

The project for local flood protection on Papillon Creck at Omaha,
Nebraska: In accordance with the final report of the Chief of Engi-
neers, at an estimated cost of $75,000. This shall take ezgct upon. sub-
mittal to the Secretary of the Army by the Chief of Engineers and
notification to Congress of the approval of the Chief of Engineers.

Onro Rrver Basin

The project for abatement of acid mine drainage in the Clarion
River Basin, Pennsylvania: Report of the Secretary of the Army
dated April 1971, entitled “Development of Water Resources in
Appalachia”, at an estimated cost of $600,000.

Lower Mississiprr River Basix

The project for flood protection for St. Johns Bayou and New
Madrid Floodway, Missouri: Rport of the Chief of Engineers dated
September 26, 1975, at-an estimated cost of $300.000.

The project for flood protection for Nonconnah Creeck, Tennessee
and Massissippi: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated June 23,
1876, and as an independent part of this project, improvements for
flood control and allied purposes on Horn Lake Creek and tributaries,
including Cowpen Creek, Tennessee and Mississippi, at an estimated
cost of $400,000.

Trxas Gurr Coasr Regron

The project for natural salt polhution control in the Brazos River:
Report of the Chief of Engineers dated June 1, 1976, at an estimated
cost of $650,000.

Ri1o Gravpe Basix

The project for flood control and other purposes, on the Rio Grande
and Rio Salado, (Rio Puerco) New Mexico: Report of the Chief of
Engineers dated September 27, 1976, at an estimated cost of $1,500.000.
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Missourr River Basin

The project for flood protection for Jefferson City on. Wears Creeks,
Missouri: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated October 21, 1975,
- at an estimated cost of $50,000.

CorouBia Biver Basin

The project for construction and installation of a second power-
house at McNary Lock and Dam, Columbia River, Oregon and W ash-
ington: Report of the Chief of Engineers, dated June 29, 1976, at an
estimated cost of $1,800,000.

PreuBiva River Basiv

The project for flood control on the Pembina River at Walhalla,
North Dakota: Report of the Division Engineer dated May 24, 1976,
at an estimated cost of $930,000. This shall take effect wpon submit-
tal to the Secretary of the Army by the Chief of Engineers and
notification to Congress of the approval of the Chief of E'ngineers.

CALLecuAs Creen Basiv

The project for flood control and other purposes on Calleguas Creek,
Sima Valley to Moorpark, Ventura County, California: Report of the
Chief of Engineers dated June 21, 1976, at an estimated cost of
$1,060,000.

Sacrauenro-San Joaguin Basin

The project for flood control and other purposes on Morrison Creek
Stream Group, California: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated
March 2, 1976, at an estimated cost of $750,000.

Norra-E astery Arrantic Coastar Recion

The project for navigation improvements in New London Harbor
and Thames River at New London, Connecticut : Report of the Chief
of Engineers dated February 20, 1975, at an estimated cost of
$8,022,000.

Rrp River or trE Norro BAasiv

The project for local flood protection at Grafton, North Dakota,
on the Park Rwver: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated June 11,
1976, at an estimated cost of $10,973,000.

(b) The Secretary of the Army is authorized to undertake advanced
engineering and design for the projects in subsection (&) of this section
after completion of tgw phase I design memorandum stage of such proj-
ects. Such advanced engineering and design may be undertaken only
upon a finding by the Chief of Engineers, transmitted to the Com-
mittees on Public Works of the Senate and Public Works and Trans-
portation of the House of Representatives, that the project is without
substantial controversy, that it is substantially in accordance with and
subject to the conditions recommended for such project in this section,
and that the advanced engineering and design will be compatible with
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any project modifications which may be under consideration. T here is
authorized to carry out this subsection not to exceed $5,000,000. No
funds appropriated under this subsection may be used for land acquisi-
tion or commencement of construction.

(¢) W henever the Chief of Engineers transmits his recommendations
for @ water resources development project to the Secretary of the Army
for transmittal to the Congress, as authorized in the first section of the
Act of December 22, 1944, the Chief of Engineers is authorized to
undertake the phase I design memorandum stage of advanced engineer-
ing and design of such project if the Chief of Engineers finds and
transmits to the Committees on Public Works and Transportation of
the House of Representatives and Public Works of the Senate, that
the project is without substantial controversy and justifies further
engineering, economic, and environmental investigations. Authoriza-
tion for such phase I work for a project shall terminate on the date
of enactment of the first Water Resources Development Act enacted
after the date such work is first authorized. There is authorized to
carry out this subsection not to exceed $4,000000 per fiscal year for
each of the fiscal years 1978 and 1979.

Skec. 102. Sections 201 and 202 and the last three sentences in section

203 of the Flood Control Act of 1968 shall apply to all projects author-

1zed in this section. T he following works of improvement for the benefit
of navigation and the control of destructive floodwaters and other
purposes are hereby adopted and authorized to be prosecuted by the
Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, sub-
stantially in accordance with the plans and subject to the conditions
recommended. by the Chief of Engineers in the respective reportr here-
inafter designated. »

Uprer Mississippr River Basiv

The project for local flood protection and other purposes at Chasku,
Minnesota, on the Minnesota River: Report of the Chief of Engineers
dated Moy 12,1976, at an estimated cost of $10,498,000.

James River Basiv

The project for flood control at the Richmond, Virginia, filtration
plant: House Document Numbered 94~543, at an estimated cost of
$4,617,000.

Lower Mississippr River Basin

The project for flood control for Harris Fork Creek, Tennessee
and Kentucky: House Document Numbered 94-221, except that high-
way bridge relocations and alterations required for the project shall
be at Federal expense, at an estimated cost of $5,000,000.

NEcnes Basiv

The project for salt water control on the Neches River and Tribu-
taries, Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas: Report of the Chief
of Engineers dated April 12, 1976, at an estimated cost of $14,300,000,
except that the non-Federal share for such project shall not ewceed
$2,100,000.
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Wesrery Cossrar Rreron

The project for navigation in Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbors,
California: House Document Nwmbered 94594, at an estimated cost
of $16,.850,000. '

Coroupia River Basin

Fish and Wildlife Compensation Plan for the Lower Snake River,
Washington and Idaho, substantially in accordance with a report on
file with the Chief of Engineers, at an estimated cost of $58,400,000.

Ske. 103. The flood control project for San Antonio Channcl im-
provement, Texas, authorized by section 203 of the Flood Control
Aot of 195 (68 Stat. 1260) as a part of the comprehensive plan for
flood protection on the Guadalpe and Sen Antonio Rivers, %ewas, 8
hereby modified to authorize and direct the Secretary of the Army
acting through the Chief of Engineers, to construct such additional
flood control measures as are needed to preserve and protect the
Espada Acequia Aqueduct, located in the vicinity of Six Mile Creek,
at an estimated Federal cost of $2,050,000. Construction of such flood
control measures shall be subject to the same conditions of local co-
operation as required for the existing flood control project. )

Sec. 104. The project for flood protection on the Minnesota River
at Monkato and North Mankato, Minnesota, authorized by section
203 of the Flood Control Act of 1958, as modified, is hereby further
modified to provide that changes to the highway bridges in %ankato—
North Mankato at United States Highway 169 over the Blue Earth
River and at Main Street over the Minnesota River, including rights-
of-way, changes to approaches and relocations, made necessary by the
project and its present plan of protection shall be accomplished at
complete Fedemg expense, at an estimated cost of $8,175,000.

Skc. 106. The general comprehensive plan for flood control and other
purposes for the White River Basin approved by the Flood Control
Act of June 28, 1938, as amended, is hereby modified to provide that
an amount not to exceed $6,000,000 may be used for the construction
at Beaver Dam, Carroll County, Arkansas, of trout productioh
measures (including a fish hatchery) in compensation for the reduced
number of fresh water fish in the White River and other streams in
Arkansas which has resulted from the construction of the Beaver
Dam. and other dams in the State of Arkansas, and. for the acquisition
of necessary real estate, construction of access roads and utilities, and
performance of services related thereto, as deemed appropriate by
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of E'ngineers.

 Sze. 106. (@) The project for hurricane-flood control protection at

New London, Connecticut, authorized by the Flood Control Act o
1962 (76 Stat. 1180) is hereby modified to delete the Powder Island-
Bentleys Creek hurricane protection barrier; and to authorize con-
struction of the Shaw Cove hurricane protection barrier, pressure
conduit, and pumping station works substantially in accordance with
the revised plan “New London Hurricane Protection”, dated June
1976, on file in the Office of the Chief of Engineers and estimated to
cost $7,745.000; with such modifications as the Chief of Engineers
may deem advisable.

v

7

(b) Prior to initiation of construction of the project, appropriate
non-Federal interests shall agree—

(1) to provide without cost to the United States oll lands
easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construction and
operation of the project; L ,

(2) to hold and save the United States.free from damage due
to construction, operation, and maintenance of the project not
including damages due to the fault or negligence of the United
States or its contractors ;

(3) to accomplish without cost to the United States all modifi-
cations or relocations of existing sewerage and drainage facili-
ties, buildings, wtilities, and highwaeys made necessary by
construction of the project not to include sewerage and drainage
facilities at the line of protection;

(4) to maintain and operate all features of the project after
completion in accordance with regulations prescribed by the
Secretary of the Army; and ' ,

(6) to bear 30 per centum of the total first cost.

(¢) Notwithstanding subsection (b) of this section, or any other
provision of law, non-Federal interests shall bear no part of the cost
of any design for this project rejected or otherwise not accepted by
such interests prior to the date of enactment of this section.

Skc. 107. Section 107 (b) of the River and Harbor Act of 1970 (84
Stat. 1818, 1820), as amended, is further amended by striking out
“December 31, 1976" and inserting in liew thereof “September 30,
1979 and striking out “$9500,000” and inserting in liew thereof
“$15,9680007. Such section 107(b) is further amended in the second
sentence thereof by striking out “environmental and ecological in-
vestigation,” and inserting in liew thereof “environmental and eco-
logical investigations, including am investigation of measures
necessary to ameliorate any adverse impacts upon. local commumaties 37

Sec. 108. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to undertake the phase I design memorandum
stage of advanced engineering and design of the Chicagoland urder-
flow plan project for flood control and other purposes in accordance
with the report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors
dated July 27, 1976, at an estimated cost of $12,000,000. This shall
take effect upon submittal to the Secretary of the Army by the Chief of
Engineers and notification to Congress of the approval of the Chief
of Engineers. )

Sre. 109. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to undertake the phase I design memorandum
stage of advanced engineering and design of the project for flood con-
trol and other purposes on the Santa Ana River, California, in accord-
ance with the recommendations of the division engineer dated Febru-
ary 27, 1976, at an estimated cost of $700,000. This shall take effect
upon submittal to the Secretary of the Army by the Chief of Engineers
and notification to Congress of the approval of the Chief of Engineers.

Skc. 110, The project for navigation for the Atlantic Intracoastal
Waterway Bridges, Virginia and North Carolina, authorized by sec-
tion 101 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 1818) is
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hereby modified in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief
of Engineers in House Document Numbered 94~597 with respect to
Wilkerson Creek Bridge, North Carolina, and Coinjock Bridge, North
Carolina, at an estimated cost of $2,876,000. ,
8kc. 111. The project for the Saylorville Reservoir on the Des M oines
River, Iowa, authorized by section 203 of the Flood Control Act of
1968 (72 Stat. 310) is hereby modified in accordance with the recom-
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered
94487 at an estimated cost of $7374,000. The Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Ohief of Engineers, may carry out each segment of
such recommendations independently if he deems appropriate. The
Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chicf of Engineers i8
further authorized to (1) undertake such measures, including renego-
tiating ewisting easements and the acquisition of additional interests in
land, as are appropriate to operate Saylorville Lake and Lake Red
Rock projects, singly or as a system, to obtain the maximum benefits
therefrom. in the public interest and to properly indemmify owners of

such easements or interests in land; and (2) provide for the full devel-

opment of campground and other recreation sites and access thereto
for the Lake Red Rock and Saylorville Lake projects at Federal cost,
including the improvement of existing county or State roads outside
the project limits to provide better access into recreation areas..

Skc. 118. The project for nawigation improvements on Mobile
Harbor, Theodore Ship Channel, Alabama, approved by resolutions
of the Committee on Public Works of the Senate and the Committee
on Public Works of the House of Representatives dated December 15,
1970, is hereby modified in accordance with the report of the Board of
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors dated May 28,1976, at an estimated
cost of $42,800,000.

Szo. 113. The flood control project for Del Valle Reservoir, Alameda
Creek, California, authorized by section 203 of the Flood Control Act
of 1962 is hereby mo:i;'ﬁed in accordance with the report of the Chief
o{ Engineers dated July 87, 1976, to increase the contribution made by
thé United States to the State of California toward the cost of con-
struction, maintenance, and operation from $4080000 to $4,650,000.

Sec. 114. The project for the replacement of Vermilion Lock,
Louisiana, on the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway is hereby authorized
substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief of
Engineers in the report dated August 3, 1976 af an estimated cost of
$20,683,000.

Skc. 115. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to undertake the phase 1 design memorandim
stage of advanced engineering and design of modification of the
Gallipolis Locks and Dam project, Ohio River, limited to a single
1,200 foot replacement lock, in accordance with the recommendations
of the Chief of Engineers dated July 1}, 1975, at an estimated cost
of $2,800,000.

Skc. 116. The last sentence of section 91 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 197} (88 Stat. 39) is amended to read as follows:
“There are authorized to be appropriated net to exceed 828,725,000 to
corry out such project.”.

Sec. 117. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers; is authorized to investigate and study, in cooperation with
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interested States and Federal agencies, through the Upper Mississippi
River Basin Commission the development of a river system manage-
ment plan in the format of the “Great River Study” for the Mississippt
River from the mouth of the Okio River to the head of navigation at
Minneapolis, incorporating total river resource requirements inelud-
ing, but not limited to, navigation, the effects of increased barge trafjic,
fish and wildlife, recreation, watershed management, and water quality
at an estimated cost of $9,100,000.

Skc. 118. (a) Whenever the Secretary of the Army finds that—

(1) the Intracoastal Waterway is no longer routed along a part
of the segment of the Louisiana-Tewas Intracoastal Waterway
right-of-way described in subsection (b) of this section;

(2) maintenance of such part of the right-of-way has been
abandoned by the Corps of Engineers; and )

(3) such part of the right-of-way s no longer navigable by
watercraft; : '

he shall convey, without monetary consideration, any ecasements or
other rights or interests in real property which the United States
acquired for the construction, operation, or maintenance of such part
of the right-of-way to each owner of record of the real property which
i8 subjéct to such easements, rights, or interests of the United States.

(b) The segment of the Louisiana-Texas Intracoastal Waterway
right-of-way referred to in subsection (a) of this section is that seg-
ment of the right-of-way for the Louisiana-Texas Intracoastal W ater-
way, Caleasieu-Sabine section, whick (1) is within the portion of the
right-of-way for the old Intracoastal Waterway channel (known
locally as the “East-West Canal”) extending from the east bank of
the Oalcasiew River at a point approxzimately twenty miles south of
Lake Charles, Louisiana, to the Choupique Cutoff in the Intracoastal
Waterway, and (2) is located on the southeast quarter of the southeast
quarter of section 25, township 11 south, range 10 west, and in the
west half of the southwest quarter of section 30, township 11 south,
range 9 west, Calcasieu Parwsh, Louisiana.

Ske. 119. Section 4 of the Act of June 21, 1940, as amendsd (54
Stat. 498; 33 U.8.C. 51}), is amended in the first sentence by striking
out “It shall be the duty of the bridge owner to prepare and submit to
the Secretary, within ninety days after service of his order” and insert-
ing in liew thereof “After the service of an order under this Act, it
shall be the duty of the bridge owner to prepare and submit to the
Secretary of Transportation, within a reasonable time as prescribed
by the Secretary”. »

8kc. 120. (a) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, is authorized to contract with States and their political
subdivisions for the purpose of obtaining increased law enforcement
services at water resources development projects under the jurisdic-
tion o é; the Secretary of the Army to meet needs during peak visitation
periods.

(8) There is authorized to be appropriated $6,000000 per fiscal
year for the fiscal years ending September 30, 1978, and September 30,
1979, to carry out this section.

Src. 121. (a) The project for flood protection on the North Branch
of the Susquehanna River, New York and Pennsylvania, authorized
by section 203 of the Flood Control Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 306) is
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hereby modified to authorize and direct the Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Chief of Engineers, in connection with the con-
struction of the Cowanesque Dam to relocate the town of Nelson,
Pennsylvania, to a new townsite. .

(b) As part of such relocation, the Secretary of the Army, acting
through the Chief of Engineers, shall (1) cooperate in the 'piawnmg
of a new town with other Federal agencies and appropriate non-
Federal interests, including Nelson, (2) acquire lands necessary for
the new town and to convey title to said lands to individuals, business
or other entities, and to the town as appropriate, and (3) construct
necessary municipal facilities.

(¢) The compensation paid to any individual or entity for the
taking of property under this section shall be the amount due such
individual or entity under the Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 less the fair market
value of the real property conveyed to such individual or entity in the
new town. Municipal facilities provided under the authority of this
section shall be substitute facilities which serve reasonably as well as
those in the existing town of Nelson, except that such facilities shall
be constructed to such higher standards as may be necessary to com-
ply with applicable Federal and State laws. Additional facilities may
be constructed, only ot the expense of appropriate non-Federal
interests.

(d) Before the Secretary of the Army acquires any real property
for the new townsite appropriate non-Federal interests shall furnish
binding contractual commitments that all lots in the new townsite will
be either occupied when available, will be replacements for open space
and vacant lots in the existing town, or will be purchased by non-
Federal interests at the fair market value.

SEkc. 122. (a) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the C'hief
of Engineers, is authorized and directed to review the requirement
of local cooperation with respect to providing a spoil disposal area
for the project at Deep Creek, Warwick County (now within the city
of Newport News), Virginia, authorized by the Act of August 26,
1937 (commonly referred to as the River and Harbor Act of 1937, 60
Stat. 846), to determine if (1) such requirement should be eliminated,
and (2) Craney Island disposal area should be used as the spoil dis-
posal area for dredged material from such project. Such review shall
be completed and submitted in a report to Congress within two years
after the date of enactment of this section.

(&) Beginning on the date of enactment of this section, (1) the
requirement of local cooperation described in subsection (a) shall be
suspended, and (2) Craney lsland disposal area shall be used as the
spoil disposal area for dredged material from such project, until
Congress, by a statute enacted after the date on which the report
required by subsection (a) is submitted, removes such suspension.

Src. 123. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to operate and maintain the Los Angeles-
Long Beach harbor model in Vicksburg, Mississippi, for the purpose
of testing proposals for the improvement of navigation in, the
environmental quality of, the harbor waters of the ports of Los
Angeles and Long Beach to determine optimum plans for future

11

expansion of both ports. Such testing shall include, but not be limited
to, inwestigation of oscillations, tidal flushing characteristics, water
quality, improvements for navigation, dredging, harbor fills, and
physical structures.

Sec. 124. (a) The Corpus Christi ship canal project for navigation
in Corpus Christi Bay, Lewas, authorized by the Rivers and Harbors
Act of 1968 (P.L. 90—483) is hereby modified to provide that the non-
Federal interests shall contribute 25 per centum of the costs of areas
required for initial and subsequent disposal of spoil, and of necessary
retaining dikes, bulkheads, and embankments therefor. Credit shall
be allowed in connection with the above project in an amount equal
to the reasonable expenditures made by non-Federal interests in the
acquisition of spoil areas and construction of mecessary retaining
dikes, bulkheads, and embankments prior to the effective date of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1976. :

(b) The requirements for appropriate non-Federal interests to
“contribute 25 per centum of the construction costs as set forth in
subsection (a) shall be waived by the Secretary of the Army upon
a finding by the Administrator of the Envirowmental Protection
Agency that for the area to which such construction applies, the State
of Tewxas, interstate agency, municipality, and other appropriate
political subdivisions of the State and industrial concerns are par-
ticipating in and in compliance with an approved plan for the general
geographical area of the dredging activity for construction, modifi-
cation, expansion, or rehabilitation of waste treatment facilities and
the Administrator has found that applicable water quality standards
are not being violated.

Skc. 125, g’or purposes of section 9 of the Act of March 3, 1899
(80 Stat. 1151; 33 U.S.C. 401), the consent of Congress is hereby
given to the State of Louisiana to construct such structures across
any navigable water of the United States as may be necessary for the
construction of the following highways:

(1) Ivanhoe-Jeanerette, State project numbered 4}31-01-01
and 431-01-02 in Iberia and Saint Mary Parishes, Louisiana;

(2) Larose-Lafitte Highway, State Route La 3134 in Jefferson
and Lafourche Parishes, Louisiana, starting at Estelle in Jeffer-
son Parish and proceeding southwesterly to Larose in Lafourche
Parish; and

(8) United States 90 Relocated (La 30562), in Saint Mary,
Assumption, Terrebonne, and Lafourche Parishes, Louisiana,
starting at United States 90 west of Raceland and proceeding
westerly to a conmection with United States 90 at or near Morgan ~
City, Louisiana.

Skc. 126. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to undertake the phase I design memoran-
dum stage of advanced engineering and design of a project for flood
prevention and development of incidental recreation, preservation
of the natural floodways, and protection of the watershed’s soil
resources, at an estimated cost of $370,000, substantially in accordance
with the Floodwater Management Plan, North Branch of the Chicago
River Watershed, Cook and Lake Counties, Illinois, dated October
1974, and also substantially in accordance with the watershed imple-
mentation program dated February 197}.
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‘Sro. 127. The project for Wister Lake, Arkansas River Basin,
Oklahoma, authorized by section 4 of the Act of June 28, 1938, entitled
“An Act authorizing the construction of certain public works on rivers
and harbors for flood control, and for other purposes™ (62 Stat. 1218)
is hereby modified to authorize and direct the Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Chief of Engineers, to recover and preserve impor-
tant data from significant archeological sites located on project lands
which will be adversely affected as a result of a change in seasonal
pool operations. The costs of such work shall not exceed $250,000.

8ec. 128. (a) The Secretary of the Army is authorized and directed
to convey by quitclaim deed to €. B. Porter Scott and Dorothy Boren
Scott of the county of Randall, State of Tewas, all rights, title, and
interest of the United States in and to the following described tract
of land ac%uired as part of the project for Belton Lake, Texas,
authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1946:

A tract of land situated in the county of Bell, State of Texas, being
part of the Stephen P. Terry Survey (A-81%), and being part of o
271-acre tract of land acquired by the United States of America from
Frank Morgan, and others, by Declaration of Taking filed September
11, 1952, in Condemmnation Proceedings (civil numbered 1311) in the
District Court of the United States for the Western District of Texas,
Waco Division, and being designated as “Tract Numbered F—505 for
Belton Lake”, and being more particularly described as follows, all
bearings being referred to the Texas Plane Coordinate System,
Central Zone:

Beginning at Government marker numbered F-503-2, situated
in a northeasterly boundary line for said tract numbered F-505
for the point of beginning, said point of beginning being the
southeast corner for a 0.25 acre tract of land acquired by the
United States of America from Edward Cameron, et ux, by deed
dated Jaruary 13, 1953, and recorded in volume 679 at page 456
and by correction deed dated May 25, 1955, and recorded in volume
722 at page 560 of the deed records of Bell County, Texas, and
being designated as “Tract Numbered F-503 for Belton Lake”,
said point of beginning also being located south 7} degrees 21
minutes east, 38.3 feet from a point on top of the bluff for a re-
entrant corner for said tract numbered F-505; :

thence along the boundary line for said tract numbered F-505
as follows: south 74 degrees and 21 minutes east, 271.70 feet to
a point;

thence south 46 degrees 1} minutes west, 154.5 feet to a point;

thence south 28 degrees 09 minutes east, 185 feet to a point;

thence north 73 degrees 45 minutes west, 384.23 feet to Govern-
ment marker numbered A-65-9 for a northeast corner for a 79.70-
acre tract of land acquired by the United States of America
from Eleanor M. Paulk, and others, by deed dated July 28, 1952,
and, recorded in volume 672 at page 233 of the deed records of
Bell County, Texas, and being designated as “Tract Numbered
A-65 for Belton Lake”;

thence departing from the boundary line for said tract num-
bered F-508, north 27 degrees 53 minutes west, 169.85 feet to a
point;
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thence north 55 degrees 26 minutes east, 18} feet more or less,
to the point of beginning, containing 1.87 acres, more or less.

() The grantees shall, as a condition to the conveyance authorized
by subsection (a), 5&3; to. the United States an amount equal to the
sum originally paid by the United States for the tract of land de-
seribed in subsection (a) of this section.

Sec. 189, (a) The project for Blue Marsh Lake, Berks County,
Pennsylvania, a part of the plan for the comprehensive development
of the Delaware River Basin, as authorized by section 201 of the Flood
Control Act of 1962 (76 Stat. 1183), is hereby modified to authorize
and direct the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
E'ngineers, to relocate and restore intact the historic structure and asso-
ciated improvements known as the Gruber Wagon Works located on
certain Federal lands to be inundated upon completion of the project,
at an estimated cost of $922,000.

(8) Upon completion of the relocation and restoration of the Gruber
Wagon Works at a site mutually agreeable to the Secretary of the
Army and the County of Berks, title to the structure and associated
improvements and equipment shall be transferved to the County of
Berks upon condition that such county agree to maintain such his-
toric property in perpetuity as a public museum at no cost to the Fed-
eral Government.

Skec. 130. The authorized McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River naviga-
tion system. is hereby modified to provide o nine-foot deep navigation
chanmel, one hundred feet in width, ewtending approximately ten
miles from the McClellan-Kerr navigation sailing line upstream. on
the Big Sallisaw Creek and Little Sollisaw Creek to and including
a turning basin, near United States Highway 59, in a location gen-
erally conforming to Site I, as described in the Tulsa District Engi-
neer’s Project Formulation Memorandwm. entitled “Big and Little
Sallisaw Creeks, Oklahoma, Section 107 Navigation Project” dated
August 1973, at an estimated cost of $1,200,000.

Sec. 131. (a) The first sentence of section 201(a) of the Flood
Control Act of 1965 (Public Law 89-298) is amended by striking out
“$10.000000, and inserting in lieu thereof “$15,000,000.7.

(b) Section 201 (b) of such Act is amended by striking out $§10,000,-
000 and inserting in lieu thereof “$15 0000007,

Sec. 132. The project for flood protection on the Souris River at
Minot, North Dakota, approved by resolutions of the Committee on
Public Works of the Senate and the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation of the House of Representatives under authority of
section 201 of the Flood Control Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 1962-6), and
modified by section 105 of the Water Resources Development Act of
1974 (88 Stat. 42), is hereby further modified to authorize and direct
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Enginecers, to
reimburse the designated non-Federal interest for the estimated addi-
tional expense (exceeding that set forth in such section 105) incurred
by such non-Federal interest in undertaking its required cooperation
for the proposed channel realinement in the downstream area of the
project near Logan, North Dakota, except that such reimbursement
shall not exceed $250,000. :

H,Repl, 941755 O wue 2
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Szc. 133. (a) Subsection (b) of section 107 of the River and Harbor
Act of 1960 (74 Stat. 480) is further amended by striking out “$1 000,
0007 and inserting in liew thereof “$2,0000007.

(B) Section 61 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1974
(88 Stat. 12) is ammended as follows :

(1) By striking out “$1,000,000” and inserting in lieu thereof

“3230w§}60”'
(2) By striking out “$2,000,000" and inserting in lieu thereof
83.,000,000".

(¢) The amendments made by this section shall not apply to any
project under contract for construction on the date of enactment of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1976.

Sec. 134. (@) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, is authorized and directed within ninety days after
enactment of this Act to institute a procedure enabling the engineer
%Zfioqr in charge of each district under the direction of the Chief of

ngineers to cerfify, at the request of locol interests, that particular
local improvements for flood control can reasonably be expected to be
compatible with a specific, i)otemial project then under study or other
form: of consideration. Such certification shall be interpreted to asswre
local interests that they may go forward to construct such compatible
improvements at local ewxpense with the understanding that such
improvements can be reasonably expected to be included within the
scope of the Federal project, if later authorized, both for the purposes
of analyzing the costs and benefits of the project and assessing the
local participation in the costs of such project. This subsection shall
cease to be n effect after December 31, 1977.

(b) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engi-
neers, is authorized and directed to include in the survey report on
flood protection on Mingo Creek and its tributaries, Oklahoma, author-
ized by section 208 of the Flood Control Act af 1965, the costs and
benefits of local improvements initiated by the city of Tulsa for such
flood protection subsequent to Janwary 1, 1975, which the Chief of
Engineers determines are compatible with and constitute an integral
part of his recommended plan. I'n determining the appropriate non-
Federal share for such project, the Chief of Engineers shall give
recognition to costs incurred by non-Federal interest in carrying out
such local improvements. ;

Ske. 135. The project for Port San Luis, San Luis Obispo Harbor,
C’algfomza, authorized by section 301 of the River and Harbor Act of
1965, is hereby modified substantially in accordance with the plan
described in the Los Angeles District Engineers report on “Port San
Luzs, California” dated April 1976, and the conditions of local cooper-
ation specified in subparagraphs 1.a. through 1.o. of appendix 7
thereof, at an estimated cost of $6,040,000.

Sec. 136. (a) The project for flood control on the Napa River, Napa
County, California, authorized by section 204 of the Flood Control
Act of 1965, is hereby modified to authorize and direct the Secretary
of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to acquire
approximately 577 acres of land for the purpose of mitigating adverse
impacts on fish and wildlife occasioned by the project. The non-
Federal share of the cost of such lands shall be the percentage as that
required for the overall project.
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(b) Such project is further modified to include construction by the
Secretary of the Army acting through the Chicf of Enginecrs, of
the Napa Creek watershed project of the Soil Uonservation Service
approved June %b, 1962,

(¢) No part of the cost of the modified project authorized by this
section shall include the cost of the Secretary of the Army, acting
through the Chief of Engineers, performing maintenance dredging
for the nawigation project for the Napa Eiver.

Src. 137. The progect for flood controlin East St. Louis and vicinity
Illinois, authorized by section 204 of the Flood Control Act approwe(}
October 27, 1965, is hereby modified to authorize the Secretary of the
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to construct the Blue
Waters Ditch segment of the overall project independently of the
other project segments. Prior to initiation of construction of the
Blue Waters Ditch segment, appropriate non-Federal interests shall
agree, in accordance with the provisions gf section 221 of the Flood
Control Act of 1970, to furnish non-Federal cooperation for such
segment. .

Skc. 138. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, shall continue studies and construction of bank protection
works pursuant to the project for the Sacramento River, Chico
Landing to Red Bluff, California, authorized by the Flood Control
Act of 1968, notwithstanding the completion of the remaining ten
sites proposed. for construction at the time of enactment of this Act.

Skc. 139. The project for Waurika Dam and Reservoir on Beaver
Oreek, Oklahoma, authorized by the Act of December 30, 1963 (P.L.
88-253), is hereby modified to provide that the interest rate applicable
to the repayment by non-Federal interests of the cost of the water
conveyance facilities shall be the same as the interest rate established
for repayment of the cost of municipal and industrial water supply
storage in the reservoir.

Szc. 140. In the case of any authorized navigation project which has
been partially constructed, or is to be constructed, which is located in
one or more States, and which serves regional needs, the Secretary of
the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, may include in any
economic analysis which is under preparation at the time of enactment
of this Act such regional economic development benefits as he deter-
mines to be appropriate for purposes of computing the economic
justification of the project.

Sre. 141. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is hereby authorized and directed to make a study and
report which shall include his conclusions and recommendations to
the Congress on the advisability and feasibility of providing flood
protection. by dredging the Susquehanna River in the Wyoming
Valley, Pennsylvania, and the surrounding region.

Sec. 142. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized and directed to investigate the flood and
related problems to those lands lying below the plane of mean higher
high water along the San Francisco Bay shoreline of San Mateo,
Santa Clara, Alameda, Napa, Sonoma and Solano Counties to the
confluence of the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers with a view
toward determining the feasibility of and the Federal interest in
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providing protection against tidal and fluvial flooding. The investiga-
tion shall evaluate the effects of any proposed improvemenits on wild-
life preservation, agriculture, municipal and wrban interests in
coordination with Federal, State, regional, and local agencies with
particular reference to preservation of existing marshland in the San
Francisco Bay region.

Sec. 143, The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is hereby authorized and directed to make a study in
cooperation with the government of the Territory of American Samoa
with particular reference to providing a plan for the development,
utilization, and conservation of water and related land resources. Such
study shall include appropriate consideration of the needs for flood
protection, wise use of flood plain lands, navigation facilities, hydro-
electric power generation, regional water supply and waste water
management facilities systems, general recreation facilities, enhance-
ment and control of water quality, enhancement and conservation of
fish and wildlife, and other measures for environmental enhancement,
economie and human resowrces development, and shall be compatible
with comprehensive development plans formulated by locel planning
agencies ond other interested Federol agencies.

SEc. 144. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, in cooperation with the State of Hoawaii and appropriate
unts of local government, shall make o study of methods to develop,
utilize, and conserve water and land resowrces in the Hilo Bay Area,
Howaii, and Kailua-Kona, Hawaii. Such study shall include, but not
be limited to, consideration of the need for ﬁ?c’)od protection, appro-
priate use of flood plain lands, navigation facilities, hydroelectric
power generation, regional water supply and waste water management
Jacilities systems, recreation facilities, enhancement and conservation
of water quality, enhancement and conservation of fish and wildlife,
other measures for environmental enhancement, and ecomomic and
human resources development. Based wpon the findings of such study,
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers,
shall g)repwre a plan for the implementation of such findings which
shall be compatible with other comprehensive development plans pre-
pared by local planning agencies and other interested Federal agencies.

Skc. 145. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized upon request of the State, to place on the
beaches of such State beach-quality sand which has been dredged in
constructing and maintaining navigation inlets and chanmels adjacent
to such beaches, if the Secretary deems such action to be in the public
interest and upon payment of the increased cost thereof above tfi cost
required for alternative methods of disposing of such sand.

Sec. 146. The project for harbor improvement at Noyo, Mendocino
County, California, authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1962
(76 Stat. 1173), is hereby modified to authorize the Secretary of the
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to construct such
breakwaters as may be needed to provide mecessary protection, but
not more than two, and to construct such additional channel improve-
ments, including, but not limited to, deepening, widening, and
extensions, as he deems necessary to meet applicable economic and
environmental eriteria.
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See. 147. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized and directed to conduct hydrographic surveys
of the Columbia River from Richland, Washington, to Grand Coulee
Dam for the purpose of identifying navigational hazards and pre-
paring maps of the river channel at an estimated cost of $500,000,
and providing information necessary for establishment of aids to
navigation.

Ste. 148. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, shall utilize and encourage the utilization of such manage-
ment practices as he determines appropriate to extend the capacity
and useful life of dredged material disposal areas such that the need
for new dredged material disposal areas is kept to o minnimum.
Management practices authorized by this section shall include, but
not be limited to, the construction of dikes, consolidation and de-
watering of dredged material, and construction of drainage and out-
flow facilities. :

Sro. 149. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engincers, is hereby authorized and directed to remove Shooters’
Island located north of Staten Island, New York, at the mouth of
Arthur Kill and to utilize such removed material for fill and widening
of Arthur Kill. : ~

8kc. 150. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to plan and establish wetland areas as part
of an authorized water resources development project under his juris-
diction. Establishment of any wetland area in connection with the
dredging required for such a water resources development project may
be wnde?‘tazeﬂ in any case where the Chief of Engineers in his
judgment finds that— ,

(1) environmental, economic, and social benefits of the wetlond
area justifies the increased cost thereof above the cost required for
alternative methods of disposing of dredged material for such
project; and

(2) the increased cost of such wetland area will not exceed
3400000 ; and

(3) there is reasonable evidence that the wetland area to be
established will not be substantially altered or destroyed by
natural or mon-made causes.

(b) Whenever the Secretary of the Army, acting through the
Chief of Engineers, submits to.Congress a report on a water resources
development project after the date of enactment of this section, such
report shall include, where appropriate, consideration of the establish-
ment of wetland areas.

(¢) In the computation of benefits and cost of any water resources
development project the benefits of establishing of any wetland area
shall be deemed to be at least equal to the cost of establishing such
area. All costs of establishing a wetland area shall be borne by the
United States. : :

Sec. 151. The project for the Chief Joseph Dam authorized by the
Act of July 2, 1946 (Public Law 525, 79th Congress) is modified to
authorize the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
E'ngineers, to provide such temporary school facilities as he may deem
necessary for the education of dependents of persons engaged in the
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construction of odditional hydroelectric power facilities at Chief
Joseph Dam and Reservoir, Washington. When he determines it to
be in the public interest, the Secretary, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, may enter into cooperative arrangements with locol and
Federal agencies for the operation of such Government facilities, for
the expansion of local facilities at Federal expense, and for contri-
butions by the Federal Government to cover the increased cost fo
local agencies of providing the eduactional services required by the
Glovernment. »

Src. 1562. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to participate in the construction of a levee
and protective seawall at Liberty Park, New Jersey, at an estimated
cost of $12,600,000. Appropriate non-Federal interests shall furnish
all necessary lands, easements and rights-of-way necessary for such
project and shall contribute 30 per centum of the total cost exclusive
of land costs. ,

Szc. 163. The last sentence under the center heading “ARKANSAS-RED
RIVER BASINT im section 901 of the Flood Control Act of 1970 (84 Stat.
1825) is amended to read as follows: “Construction shall not be ini-
tiated on any element of such project until such element has been
approved by the Secretary of the Army.”.

Sec. 154. The prohibitions and provisions for review and approval
concerning wharves and piers in waters of the United States as set
forth in section 10 of the Act of March 3,1899 (30 Stat. 1161) and the
first section of the Aot of June 13, 1902 (32 Stat. 371) shall not apply
to any body of water located entirely within one State which is, or
could be, considered to be a navigable body of water of the United
States solely on the basis of historical use in interstate commerce.

Szc. 156, (@) Subsection (¢) of section 32 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-251) is amended by striking
out the period ot the end thereof and inserting in liew, thereof a semi-
colon and by adding at the end thereof the following:

“(5) the delta of the Eel River, California. '
“(6) the lower Yellowstone River from Intake, Montana, to the
mouth of such river,”.

(b) Subsection (€) of such section 32 is amended to read as follows :

“(e) There is authorized to be appropriated not to exceed $50,000,000
to carry out this section.”. :

Skc. 166. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to provide periodic beach nourishment in the
case of each water resources development project where such nourish-
ment has been authorized for a limited period for such additional
period as he determines necessary but in no event shall such additional
period extend beyond the fifteenth year which begins after the date
of initiation of construction of such project.

See. 157, (a) Section 12(D) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 197} (88 Stat. 17) is amended by striking out “one hundred and
eighty” eack time it appears and inserting in lieu thereof “ninety”.

(b)Y The amendment made by subsection (a) of this section shall
take effect on January 1,1977. : '

Sze. 158. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized and divected to make a comprehensive study
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and report on the system of waterway improvements under his juris-
diction. The study shall include a review of the ewisting system and
its capability for meeting the national needs including emergency and
defense requirements and an appraisal of additional improvements
necessary to optimize the system and its intermodal characteristios.
The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers,
shall submit a report to Congress on this study, within three years
after funds are first appropriated and made available for the study,
together with his recommendations. The Secretary of the Army, acting
through the Chief of Engineers, shall, upon request, from time to time
make available to the National Transportation Policy Study Commis-
sion established by section 154 of Public Law 94280, the information
and other data developed as a result of the study.

Skc. 159. The Marysville Lake project, California, authorized by the
Flood Control Act of 1966 (80 Stat. 1405), is hereby modified to
authorize the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, to undertake the phase I design memorandum stage of
advanced engineering and design for a multiple-purpose project lo-
cated at the Parks Bar site, including power development with
pumped storage, at an estimated cost of $150,000.

Src. 160. %]m Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to undertake the phase I design memorandum
stage of advanced engineering and design of the project for hydroelec-
tric power on the Susitna River, Alaska, in accordance with the recom-
mendations of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in its
report dated June 34, 1976, at an estimated cost of $25,000,000. T kis
shall take effect upon submittal to the Secretary of the Army by the
Chief of Engineers and notification to Congress of the approval of the
Chief of Engineers. ‘

Skc. 161. Section 32 of the Water Resources Development Act of
197} (88 Stat. 12) is amended as follows :

(1}% I'n subsection (¢) (3) strike “; and” and add “, including areas
on the right bank at river miles 1345; 1310, 1311; 1816.5; 133455
1841, 1343.6; 1379.5; 1385 and on the left bank at river miles 1316.5;
1320.5; 1323; 1326.5; 1335.7; 1338.5; 1346.8; 1357.5; 1360; 1366.5;
1368; and 1374;7; ‘

(2) A new subsection (f) is added as follows:

“(f) The Secretary of the Army shall make an interim report
to Congress on work undertaken pursuant to this section by Sep-
tember 30, 1978, and shall make a [ final] report to the Congress no
later than December 31, 1981.%.

Skec. 162. For the purposes of section 10 of the Act of March 3, 1899
(30 Stat. 1151) (32 U.8.C. j01) the following bodies of water are
declared nonnavigable : Lake Oswego, Oregon; Lake Coeur d’Alene,
Idahko; and Lake George, New Y ork.

Skec. 163. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized and directed to study water and surface
transportation needs resulting from the expansion and further de-
velopment of the San Pedro Bay ports. Such study shall include,
but not be limited to, the feasibility and advisability of enlarging the
Dominguez Channel for flood control purposes.
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Szc. 164. The project for the Snake River, Oregon, Washington, end
Idaho, authorized in section 2 of the River and Harbor Act of 19456
(59 Stat. 21) is hereby modified to authorize and direct the Secretary
of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to construct at
full Federal expense a fowr-lane, high-level highway bridge and
approaches thereto commecting the cities of Lewiston, Idaho, and
Clarkston, Washington, at or near river mile 141.3 of the Snake River,
approxvimately two miles upstream of the present United States High-
way 12 bridge. Before construction may be initiated the non-Federal
interests shall agree pursuant to section 221 of the Flood Control Act
of 1970 (P.L. 91-611) to (1) hold and save the United States free from
damages resulting from construction of the bridge and its approaches,
(2) provide without cost to the United States all lands, easements, and
rights-of-way mnecessary for the construction of the bridge and its
approaches, and (3) own, maintain, and operate the bridge and its
approaches after construction is completed, free to the public. There
is authorized to carry out this section not to exceed $21,000,000.

Skc. 165. That portion of the first section of the Act of September 1,
1916 (39 Stat. 693) entitled “Washington Aqueduct” is hereby
repealed.

Sec. 166. (a) In order to alleviate water damage on the shoreline
of Lake Michigan and others of the Great Lakes during periods of
abnormally high water levels in the Great Lakes, and to improve the
water quality of the [llinois Waterway, the Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Chief of Engineers, is authorized to carry out o
five-year demonstration program to temporarily increase the diversion
of water from Lake Michigan at Chicago, Ilinois, for the purpose of
testing the practicability of increasing the average annual diversion
from the present limit of three thousand two hundred cubic feet per
second to ten thousand cubic feet per second. The demonstration pro-
gram. will increase the controtlable diversion by various amounts cal-
culated to raise the average annual diversion above three thousand two
hundred cubic feet per second wp to ten thousand cubic feet per second.
The increase in diversion rate will be accomplished incrementally and
will take into consideration the effects of such increase on the IUinois
Waterway. The program will be developed by the Chief of Engineers
in cooperation with the State of Illinois and the Metropolitan Sanitary
District of Greater Chicago. The program. will be implemented by the
State of [llinois wnd the Metropolitan Sanitary District of Greater
Chicago under the supervision of the Chief of%ngiﬂeem. ,

(b) During the demonstration program a controllable diversion
rate will be established for each month caleulated to establish an annual
average diversion from three thousand two hundred cubic feet per
second to not more than ten thousand cubic feet per second. When the
lovel of Lake Michigan. is below its average level, the total diversion
for the succeeding accounting year shall not ewceed three thousend
two hundred cubic feet per second on an annual basis. The average
level of Lake Michigan will be based upon the awerage monthly level
for the period from 1900 to 1975.

(¢) ﬁ’ken river stages approach or are predicted to approoch bank-
full conditions at the established flood warning stations on the Illinois
Waterway or the Mississippi River, or when further increased diver-
sion of water from. Lake Mickigan would adversely affect water levels
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necessary for navigational requirements of the Saint Lawrence Seaway
in its entirety throughout the Saint Lawrence River and Great Lakes-
Saint Lowrence Seaway, water shall not be diverted directly from
Lake Michigan at the Wilmette, O’Brien, or Chicago River control
structures other than as necessary for navigational requirements.

(d) The Ohief of Engincers shall conduct a study and a demon-
stration program to determine the effects of the increased diversion on
the levels of the Great Lakes, on the water quality of the Illinois Water-
way, and on the susceptibility of the Illinois Waterway to additional
flooding. The study and demonstration program. will also investigate
any adverse or beneficial impacts which result from. this section. The
Chief of Engineers, at the end of five years after the enactment of this
section, will submit to the Congress the results of this study and dem-
onstration program including recommendations whether to continue
this authority or to change the criteria stated in subsection (b) of this
section.

(e) For purposes of this section, controllable diversion is defined
as that diversion at Wilmette, O’Brien, and Chicago River control
structures which. is not attributable to leakage or which is not necessary
for nawigational requirements.

Skec. 167, (a) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, is authorized and directed to conduct a study of the most
efficient methods of utilizing the hydroelectric power resources at water
resource development projects wnder the jurisdiction of the Secreta
of the Army and to prepare a plan based upon the findings of suc
study. Such study shall include, but not be limited to, an analysis of—

(1) the physical potential for hydroelectric development, giv-
ing consideration to the economice, social, environmental and in-
stz'mtic;;?l factors which will affect the realization of physical
potential;

(%2 the magnitude and regional distribution of needs for hy-
droelectric power;

(3) the integration of hydroelectric power generation with gen-
eration from other types of generating focilities;

(4) measures necessary to assure that generation from hydro-
electric projects will efficiently contribute to meeting the national
electric energy demands;

(6) the timing of hydroelectric development to properly coin-
cide with changes in the demand for electrie energy;

(6) conventional hydoelectric potential, both high head and low
head projects utilizvng run-of-rivers and possible advances in
mechanical technology, and pumped storage hydroelectric po-
tential at sites which evidence suc. pozentigf

(7) the feasibility of adding or reallocating storage and modi-
Fying o%emtion rules to increase power production at corps proj-
eots with existing hydroelectric installations ;

(8) measures deemed necessary or desirable to insure that the
potential contribution of hydroelectric resources to the overall
electric energy supply are realized to the maximum extent pos-
8ible; and

(95 any other pertinent factors necessary to evaluate the de-
velopment and operation of hydroelectric projects of the Corps
of Engineers.

»
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(B) Within three years after the date of the first appropriation of
funds for the purpose of carrying out this section, the Secretary of
the Army, acting through the Chief o{ E'ngineers, shall transmit the
plan prepared pursuant to subsection (a) with supporting studies and
documentation, together with the recommendations of the Secretary
and the Chief of Engineers on such plan, to the Committee on Public
Works of the Senate and the Commattee on Public Works and Trans-
portation of the House of Representatives. .

(¢) There is authorized to be appropriated to carry out subsections
(a) and () of this section not to exceed $7 ,000,000. )

(d) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engi-
neers, is authorized with respect to previously authorized projects
to undertake feasibility studies of specific hydroelectric power in-
- stallations that are identified in the course of the study authorized

by this section, as having high potential bfor contribution toward meet-
ing regional power needs. There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this subsection not to ewceed $5,000,000 per fiscal year for
each of the fiscal years 1978 and 1975.

Sec. 168. Subsection 22(b) of the Water Resources Develogment Aect
of 1974 (Public Law 93-251) is amended by striking out “$2,000,000”
and inserting in liew thereof $4.0000007. .

Sec. 169. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the project
for Pine Mountain Lake on Lee Creek, Arkansas and Oklahoma,
authorized by section 20} of the Flood Control Act of 1965 (79 Stat.
1073}, shall be constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance
with the Federal Water Project Recreation Act (Public Law 89-72).

Sec. 170. The Little Dell Project, Salt Lake City Streams, Utah,
authorized in section 203 of the Flood Control Act of 1968 (P.L. 90~
483; 82 Stat. 74}) is hereby modified to authorize the Secretary of
the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to decrease the
amount of storage capacity so as to more adequotely reflect existing
needs.

Skc. 171. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is hereby authorized to undertake the phase I design mem-
orandum stage of advanced engineering and design of the project
element involving the lower-most 10.1 mile-long segment of chanmel
modification of Sowashee Creek at Meridian, Mississippi, substantially
in accordance with. the plan of development approved by the Admin-
istrator, Soil Conservation Service, United States Department of Agri-
cuwlture, on October 15, 1974, at an estimated cost of $450,000.

Skc. 172. The project for assumption of maintenance of the Mermen-
tau River and the Gulf of Mexico Navigation Channel, Louisiana, is
hereby adopted and authorized to be proseccuted by the Secretary of
the Army, acting through the Chief of Enginecers, substontiolly in
accordance with the plans and subject to the conditions contained in
the report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors dated
January 16, 1976, af an estimated annual cost of $155000. This shall
take eﬁct upon submittal to the Secretary of the Army by the Chief
of E'ngineers and notification to Congress of the approval of the Chief
of Engineers.

Sec, 173. The project for flood protection in the Bassett Creek
Watershed, Minnesota, is hereby adopted and authorized to be pros-
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scuted by the Secretary of the Army, acting throuh the Chief of
Engineers, substantially in accordance with the plans and subject to
the conditions contained in the report of the Board of Engineers for
Rivers and Harbors dated July 26, 1976, at an estimated cost of
$7,593,000. This shall take effect upon submitted to the Secretary of
the Army by the Chief of Engineers and notification to Congress of
the approval of the Chief of Engineers.

Seec. 174. The project for Caddo Dam and Reservoir, Louisiana,
authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 1077, P.L. 89
298) is hereby modified to provide that the operation and maintenance
of the project shall be the responsibility of the Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Chief of E'ngineers. ,

Skc. 176. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to undertake the phase I design memorandum
stage of advanced engineering and design of the project for harbor
modification at Cleveland Harbor, Ohio, in accordance with. the report
of the District Engineer, dated June 1976, at an estimated cost of
$600,000. This shall take effect upon submittal to the Secretary of the
Army by the Chief of Engineers and notification to Congress of the
approval of the Chief of Engineers.

Skc. 176. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chicf of
I'ngineers, is hereby authorized and directed to cause a survey to be
made at the Navajo Indian Reservation, Arizona, New Mewxico, and
Utah for flood control and allied purposes, and subject to all appli-
cable provisions of section 217 of the Flood Control Act of 1970
(Public Law 91-611), at an estimated cost of $2,000,000; and to sub-
mit reports thereon to the Congress with the recommendations.

Sko. 177. The authorization of the Gaysville Dam and Lake project,
Stockbridge, Chittenden, and Rochester, Vermont, provided by sec-
tion 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1936, as modified by the Acts of
Congress approved May 25, 1937, June 28, 1938, and August 18, 1941,
is terminated upon the enactment of this Act.

Skc. 178. (@) If the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, finds that the proposed project to be erected at the loca-
tion to be declared nonnavigable under this section is in the public
interest, on the basis of engineering studies to determine the location
and structural stability of any bulkheading and filling and per-
manent pile-supported structure,in order to preserve and maintain the
remaining navigable waterway and on the basis of environmental
studies conducted pursuant to the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969, then that portion of the Hudson River in Hudson County,
State of New Jersey, bounded and described as follows is hereby
declared to be nonnavigable water of the United States within the
meaning of the laws of the United States, and the consent of Congress
i hereby given to the filling in of all or any part theveof and the
erection. of permanent pile-supported structures thereon:

Such portion is in the township of North Bergen in the county
of Hudson and State of New Jersey, and is more particularly
described as follows: At a point in the easterly right-of-way of
New Jersey Shore Line Railroad ( formerly New Jersey Junction
BRailroad) said point being located northerly, measured along said
easterly right-of-way, 81.93 feet from Station 54+ 42.4 as shown
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on construction drawing dated May 23, 1931, of River Road, filed
in the Office of the Hudson County Engineer, Jersey City, New
Jersey: o

thence (1) northerly and along said easterly right-of-way on a
bearing of north 18 degrees 11 minutes 1} seconds east, a distance
of 280 feet to a point; )

thence (2) south 75 degrees 28 minutes 2/ seconds east, a dis-
tance of 310 feet to a point; .

thence (3) south 17 degrees 15 minutes 41 seconds east, a dis-
tance of 101.70 feet to a point; .

thence (4) south 62 degrees 18 minutes 12 seconds east a dis-
tance of 356.64 feet to a point in the exterior solid fill line of
April 7, 1903, and the bulkhead line of A pril 28, 1904, on the Hud-
son River; )

thence (5) along said exterior solid fill and bulkhead lines south
28 degrees 55 minutes 51 seconds west, a distance of 523 feet to a
point in the northerly line of lands now or formerly of New York
State Realty and Terminal Company;

thence (6) north 61 degrees 34 minutes 29 seconds west, and
along said northerly line of the New York State Realty and
Terminal Company, a distance of 690.08 feet to a point in the
aforementioned easterly right-of-way of the New Jersey Shore
Line Railroad; o )

thence (7) northerly and along said easterly right-of-way of
the New Jersey Shore Line Railroad on a curve to the left a radius
of 995.09 feet, an arc length of 170.96 feet to a point therein;

thence (8) northerly, still along the same, on a bearing of north
12 degrees 11 minutes 14 seconds east, a distance of 81.93 feet to
the point and place of beginning.

Said parcel contaning 8 acres being the same more or less.

(b) The decloration in subsection (a) of this section shall apply
only to portions of the above-described area which are either bulk-
headed and filled or occupied by permanent pile-supported structures.
Plans for bulkheading and filling and permanent pile-supported struc-
tures shall be approved by the Secretary of the Army, acting through
the Chief of Engineers. Local interest shall reimburse the Federal Gov-
ernment for engineering and all other costs incurred under this section.

8re. 179. (a) If the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers finds that the proposed project to be erected ot the loca-
tion to be declared monnavigable under this section is in the public
interest, on the basis of engineering studies to detéermine the location
and structural stability of any bulkheading and filling and perma-
nent pile-supported structure, in order to preserve and maintain the
remaining navigable waterway, and on the basis of environmental
studies conducted pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969, then those portions of the Hackensack River in Hudson
County, State of New Jersey, bounded and described as follows are
hereby declared to be nonnavigable waters of the United States within
the meaning of the laws of the United States, and the consent of Con-
gress is hereby given to the filling in ;’f all or any part thereof and
the erection of permanent pile-supported structures thereon:

Beginning at a pomt where the southeasterly shoreline (mean.
high water line) of the Hackensack River intersects the easterly
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line of the Erie Railroad said point property being 2,015.38 feet
northerly along said railroad property from where it intersects
the 'nartzerly line of the Meadowlands Parkway (100 feet wide)
and running from.:
thence north 19 degrees 20 minutes 54 seconds west 50.00 feet;
thence morth 37 degrees 30 minutes 08 seconds east 615.38 feet ;
thence north 03 degrees 02 minutes 56 seconds east, 2,087 feet;
thence north 31 degrees 11 minutes 06 seconds east 577 feet;
thence north 74 degrees 29 minutes 18 seconds east 541.85 feet;
thence south 62 degrees 01 minute 31 seconds east 400 feet;
thence south 55 degrees |6 minutes 27 seconds east 612.52 feet
thence south 34 degrees 13 minutes 33 seconds west 51779 feet;
thence south 65 degrees 46 minutes 27 seconds east 158.81 feet;
thence south 34 degrees 13 minutes 33 seconds west 310 feet;
thence north 55 degrees 26 minutes 97 seconds north 15 feet;
thence south 34 degrees 13 minutes 33 seconds west 692 feet;
thence running in a southwesterly direction along the shoreline
(mean kigh water line) of the Hackensack River, a distance of
2,360 feet being the same more or less to the easterly property line
of the Erie Railroad and the point or place of beginning.
Said parcel containing 67.6 acres being the same more or less.

(b) The declaration in subsection (@) of this section shall apply
only to portions of the described area which are either bulkheaded and
filled or occupied by permanent pile-supported structures, Plans for
bulkheading and filling and permanent pile-supported structures shall
be approved by the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers. Locol interests shall reimburse the Federal Govern-
ment for engineering and all other costs incurred under this section.

Szc. 180. (a) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, ig directed to develop a plon for shoreline protection
and beach erosion control along Lake Ontario, and report on such
plan to the Congress as soon as practicable. Such report shall include
recommendations on measures of protection and proposals for equita-
ble cost sharing, together with recommendations for regulating the
level of Lake Ontario to assure maximum protection of the natural
environment and to hold shoreline damage to a minimum.

(b) Until the Congress receives and acts upon the report required
under subsection (a) of this section, all Federal agencies having
responsibilities affecting the level of Lake Ontario shall, consistent
with ewisting authority, make every effort to discharge such responsi-
bilities in a manner so as to minimize damage and erosion to the
shoreline of Lake Ontario.

(¢) There is authorized to be appropriated to carry out this section
$2,000,000.

f(;ig)?;i’;k@s section may be cited as the “Lake Ontario Protection Act
0 .

Sec. 181. (a) (1) Subject to paragraph (2) of this subsection, the
consent of Congress is granted under section 9 of the Act of March 3,
1899 (30 Stat. 1151; 33 U.S.C. 401), to the Washington Suburban
Sanitary Commission to construct a water diversion structure, with an
elevation not to exceed one hundred and fifty-nine feet above sea
level, from the north shore of the Potomac River at the Washington
Suburban Samitary Commission water filtration plant to the north
shore of Watkins Island.
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(2) The structure authorized by paragraph (1) of this subsection,
may not be constructed (A) wuntil the Secretary of the Army, acting
through the Chief of Engineers, and the State of Maryland, the
Commonwealth of Virginia, the Washington Suburban Sanitary
Commission, and such other governmental authoritics as the Secre-
tary of the Army, the State of Maryland, and the Commonwealth of
Virginia deem desirable signatories enter into a written agreement
providing an enforceable schedule for allocation among the parties to
such agreement for the withdrawal of the waters of that portion of
the Potomac River located between Lettle Falls Dam and the farthest
upstream limit of the pool of water behind the Chesapeake and Ohio
COanal Company rubble dam at Seneca, Maryland, during periods of
low flow of such portion of such river, and %) unless such construc-
tion is not in conflict with the report of the Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Chief of E'ngineers, submitted pursuant to section
85 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1974.

(b) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engi-
neers, is authorized to enter into the agreement referred to in sub-
section (a)(8) of this section and any amendment to or revision of
such agreement,

(¢) Except as may be provided in the agreement referred to in
subsection (@) (2) of this section, nothing in this section shall alter
any riparian rights or other authority of the State of Maryland, or
any political subdivision thereof, the Commonavealth of Virginia, or
any political subdivision thereof, or the District of Columbia, or
authority of the Corps of Engineers existing on the date of enact-
ment of this section relative to the appropriation of water from, or
the use of, the Potomac River.

Sec. 182. (a) The authorization for the Richard B. Russell Dam
and Lake (formerly Trotters Shoals Reservoir), contained in section
203 of the Flood Control Act of 1966 (80 Stat. 1405) is hereby amended
by deleting the following : “Nothing in this Act shall be construed to
authorize inclusion of pumped storage power in this project.”.

(&) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engi-
neers, is authorized to install a fifth hydropower unit at the Hartwell
Reservoir on the Savannah River, South Carclina and Georgia,
approved in the Flood Control Acts of December 28, 1944, and May 17,
1950, at an estimated increased cost of $15,700,000.

Src. 183. The West Tennessee tributaries feature Mississippi River
and tributaries project (Obion and Forked Deer Rivers), Tennessee,
authorized by tge Flood Control Acts approved June 30, 1948, and
November 7, 1966, as amended and modified, is hereby further amended
to authorize and direct the Secretary of the Army, acting through the
Chief of Engineers, to construct, to main-stem levee standards, a levee
with appurtenant works for flood protection immediately east of the
authorized diversion channel of ﬁg’. Obion River, authorized by the
Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, as amended by the Flood Control
Act of July 24, 1946, and further amended by section 7 of the River
Basin Monetary Authorization Act of 1971, }lmm near the mouth of
the diversion channel to the vicinity of Highway 88 and thence to high
ground in the wicinity of Porter Gap, at an estimated cost of
$1,000,000.
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Skc. 184. Section 108 of Public Law 93-251 is amended, as follows :

(@) At the end of subsection (@) add the following : “The Secretary
may acquire sites at locations outside such boundaries, as he determines
necessary, for administrative and visitor orentation facilities. The
Secretary may also acquire a site outside such boundaries at or near
the location of the historic Tabard Inn in RBuby, Tennessee, including
such lands as he deems necessary, for the establishment of a lodge with
recreational {aoz’lities as provided in subsection (e} (3).”;

(&) In subsection (b), after the “(b)” insert “(1)” and at the end
of such. subsection insert the following :

“(2) The Secretary may by agreement with the Secretary of the
Interior provide for interim management by the Department of the
Interior, in accordance with the provisions of the Act of August 25,
1916 (39 Stat. 5356) (16 U.8.C. 1, 2-}) as amended and supplemented,
of any portion or portions of the project which constitute a logically
and mev;féz/ administrable area. The Secretary is authorized to
transfer funds to the Department of the Interior for the costs of such
interun. management out of funds appropriated for the project.”’;

(¢) In subsection (c) (1), after the phrase “States of Kentucky and
Tenmessee or any political subdivisions thereof” insert the following :
“which were in public ownership at the time of enactment of this
section.”;

(d) At the end of subsection (e)(2)(4), strike the period and in-
sert the following: “and except that motorboat access into the gorge
arew shall be permitted up to a point one-tenth of a mile downstream
from Devil's Jumps; and except for the continued operation and
maintenance of the rail line currently operated and gfnown as the
K & T Railroad. The Secretary shall acquire such interest inthe K & T
Railroad right-of-way by easement as he deems necessary to protect
the scenic, esthetic, and recreational values of the gorge area ond the
adjacent areas.” ;

(e) In subsection (e)(2)(C), strike the period at the end and in-
sert the following: “, the road entering the gorge across from the
mouth of Station Camp Oreek.” ; and

(f) In subsection (¢)(2) (K), strike “$32,850,000” and insert in liew
thereof “$103,522.000”.

8zc. 185. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief o
E'ngineers, is directed to make a mamimum effort to assure the full
participation of members of minority groups, living in the States
participating in the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway Development
Authority, in the construction of the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway
project, including actions to encourage the use, wherever possible, of
minority owned firms. The Chief of Engineers is directed to report on
July 1 of each year to the Congress on the implementation of this sec-
tion, together with recommendation for any legislation that may be
needed to assure the fuller and more equitable participation of mem-
bers of minority groups in this project or others under the direction
of the Secretary.

Skc. 186. The Act entitled “An Act to authorize construction of the
Mississippt River-Gulf outlet”, approved March 29, 1956 (70 Stat.
65), is amended by inserting before the period at the end thereof a
colon and the following : “And provided further, That such conditions
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of local cooperation shall not apply to the construction of bridges (at
a cost not to exceed $71,600,000) required as a result of the construc-
tion of the Mississippi River-Gulf outlet channel if the Secretary of
the Army, after consultation with the Secretary of I'ransportation,
determines prior to the construction of such bridges that the Federal
Government will not assume the costs of such work in accordance with
section 132(a) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1976 (Public Law
94-280) ; and before construction of the bridges may be initiated the
non-Federal public bodies involved shall agree pursuont to section
221 of the Flood Control Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-611) to (a)
hold and save the United States free from damages resulting from
construction of the bridges and their approaches, (b) provide without
cost to the United States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way nec-
essary for the construction of the bridges and their approaches, and
(¢) maintain and operate the dridges and their approaches after con-
struction is completed”.

Skc. 187. The project for navigation and bank stabilization in the
Red River Waterway, Louisiana, Texas, Arkansas, and Oklahoma,
authorized by the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1968 (82 Stat. 731) is
hereby modified to provide that the non-Federal interests shall con-
tribute 25 per centum of the construction costs of retaining dikes,
bulkheads, and embankments required for initial and subsequent dis-
posal of dredged material, and the Federal cost shall be 75 per centumn.
(currently estimated at $3,700000). The requirements for appropriate
non-Federal interests to furnish an agreement to contribute 25 per
centum of the construction cost set forth above shall be waived by the
Secretary of the Army upon a finding by the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency that for the area to which such
construction applies, the State or States involved, intersiate agency,
municipality, other appropriate political subdivisions of the State,
and industrial concerns are participating in and in compliance with
an approved plan for the general geographical area of the dredging
activity for construction, modification, expansion, or rehabilitation
of waste treatment facilities and the Administrator has found that
applicable water quality standards are not being violated.

Sec. 188. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary
of the Army, acting through t%e Chief of Engineers, at the request
of the city of Williston, North Dakota, is authorized and directed to
take such action as may be necessary to relocate certain water intakes,
located on a pier of the Lewis and Clark Bridge on the Missouri River,
threatened by siltation. There is authorized to be appropriated not to
ewceed $1,000,000 to carry out the provisions of this section.

Sec. 189. (a) The project for Tuitle Creek Lake, Big Blue Lake,
Kansas, authorized as a unit of the comprehensive plan for flood con-
trol and other purposes, Missouri River Basin, by the Flood Control
Act approved June 28, 1938, as modified, is hereby further modified
to authorize and direct the Secretary of the Army, acting through the
Chief of Engineers, to (1) provide a residential access road near
Waterville, Kansas, from a point of intersection with FAS Route
431, located approximately 0.2 miles south of the northeast corner of
section 16, township 4 south, range 6 east, and ewtending in an east
80utheasterlg/ direction to a point of intersection with the existing
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township road located near the center of section 14, township 4 south,
range 6 east, and (2) to replace the existing W hiteside Bridge, located
one mile northwest of Blue Rapids, Kansas, so as to obtain an eleva-
tion of 1188.0 mean sea level.

(b) There is authorized to be appropriated not to exceed $630,000
to carry out the purposes of this section. .

SE0."190. (a) The Secrctary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, is authorized to undertake the phase I design memoran-
dum stage of advanced engineering and design on the Days COreck
unit of the project for flood control and other purposes on the Red
River below Denison Dam, Texas, Arkansas, and Louisiana, substan-
tially in accordamce with the report of the Board of Engineers for
Rivers and Harbors at an estimated cost of $300,000. This shall take
izfect upon submittal to the Secretary of the Army by the Chief of

ineers and notification to Congress of the approval of the Chief
of Engineers.

(B) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engi-
neers, is authorized to construct the project 507* food control and other
purposes on the Red River below Denison Dam, Tewas, Arkansas and
Louisiana, in accordance with the report of the Chief of Engineers
dated August 3, 1976, at an estimated cost of $4,131,000.

Ske. 191. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to undertake the non-structural flood protec-
tion ject on Galveston Bay at Baytown, Texas, in avcordance with
the report of the Uhiefy zy Engineers, at an estimated Federal
cost of 815680,000; and provided that non-Federal interests shall be
required to pay 20 per centum of the project costs.

See. 192, The project for flood protection and other purposes on the
Deep Fork River in the vicinity of Arcadia, Oklahoma, authorized in
sectron 201 of Public Law 91-611, 18 amended and reauthorized so as to
delete the benefits for water quality and to include benefits for water

wgplg.

k0. 193. In order to assure an adequate supply of food to the Nation
and to promote the economic vitality of the High Plains Region, the
Secretary of Commerce (hereinafter referred to in this section as the
“Secretary”), acting through the Economic Development Administra-
tion, in cooperation with the Secretary of the Army, acting through
the Chief of Engineers, and appropriate Federal, State, and local
agencies, and the private sector, is authorized and directed to study
the dezpkzebn of the natural resources of those regions of the States
of Oolorado, Kansas, New Mewxico, Oklahoma, Texas, and Nebraska
presently utilizing the declining water resources of the Ogallala
aquifer, and to develop plans to increase water supplies in the area
and report thercon to Congress, together with any recommendations
for further congressional action. In formulating these plans, the Sec-
retary is divected to consider all past and ongoing studies, plans, and
work on depleted water resources in the region, and to examine the

‘ feasibility of various alternatives to provide adequate water supplies

in the area including, but not limited to, the transfer of water from
adjacent areas, such portion to be conducted by the Chief of Enginecers
to assure the continued economic growth and witality of the region.
The Secretary shall report on the costs of reasonably available options,
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the benefits of various options, and the costs of inaction. If water
transfer is found to be a part of a reasonable solution, the Secretary,
as part of his study, shall include a recommended plan for allocating
and distributing water in an equitable fashion, taking into account
existing water rights and the needs for future growth of all affected
areas. An interim report, with recommendations, shall be transmitted
to the Congress no later than October 1, 1978, and a final report, with
recommendations, shall be transmitted to Congress not later than
July 1, 1980. A sum of $6,000,000 i3 authorized to be appropriated for
the purposes of carrying out this section.

Skc. 194. The project for the Cochiti Reservoir-in New Mexico as
part of the project for the improvement of the Rio Grande Basin,
authorized in the Flood Uontrolpz;ct of 1960 (7} Stat. }88), is modified
in order to direct the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, to construct, for public recreation purposes, an access
road from United States highway numbered 85 to such reservoir.
There is authorized to be appropriated not to exceed $1,600000 to
carry out the purposes of this section.

Skc. 195. (a) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of E'ngineers, 18 authorized to construct a project for local flood protec-
tion on the Santa Fe River and Arroyo Mascaras at and in the vicinity
of Santa Fe, New Mexico, pursuant to the report of the Chief of
Engineers dated June 29, 1976, for flood control and allied purposes,
at an estimated cost of $8,200000: Provided, That the project shall
not include construction of any impoundments east of the ewxisting
Nichols Dam. : And provided further, That in any earth-moving opera-
tions in connection with the construction of such project, the sources
of material, and the routes for tramsporting such materials to the
construction sites shall be selected in a way that minimizes any adverse
effect on normal transportation movements within the city of Santa
- Fe, New Mexico.
© {B) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the project for
Pine Mountain Lake on Lee Creek, Arkansas and Oklahoma, author-

ized by section 204 of the Flood Control Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 1073),

shall be constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with the
Federal Water Project Recreation Act, Public Law 89-79, as amended.

Skc. 196. The project for Lucky Peak Lake, Idaho, authorized by
the Flood Control Act of 1946, is hereby modified to authorize the
Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to
modify the outlet works in the Lucky Peak Dam af o Federal cost
not to exceed 84,100,000, to assure maintenance of adequate flows
along the Boise River: Provided, That provisions of section 102(b)
of the Federal Water Pollution Control Amendments of 1972 (86 Stat.
816), shall apply to this modification.

Skc. 197. Section 50 of the Water Resources Development Act of
1974 (88 Stat. 12), is amended by striking out “$350,000” and inserting
in lew thereof “$380,000".

Skc. 198. The sum of $250,000 is hereby authorizéd to complete the
phase I design memorandum stage of advanced engineering and design
of the Days Creele Dam, South Umpqua River, Oregon, authorized by
%e;tz’o?g{(a) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1974 (88
Stat. . : )
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Sec. 199. The project for navigation improvements, Cook Inlet
Alaska (Anchorage Harbor, Alaska), authorized by the Rivers and
Harbors Act of 1958, approved July 3, 19568, is hereby modified to pro-
vide that the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to maintain a harbor bottom depth of —35.0
feet MLLW, for a length of 3,000 feet at the existing Port of Anchor-
age Marine Facility, at an estemated annual cost of $150,000.

Skc. 200. Section 36 of the Water Resources Development Act of
197} (Public Law 93-251) is amended as follows:

(@) Inserting “(a)” “Sec. 356”;
(b) Inserting new subsection “(b)”, as follows :

“(b) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized and directed to make a detailed study of such
plang as he may deem. feasible and appropriate for the removal and
disposal of debris and obsolete buildings remaining as a result of
military construction during World War 11, and subsequently, in
the vicinity of Metlakatla and Annette Island in southeastern Alaska,
at an estimated cost of $100,000. Such. study shall include an analysis
of appropriate measures to restore the area to its natural condition.”.

Src. 201. (a) Section 204(b) of the Act of October 23, 1962 (76
Stat. 1173, 1174), is amended by striking the period at the end of the
second sentence and insert the following “ : Provided, The Secretary of
the Interior, in determining reimbursable costs, shall not include the
costs of replacing and relocating the original Salisbury Ridge section
of the 138-kilovolt tramsmission line: Provided further, That the
Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, shall
relocate such transmission lines, at an estimated cost of $5641,000.”.

(b) The Crater-Long Lakes division of the Snettisham project near
Juneau, Alaska, as authorized by section 20/ of the Flood Control Act
of 1968, is modified with respect to the reimbursement payments to
the United States on such project in order to provide (1) that the
repayment period shall be sixty years, (2) that the first annual pay-
ment shall be 0.1 per centum of the total principal amount to be repaid,
(8) thereafter annual payments shall be increased by 0.1 per centum
of such, total each year until the tenth year at which time the payment
shall be 1 per centum of such total, and (4) subsequent annual pay-
ments for the remaining fifty years of the sixty-year repayment period
shall be one-fiftieth of the balance remaining after the tenth annual
payment (including interest over such sinty-year period).

Sre. 202. (a) The Congress finds that drft and debris on or in
publicly maintained commercial boat harbors and the land and water
areas immediately adjacent thereto threaten navigational safety,
public health, recreation, and the harborfront environment.

(8) (Z) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, shall be responsible for developing projects for the col-
lection and removal of drift and debris from publicly maintained com-
mercial boat harbors and from land and water arens immediately
adjacent thereto.

(2) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engi-
neers is authorized to undertake projects developed under paragraph
(1) of this subsection without specific congressional approval when the
total Federal cost for the project is less than $400,000.
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(¢) The Federal share of the cost of any project developed pursuant
to subsection (b) of this section shall be two-thirds of the cost of the
project. The remainder of such costs shall be paid by the State,
municipality, or other political subdivision in which the project is to
be located, except that any costs associated with the collections and
removal of drift and debris from federally owned lands shall be borne
by the Federal Government. Non-Federal interests in future project
development under subsection (b) of this section shall be required to
recover the full cost of drift or debris removal from any identified
owner of piers or other potential sources of drift or debris, or to r(g)air'
such sources so that they no longer create a potential source of drift
or debris. N

(d) Any State, municipality, or other political subdivision where
any project developed pursuant to subsection (b) of this section is
located shall provide all lands, easements, and right-of-way necessary
for the project, including suitable access and disposal areas, and shall
agree to maintain such, projects and hold and save the United States
free from any damages which may result from the non-Federal spon-
sor’s performance of, or failure to perform, any of its required respon-
sibilities of cooperation for the project. Non-Federal interest shall
agree to regulate any project area following project completion so
that such area will not become a future source of drift and debris.
The Chief of Engineers shall provide technical advice to non-Federal
interests on the tmplementation of this subsection.

(e) For the purposes of this section—

(2) the term “drift” includes any buoyant material that, when
floating in the navigable waters of the United States, may cause
damage to a commercial or recreational vessel; and

(2) the term “debris” includes any abandoned or dilapidated
structure or any sunken vessel or other object that can reasonably
be expected to collapse or otherwise enter the mavigable waters
of the United States as drift within a reasonable period.

(f) There is authorized to be appropriated. to carry out this section
not to exceed $4,000,000 per fiscal year for fiscal years 1978 and 1979.

Sec. 203. (a) (1) The Congress finds that the expeditious develop-
ment of hydroelectric power generating facilities in Alaska that are
environmentally sound to assist the Nation in meeting existing and
future energy demands is in the national interest.

(2) The Congress therefore declares that the expertise of the Chief
of Engineers can and should be utilized for the benefit of local public
bodies in the development of projects which yield 90 per centum or
more of the benefits of the project are attributable to hydroelectric
power generation when the project is fully operational.

(b) To meet the goals of this section, there is hereby established in
the Treasury of the United States an Alaska Hydroelectric Power
Development Fund (hereafter referred to as the “fund”) to be and
remain gvailable for use by the Secretary of the Army (hereinafter

: to as the “Secretary™) to make expenditures authorized by
this section. The fund shall consist of (1) oll receipts and collections
by the Secretary of repayments in accordance with subsection (e) of
this section and payments by non-Federal public authorities to the
Secretary to finance the cost of construction of projects in accordance
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with subsection (f) of this section, and which the Secretary is hereby
directed to deposit in the fund as they are received, and (2) any
appropriations made by the Congress to the fund.

(¢) There is authorized to be appropriated to the Secretary for
deposit in the fund established by subsection (b) of this section the
sum of $25,000,000.

(2) (1) If the Secretary determines that moneys in the fund are
in ewcess of current needs, he may request the investment of such
amounts as he deems advisable by the Secretary of the Treasury in
direct, general obligations of, or obligations guaranteed as to both
principal and interest by, the United States.

(2) With the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, the Secre-
tary may deposit moneys of the fund in any Federal Reserve bank
or other depository for funds of the United States, or in such other
banks and financial institutions and under such. terms and conditions
as the Secretary and the Secretary of the Treasury may mutually
agree. ‘

(e) The Secretary is authorized to make expenditures from the
fund for the phase I design memorandum stage of advanced engineer-
ing and design for any project in Alaska that meets the requirements
of subsection (a) (2) of this section, if appropriate non-Federal public
authorities, approved by the Secretary, agree with the Secretary,
in writing, to repay the Secretary for all the separable and joint
costs of preparing such design memorandum, if such report is favor-
able. Following the completion of the phase I design memorandum
stage of advanced engineering and design under this subsection, the
Secretary shall not transmit any favorable report to Congress prior
to being repaid in full by the appropriate mnon-Federal public
authorities for the costs incurred during such phase I. The Secretary
8 also authorized to make expenditures from non-Federal funds
deposited in the fund as an advance against construction costs.

(f) In connection with water resources development projects which
meet the criteria established by subsection (a) (2) of this section and
which are to be constructed by the Secretary, acting through the Chief
of E'ngineers, in accordance with an authorization by Congress and
a contract between the non-Federal public authorities and the Secre-
tary, pursuant to subsection (g)(1) of this section occurring on or
subsequent to the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary, acting
through the Chief of Engineers, is authorized to construct such proj-
ects including activities for engineering and design land acquisition,
site development, and off-site improvements necessary for the
authorized construction by making expenditures from. (1) the Fund
established in subsection (b) of this section of funds deposited by
non-Federal public authorities as payments for construction and (2)
payments of non-Federal public authorities held by the Secretary as
payment of construction costs for a project authorized by this section.

(9) (1) Prior to initiating any construction work under the authori-
ties of this section, the Secretary and the appropriate non-Federal
public authorities shall agree in writing, and submit such agreement
to the Committees on Public Works and Appropriations of the Senate
and House of Representatives for review and reporting to the Con-
gress for its consideration and approval that the appropriate non-
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Federal public authorities will pay the full anticipated costs of con-
structing the project at the time such costs are incurred, together with.
normal contingencies and. related administrative ewpenses of the
Secretary, and such payments shall be deposited in the fund or held
by the Secretary for payment of obligations incurred by the Secretary
on an authorized project under this section. The agreement shall pro-
vide for an initial determination of feasibility and compliance by the
project with law. The total non-Federal obligation shall be paid
on or prior to the date the Chief of Engineers has estimated by agree-
ment, that the project concerned will be available for actual genera-
tion of all or a substantial portion of the authorized hydroeclectric
power of the project.

(2) In consideration of the obligations to be assumed by non-Federal
public authorities under the provisions of this section and in recogni-
tion of the substantial investments which will be made by these author-
ities in reliance on the program established by this section, the United
States shall assume the responsibility for paying for all costs over
those fixed in the agreement with the non-Federal public authorities,
if such costs are occasioned by acts of God, failure on the part of the
Secretary, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to ad/{)ere to the
agreed schedule of work or a failure of design: Provided, That pay-
ments by the Secretary of such costs shall be subject to appropriations
acts.

(k) The Secretary is authorized and directed, pursuant to the agree-
ment, to convey all title, rights, and interests of the United States to
any project, its lands and water areas, and appurtenant facilities to the
non-Federal public authorities which have agreed to assume owner-
ship of the project and responsibility for its performance, operation,
and maintenance, as well as necessary replacements in accordance with
this section upon full payment by such non-Federal public authorities
as required under subsection (g) (1) of this section. Such conveyance
shall, pursuant to the agreement required by subsection (g) of this
section, to the mawimum extent possible, occur immediately upon the
project’s availability for generation of all or a substantial portion of
the authorized hydroelectric power of the project, and shall include
- such Federal requirements, reservations, and provisions for access
rights to.the project and its records as the Secretary finds advisable to
complete any portion of project construction remaining at the time of
conveyance and, to assure that the project will be operated and main-
tained in a responsible and safe manner to accomplish, as nearly as
may be possible, all of the authorized purposes of the project includ-
ing, but not restricted to, hydroelectric power generation.

(¢) This section shall be cited as the “Alaska Hydroelectric Power
Development Act”. ‘ L .

8re. 804. No funds specifically authorized for any project in this
Act will be available for expenditure prior to fiscal year 1978.
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Skc. 205. This Act moy be cited as the “Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1976%. toth
a o the same.
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Ray Roserts,
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GENE SNYDFR,
Managers on the Part of the House.
Mixe GRAVEL,
JeNNINGs RaNpoLPH,
QuenTiN Burpick,
Joun CULVER,
James A, McCrurg,
Howarp Baxer,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.



JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House and the Senate at the
conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ment of the House to the bill (S. 3823{ authorizing the construction,
repair, and preservation of certain public works on rivers and harbors
for navigation, flood control, and for other purposes, submit the fol-
lowing joint statement to the House and the Senate in explanation
of the effect of the action agreed upon by the managers and recom-
mended in the accompanying conference report:

The House amendment 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 Senate bill is the biannual authorization of the rivers and
harbors works of the Corps of Engineers for flood control, naviga-
tion, and other purposes. The total cost of the bill, as reported, is
approximately $1.1 billion for projects recommended by the Corps
and other provision affecting the operation of the water resources
prﬁmm generally.

1 projects of improvement authorized in this bill are to be car-
ried out in accordance with existing law and stipulations contained
in the appropriate project documents as modified by the Committee
on Public Works in the development of this legislation. The new
authorizations provided in the bill are for fiscal year 1978 and suc-
ceeding fiscal years.

The House amendment is a water resources development project
authorization and basin monetary authorization bill. Title T of the
bill includes water resources development project authorizations and
provisions modifying previously authorized projects and relating
generally to the water resources development program. A total of 44
projects are contained in Title I. The projects cover all types of works
under the jurisdiction of the Committee on Public Works and Trans-
portation and within the province of the Corps of Engineers. The
total estimated cost of Title I is $408,777,880. Since enactment of the
last monetary authorization bill, there are twelve basins which need
additional authorization in order that appropirations can be requested
to contiue work in the basins. Title IT authorizes an increase in the
amount of $590,000,000 in the monetary authorizations for the twelve
comprehensive river basin plans previously approved by Congress.
The authorization for the appropriation of these additional amounts
commences with fiscal year 1978.

(37)
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The conference substitute is the same as the Senate bill and the
House amendment except for major substantive changes noted below
and clerical corrections and conforming changes made necessary by
agreements reached by the conferees.

All projects which can be authorized by committee resolution were
gliminated from the Senate bill as well as projects relating to water-
sheds. The sum of $50,000 was added to the project for Nonconnah
Creek, Tennessee, for the Horn Lake Creek provisions included from
the House amendment.

The sections relating to dredging and title II of the river basin
authorizations in the House amendment were eliminated. ‘

Roserr E. JonEs,
Ray Roserrs,
Harowp T. Jomnson,
Roperr Rog,
Jim OBERSTAR,
Winuiam Hagrsna,
Dox H. CrLausex,
(GENE SNYDER,
Managers on the Part of the House.
Mixe Graves,
JeEnNiNegs RaNporen,
QuexnTin Bumpick,
Joun CuoLver,
James A. McCrure,
Howarp Baxeg,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
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Mr. GRAVEL, from the Committee on Public Works,
submitted the following

, REPORT

Yo together with
SUPPLEMENT VIEWS
[To accompany . 3823]

The Committee on Public Works reports an original bill (S. 3823)
authorizing the construction, repair, and preservation of certain rivers
and harbors for navigaiton, flood control, and for other purposes, and
recommends that the bill do pass.

Purrosr

This legislation, designated as hte Water Resources Development
Act of 1976, is the biannual authorization of the rivers and harbors
works of the Corps of Engineers for flood control, navigation, and
other purposes. The total cost of the bill, as reported, is approximately
$1.1 billion for projects recommended by the Corps and other
provision affecting the operation of the water resources program
generallly.

All projects of improvement authorized in this bill are to be carried
out in accordance with existing law and stipulations contained in the
appropriate project documents as modified by the Committee in the
development of this legislation. The new authorizations provided in
the bill are for fiscal year 1978 and succeeding fiscal years.

GENERAL STATEMENT

The Congress last acted on a general authorization bill for water
resources activities in 1974 with the enactment of the Water Resources
Development Act (Public Law 93-251). It has been the practice of

1)
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the Congress to consider authorizations in this area every two years.
This bill continues that practice by providing the recommendations of
ithe Committee on Public Works for the consideration of the Senate.

_ Since the last authorization bill, many reports have been prepared
by the Corps of Engineers. Favorable reports on 88 projects have
been transmitted to the Congress by the Chief of Engineers. Either
advanced engineering and design or construction is recommended for
these projects. Several matters of general legislation also are included
in this biil.

The Corps of Engineers has recommended projects to prevent or
reduce damages caused by flood waters; to provide water for municipal
agricultural, and industrial use; to generate hydroelectric power; to
protect beaches and streambanks; to provide recreational facilities;
and to develop and improve the Nation’s navigation facilities. These
projects will provide lasting improvements which will benefit the
country for many years. '

Iu the Water Resources Development Act of 1974, the Congress
made many significant changes in Corps procedures so as to provide
an economical and efficient program. The principal modification was
two-stage authorization. Under this procedure, a project is authorized
after preparation of a favorable survey report for phase I design
memorandum stage of advanced engineering and design. A report
is then transmitted to the Congress recommending construction if con-
tinuing work on the project is favorable. Congress may then approve
construction if it finds the project to be beneficial.

The bill reported by the Committee authorizes phase I engineering
on 25 projects and construction on 31 projects recommended by the
Corps. This bill does not contain any authorization for construction
of projects on which phase I was authorized by the 1974 Act. The
Committee felt that it would be inappropriate to consider any phase I
report on which Administration review was incomplete.

Only two of the 1974 phase I projects have reports and neither has a
final report of the Chief of Engineers. Since the Committee intends to
review phase I reports carefully before approving construction, action
on Libby Re-regulating Dam and Days Creek Dam, Oregon, was
deferred. If timley authorization of projects is to be accomplished,
the Corps should consider developing a procedure which recognizes
the legislative cycle of the Congress for authorizing water resources
projects,

One of the most controversial issues facing the Committee this
vear was the replacement of TLocks and Dam 26 on the Mississippi
River. The proposed replacement of this facility on the inland water-
day system raised questions regarding Corps policy with respect to
repair or replacement of facilities which are no longer structurally
sound or economically efficient. Prior to 1975, the Corps replaced
obsolete facilities under the authority of the Act of March 2, 1909. if
the Secretary of the Army approved, based upon a finding of essential
for continued use and consistent with other proposed improvements
for the system.

In 1974, a court suit challenged the Secretary of the Army’s anthority
to replace Locks and Dam 26. Judge Charles Richey of Federal District
Court for the District of Columbia ruled for the plaintiffs (environ-
mental groups and the midwestern railroads) that the Secretary had
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exceeded his authority since the replacement proposal was significantly
different than the existing facility. Subsequently, the Secretary of the
Army revoked his authorization and determined that a proposal to
replace Locks and Dam 26 would be submitted to the Congress for
approval.

pIp)uring the Committee’s discussion of Locks and Dam 26, the under-
lying issue of improvements to the inland navigation system was re-
viewed thoroughly. The Committee was faced with the issue of the
proper level of maintenance of navigation facilities and the desirabil-
1ty of the continuation of inland waterways as a mode of transporta-
tion. Since Congress initiated the navigation program in 1824, consid-
erable sums of money have been appropriated for improving and
maintaining the navigable waterways of the Nation. The Committee
was, therefore, faced with the decision of determining the continued
relative importance of waterways to transportation of interstate
commerce. ) )

The Committee determined that water transportation continues to
have an important and useful role in the national economy and 1s an
integral part of the country’s transportation system. Recognition was
given to the importance of other modes of transportation, but Com-
mittee mempers felt that a viable waterway system is essential to ship-
pers and consumers of goods. It is in the national interest to have an
inland waterway network in sufficient repair to move goods economi-
cally and efficiently from producer to consumer. Competition among
transportation modes is required for such movement of goods.

~ With respect to the general issue of replacement of facilities, the
Committee adopted a procedure which requires that the Secretary of
the Army seek specific authorization from the Congress of repair or
replacement projects which exceed a cost of $10 million. The Secre-
tary is authorized to proceed on his own initiative for projects cost-
ing less than $10 million subject to appropriations covering such re-
pair or replacement costs. This procedure will give the Congress the
ability to continually review and determine the scope of major im-
provements to the inland navigation system. The authority provided
to the Secretary is in keeping with the policy of allowing the Corps to
proceed with flood control, navigation, and other similar projects
without an act of Congress, 1f the Federal cost is less than $10 million.
The Committee intends, therefore, to examine each proposed replace-
ment carefully to determine its implication for the entire network.

In a decision related to the issue of navigation system 1mprovement,
the Committee adopted a provision which authorizes collection of user
charges on the inland waterways. Such charges are to be implemented
over a ten-year period and are designed to collect 50 percent of the
operation, maintenance, and new construction costs for the inland sys-
tem from that time forward. User charges were imposed because the
Committee believes that various users of federally supported trans-
portation facilities should pay some portion of the costs of developing
and maintaining the facilities for their users.

Regulations establishing the level of charges and method of col-
lection are to be prepared by the Corps of Engineers. The bill also
directs a study of the equity and form of user charges by the National
Transportation Policy Study Commission and a report to the Con-
gress. The Committee will carefully examine this report and the reg-
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ulations developed after their submittal to Congress on January 15,
1978, to determine if the charges achieve the results expected. The
Committee will not take lightly its authority to recommend disap-
proval of the regulations and will consider changes at that time if the
regulations fail to achieve the requirements of the section to make user
charges equitable for all commercial users of the inland waterway
system. :

It is the view of the Committee that the user charges provision is
tied unexorably to the approval of the major new inland navigation
projects: Locks and Dam 26, Gallipolis, and Vermillion. They were
iﬁcluded as a package because there is no rational way to separate
them. :

Another major innovation in this bill is the establishment of a mech-

anism to allow non-Federal public authorities to finance the construc-
tion of hydroelectric power projects. A hydroelectric power develop-
ment program is set up so that Corps of Engineers may study the
feasibility of hydropower development at a specific site and then act
as construction agent for the local authority which will finance and
own the generating facilities. ‘

A project developed under this program will follow the typical au-
thorization cycle of Corps projects. Congress must authorize phase I,
the cost of which will be repaid by local sponsors if the project is de-
termined to be feasible. Construction is then authorized by Congress
based upon such report and the required contract between the Corps
of Engineers and the local authority. A hydroelectric power develop-
ment fund is established from which the Corps may draw Federal
funds to finance phase I costs. Local authorities are expected to finance
construction from bond sales which would be deposited in the hydro-
power fund for the use of the Corps.

The Committee believes this procedure will provide a mechanism to
develop needed power generating facilities at a rate faster than Fed-
eral construction. With typical Corps construction, the project must
compete with all other Corps projects for funding under the appro-
priations process. Large hydropower projects can take 30 to 40 years
to complete with Federal financing. It is believed this program can
reduce the time to 8 to 14 years. This could lead to considerable con-
struction cost savings since inflation tends to significantly increase
costs over the years. It will also reduce the burden on the Federal
Treasury while still providing power to regions which experience the
need for new or additional power generating capability.

The waters of this Nation are a valuable resource and we must seek
to utilize them to the maximum advantage for economic development.
This, however, must be accomplished in an environmentally sound
manner. The procedure of project authorization under this hydro-
power program will assure that environmental issues are considered
and addressed in project development. ‘

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

SECTION 2—PHASE I AUTHORIZATIONS

This section authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting through
the Chief of Engineers, to undertake the Phase I design memorandum

v
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stage of advanced engineering and design of major water resources
development projects substantially in accordance with, and subject to,
conditions recommended by the Chief of Engineers in the reports des-
ionated in this section. Subsection (a) authorizes prosecution of this
work as soon as funds are available. Subsection (b) authorizes work
to commence only after the project is approved by the President. Sub-
section (c) authorizes work contingent upon the approval of the Sec-
retary of the Army and the President. ) )

The Phase I design memorandum stage of advanced engineering and
design is defined to include post-authorization studies that are nec-
essary to establish the basic design and scope of the project, and
to appraise its justification and public acceptability under current
conditions. o

+ A summary of the projects in this section follows. The table lists the
projects, project document numbers and estimated Federal costs for
the Phase I design memorandum stage of advanced engineering and
design. Pertinent information follows for each project.

Rection 2(a)

Project : Federal cost

New London Harbor, Conn =2 $250, 000
New Jersey coastal inlets and beaches (group II). .o 2, 062, 000
New Jersey coastal inlets and beaches (group III) o 2, 396, 000
Southern Branch of Elizabeth River, Va - 100, 000
Wallkill River, N.Y., N.J el —— 830, 000
Lock Haven, Pa_______ : S 430, 000
Wyoming Valley, Pa___________ P ——— 450, 000
Richmond, Va. Flood Control e 800, 0600
Charleston Harbor, S.C_. i - —_—— ‘ §00, 000
San Juan Harbor, P.R - ‘ —mmeem— 300,000
Presque Isle, Pa . 700, 000
" Little Calumet River, Ind : - 1, 400, 000
Minnesota River at Chaska, Minn____ —- 300, 000
Mississippi River at La Crosse, Wis - 400, 000
Park River Sub-Basin, N. Dak.___ . 570, 000
Neches River Salt Water Barrier, Tex_ — 500, 000
St. Johns Bayou, Mo = 300, 000
Callequas ‘Creek, ‘Calif__ : 1, 060, 600
Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbors, Calif 50, 000
Morrison Creek, Calif . 750, 000
! Section 2(b) ‘
Brazos River Basin, Tex -850, 000
MecNary Second Powerhouse, Oreg., Wash . 1, 800, 000
Section 2(c)
Brunswick Harbor, Ga — 300, 000
Chicagoland Underflow Plan (TARP), I1_. 12, 000, 000
Pembina River, N. Dak 930, 000
Papillon Creek, Nebr. 75, 000
Rio Grande Basin, N. Mex 1, 500, 000
Santa Ana River, Calif - 700, 000
‘Siuslaw River, Oreg 50, 000

. Upper Susitna River Basin,‘ _Al_a_sk*ﬂ —mmmmmmee -~ 25, 600, 000
New London Harbor and T hames River, Conni-- - - :
Location—New London Harbor and the Thames River are in south-

eastern Connecticut, 13 miles west of the Connecticut-Rhode Island
border.
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Ewxisting projects—In New London Harbor—a 3.8 mile entrance
channel originally 600 feet wide and 33 feet deep which has been fur-
ther deepened by the U.S. Navy to 36 feet at a width of 500 feet ; a 6,000
foot channel, 400 feet wide and 28 feet deep along the waterfront ; two
branch charnels and a maneuvering area and dredeing Shaw Cove to
a depth of 15 feet. In the Thames River an 8.6 mile channel to Nor-
Wl(ﬁl, Connecticut, 200 to 350 feet wide, 25 feet deep, and five training
walls.

Needs—There is a need for general deepening and widening of the
existing Federal navigation channel and anchorages in New London
Harbor and the Thames River. The present depth of the harbor chan-
nel is 36 feet and is not of sufficient dimensions to accommodate large
vessels coming into prominent use for transporting petroleum and
general commerce. In addition, the approach to the State Pier is too
limited in depth and area for today’s traffic. The channel in the Thames
River has numerous bends which are hazardous and impede naviga-
tion. There are nine major terminal facilities which would benefit from
the proposed improvements. Five in New London Harbor and four
along the Thames River.

Deep-draft petroleum tanker receipts at New London Iarbor are
estimated to quadruple in fifty years. Connecticut Licht and Power
Company’s new generating unit at Montville has created a need for
900,000 tons of residual fuel oil annually. Along the Thames River
chemical processing at Allyn’s Point is expected to increase ten fold
during the period 1975-2014.

_Recommended_;olan of improvement.—The recommended plan pro-
vides for deepening the New London Harbor channel to 40 fect for a
distance of 15,000 feet upsttream from deep water in Long Island
Sound; a 30-foot deep, 40-acre turning basin at the north end of the
channel, and a 32-foot-deep. 4.9-acre maneuvering area just south of
the Connecticut State Pier. The 40—foot channel depth was selected as
the result of maximization of net benefits when considering depths of
34 to 42 feet. Enlargement and deepening of the maneuvering area at
the State Pier will permit safe docking and unloading. B

Estimated cost (price level of November 1974)

Federal 187,77
Fedoral _.__.... ol 31,772, 000
Total - ____ . e 2772000

! Excludes $20,000 for aids to navigation.

PROJECT ECONOMICS
[Interest rate of 61¢ percent]

Federal = Non-Federal » Total

Anntial;chartgesa )
nterest and amortization. ... ______..______________
Maint and operation_..______.______._______ T TTTTTCT $5g3: ggg T “gg'ggg

Total.i e [ ——— 553,000 _ou oo -+ 553,000
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Annual benefils

Transportation savings. $1, 851, 000
Damage prevention - 29, 000
1, 880, 000

Total ——____ -
Benefit-cost ratio.—3.4. ) .
Environmental impact of recommended plan—Dredging effects are

temporary and some localized degradation of fish and wildlife re-
sources will oceur. Specific environmental effects are identified as

follows: ) ) .
(1) Localized alteration of habitats due to physical and chemi-

cal changes. - o

(2) Destruction and redistribution of benthic biota.

(3) Temporary and localized increase in turbidity and
siltation.

(4) Release of offensive gases such as hydrogen sulfide.

(5) Resuspension of non-biodegradable chemical pollutants
and organics. '

(6) Temporary increase in BOD & COD. )

(7) Synergistic effects of heavy metals, organics, temperature
and salinity anomalies on zooplankton, finfish and benthic
invertebrates.

(8) Possible environmental enhancement effects through the
removal of polluted sediments. ‘

Spoiling effects cannot be fully evaluated until the disposal sites are
selected. The fact that little information is available concerning the
effects of dredge spoil in the ocean environment suggests that defini-
tive studies should be initiated before the project is fully developed. A
sum has been included in the project cost to study site selection and
for monitoring studies of the project.

New Jersey coastal inlets and beaches (group I1) Hereford Inlet to
the Delaware Bay entrance to the Cape May Canal

Location—The southernmost 16 miles of the New Jersey Atlantic
Coast.

Ewisting projects—The existing Federal projects consist of naviga-
tion channels at Hereford Inlet and Cape May Inlet, bulkheads along
Five Mile Beach and North Wildwood, and groins at Cape May City.

Need.—Prevention of loss of beaches and of the migration and shoal-
ing of the channel through Hereford Inlet. B

Becommended plan of smprovement.—Hereford Inlet and Five Mile
Beach—Jetties and deposition basis, navigation channel, beach and
sand fill, bulkhead and backfill, and groins. v '

Cape May Inlet to Lower Township.—Breakwater with weir, deposi-
tion basin, and fill, seawall rehabilitation, and groins. -

Cape May Point.—Sand fill, groins, and dikes.

’ ESTIMATED COST
{1976 price level]

Federal = Non-Federal Total

o §10,440,000 6,211,000 16,851,000
Cape May inlet to Lower Township___ 18,452,000 - 3,282,000 21,734, 000
Cape May Point. 2, BSQ. 000 1,498,000 4,392, 000

CTotaleooooo S [ 31,786,000 10,991,000 42,777,000

Hereford inlet and Five Mile' Beach

T I T O I L e
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PROJECT ECONOMICS
]Interest rate of 534 percent]

- s as i

and 28 Federal Noun-Federal % Total
Al ce';"cﬁs:l tand FipgMife Beach
ereford Inlet an 2 ;
Interest and amorti SR, T g $408, 000 $244, 000 $652, 000
Maintenance and-operation.__ ._______.._..... 75,000 395, 000 470, 000
Total...... 81 W A P L TR TR 483, 000_ 639, 000 1,122, 000
Cape May Inlet to r Twnship: .
Interest and bl .4?3-.._...,,“,,,,“ 722,000 128, 000 850, 000
Maintenance and operation..___..__________ 355, 000 8,00 435, 000
: VO e e el b2 o 1,077,000 208,000 1,285,000
Cape May Point: [
Interest and amortizMion. ... ~._... . _ L - 128600 64, 000 189, 000
Maintenance and operation 51,000 51, 000
Toluee . L 125, 000 ‘115, 000 240, 000
Total project:
Interest and amortization. ... ________________ 1, 255, 000 436, 000 1,691, 000
Maintenance and operation. .. .y yopen-rv-yopr 430, 000 526, 000 956, 000
¢ 153,
{0 IR L N S l._6§5,000 9.62r,‘000 2, 647, 000
ereford and Capse Ma
H l-g?ve Mile r:l'let tg Cape May
i Beach Lower - Point Total
QM‘”‘ Beonh wde ' v e
- ::-?fﬁ! L Edonila Juand el $415, 000 0 0 $415, 000
B! @rosion cont ---= 1,438,000  $2,123, 000 45, 000 3, 606, 000
Storm protaction... Ve 1,062,000 2,202,000 49, 000 3, 513, 000
o dottyraport fish.. { {2110 i b Tt Laibo ol . 7,000 R 0 7,000
Totaloo .o ... ... ‘2,922,600 ' 43%5,000 @ 294,000 7,541 000
pliiden SRty Tl T T 1 Tt LR s TR AT
Benefit-cost ratio -
Hereford Inlet and Five-Mile Beach______ foigadi o a byl peepandiog 2.6
‘Cape May Inlet to Lower Township. - - 8.4
Cape'May ot U X D AR S T IO DT E Ol R Th Y 1.2

NoTE.—At 614 -percent interest, benefit-cost ratios are 2.4, 2.9, and 1.8, respectively.

Envéironméntal impact of recommended, plan.—Favbrable impacts
would include improved recreation conditions and greater naviga-
tional safety; unfavorable impacts would be temporary such as dis-
stirbance of marine life and turbidity during construction.
New Jersey coastal inlets and beaches—Barnegat Inlet to Longport

= (group II) :
9 Location.—39 miles in the middle of the Atlantic Coast of New
Jersey.. i i

Existing projects.—A Federal navigation channel at Barnegat Inlet
with jetties; and a Federal navigation channel at Absecon Inlet; shore
protection measures, including; groins, bulkheads, revetments, and
beach fill by Federal and non-Federal interests along the coast.

Needs.—Preventive measures against continuing erosion of the
beaches and tidal flooding due to tidal storms, as weﬁ as improvement
of navigation conditions.

Lecommended plan of improvement.—

Barnegat Inlet : Jetty and navigation channel.

Long Beach Island ::Beach fill, groins, jetty maintenance, and. perir
odic nourishment. g 1a® sl

Brigantine Island : Beach fill, groins, and periodic nourishment.

-
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Absecon Island: Sandfill, periodic nourishment, breakwater and
deposition basin, as well as completion of authorized project.

ESTIMATED COST
11976 price levels]

Federal Non-Federal Total

eeileecieeool $13,266,000 $10,487,000  $23,753,000

3&:'&::3"1“‘ ; 1 } 77 7 8465.000 8,388,000 16,853,000
Brigantine Island._ ... .. IR 5, 069, 000 2, 485, 000 7,554, 000
Absecon Isfand R 3 i) 7,673,000 7,689,000 15,362,000
Yol ool il i 2R 2 e 38,473,000 CC 2,040,000 63,422,000

* Excludes $7,000 for Long Beach Island and $14,000 for Absecon Island for navigation aids.

PROJECT ECONOMICS

[534 percent interest]
Annual charges Federal, Non-Fedesal ; Total
B’f".’,ﬁﬁgt'ﬁd Csugin gt et i) Lisebbmadids - 670,000 5 m :+'1,215,000
Maintenance)mw‘_tp‘q;‘a; B oyozetep omobamegrt e ayedefrrpperere o 20000 . LO00 .. 280, 00C
L1 IR ———————— Y Y YN X Y L Y
% (ol 3 et gt e '_.u t § J * N ' S{ELLT
et i i, . eragg: pead] ail gias Rorle O 434,000 872,000
= Mainte L 1T TV WRNLE RV T TN ¥ U VS 15‘,% 358, 000 - 512,000
Total .-t se2,000 -7e2,bBb  '13B4, 000
o > 83 B T 7 o g - T
Brigantine Island: A
Interest and LEe ) ta il o A 266, 000 131, 000 397, 000
Maintenpnqgmn-,-,.p.-a-.--u-"qL-,..,..-;«-,--;.,.-.- 41,000 289,000 330, 000
(AL I LA IR B o R | B 307, 000 420,000 727,000
b 13 - + i BES
Absecon lsland: , ,, , Attt giglorhs 2083 i
Interest and ‘amoriization L 393, 000 393, 000 786,000
Maintenance ang operation b, 4 274, 000 335, 000 609, 00G
IO e e R e 667, 000 728, 000 1, 395, 000
Total project: ’ a >
d dsbortidatieh 1 . ... .. 2 oLl i LA 1, 776, 000 1, 494, 000 3,270, 000
it 800 SPOIMHON o osemese b eomrenemrd 748,000 983,000 1,731,000
7 T R S W S SNy e G 2,524,000 2,477,000 5, 001, 000
Barriegat  Long Beach Brigatine “ . Absecon Total
Inlet Istand Island Island project
al. benefits: {
o i+ Rk St TR L B
: mercia e A 4
Damage preventio s 64, 000 0 Q 0 64, 000
Rediuiced maintenanc i iang 45,000 0 0 35, 000 80, 000

Tolll.. .l il i 2,797,000 4,138,000 201,000 4,798,000 11,934,000

Interest rate (percent)

556 636
Benbfit-cos ! ! 5

T T sfoscgtiib ) 41118 17

B TR 7 T TS R e 1.4 1.3

A 2 o e T l T 3.4 3.3
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Local cooperation.—

For all featurts: Provide without eost to the United States all
lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construction and
subsequent maintenance of the project, or of any of its separable and
independent elements, and for aids to mavigation upon the request of
the Chief of Engineers to be required in the general public interest for
ihitial and sibsequent disposal of dredged material and including nec-
essary retaining dikes, bulkheads, and embankments therefor, or the
costs of such retaining works; hold and save the United States free
from damages due to epnstruction and subsequent maintenance work,
not including damages due to the fault or negligence of the United
States or its contractors; accomplish without cost to the United States
all alterations.and relecations of buildings, transportation faeilities,
storm drains, utilities, and other structures and improvements made
necessary by the construction, except storm drain extensions located
within beach fill areas; provide a eash contribution for the non-Federal
share of the total project cost, or for the non-Federal cost sharing
of appropriate sepiirable and independent project elements, such con-
tributions to be paid either in a lump sum prior to construction or in
installmentsprior to commencent of pertinent items in aceordance with
construction schedules as required by the Chief of Engineers, the final
apportionment of costs to be made after actual costs have been deter-
mined and as provided elsewhere in these items of local cooperation.

For navigation and recreational fishing features: Provide a cash
contribution for the navigation facilities equal to 50 percent of the
final construction cost allocated to recreational navigation, exclysive
of lands, easements, rights-of-way, alterations, and relocations; pro-
vide a cash contribution equal to one-half of the initial cost of jetty
§£01:t fishing facilities; bear all costs for operation and maintenance of
the jetty sport fishing facilities and adjoining public recreation land
areas.

For beach erosion control and storm protection features: Provide a
cash contribution for beach erosion control, based on a percentage of
construction costs, exclusive of lands, easements, rights-of-way, and
relocations, with the actual amount to be based on existing law and
conditions at the time of construction, and the percentage to be based
on shore ownership and use then existing; provide a cash contribution
for periodic nourishment for the life of the project, such contributions
to be made prior to each nourishment operation, with the actual amount
to be based on existing law and conditions of ownership and use at the
time of each periodic nourishment operation; maintain all works for
storm protection and beach erosion control after completion in accord-
ance with regulations prescribed by the Seeretary of the Army, in-
cluding maintenance and necessary replacements of groins; provide
without cost to the United States appropriate access and facilities, in-
cluding parking and sanitation, necessary for realization of the public
‘benefits upon which Federal participation is based ; and administer and
maintain the beach for continued public use open to all on equal terms
during the life of the project; control water- pollution to fhe extent
necessary o safeguard the health of the bathers; adopt appropriate
ordinances or provide other means to-insure preservation of gh'e beach
fill and dune areas; at least annually, inform affected interests that the
project will not provide complete protection from storms and hurri-

=
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canes, but if maintained will provide protection from oceanfront waves
and the floods mssociated with & tide that is- 9.6 feet above m.l.w.;
maintain the shoreline zones qualifyimg for 70 percent Federdl par-
ticipation in a manner which (1) excludes permanent human habita-
tion and prevents development which would be vulnerable to. damage
by ocean: waters so as to eliminate hazards to human 111‘9.%;1 property ;
(2). includes a beach spitable for recreation; and (3) incliides parks
or conseryatign areas to be developed, operated, and maintained so as
to preserve the desirable features of the local environment; the parks
or conservatjon areas must extend landward a sufficient distante to
include natural protective features such as dunes and swamps which
absorh wave energy or flood effects of storm tides; and take appropri-
ate measures, including adopting such, regulations as necessary, to
insure compatibility between .future development and protection
levels provided by the projects and to prevent encroachments upon the
beach areas and protective works which would result in an, undue in-
crease in the storm damage potential. rts POt pebad one
Environmenital impact fo recommended“{)m-Enhancgd recreation

and navigation conditions and benthic isfuption. |

Southern Branch of Elizabeth River, Chesapeakes, Va.. 3

Location.~—Tn the southern portion of the Hampton Reads area of
Virginia: ° - 3
, ,E%:isting project.—A Southern Branch of Elizabeth River cliannel
40 feet deep and 450 feet wide from the junction with the Eastern
Branch %o the Norfolk and Portsmouth Belt Line Railroad Bridge;
thence 40 feet deep and 375 feet wide to the downstream Norfolk and
Western Railroad Bridge; thence 35 feet deep and 250 feet wide to a
point 2,500 feet above the upstream Norfolk and Western Railroad
Bridge, terminating with a turning basin 35 feet deep and 600 feet
square.

qNéed.+T11e area has a great need for deepwater sites for further
industrial development.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Modification of the existing
project to extend the 35-foot-deep and 250-foot wide channel from its
present terminus upstream for a distance of 1.5 miles to the Norfolk
and Portsmouth Belt Line Railroad Bridge, and to provide an 800-
foot square turning basin, one-half mile from the upstream end of the

extended channel.
Estimated cost (1976 price level)

Federal - $4, 030, 000
Non-Federal 3, 370, 000
Total 5 7, 400, 000

PROJECT ECONOMICS
{Interest rate of 554 percent]

Federal  Non-Federal Tota

M"W ‘uwﬁmm W y > : $131, 200 $102, 200 $233, 400
et 7 R R T y , 3

TR fheg TIANINON Sy orb it Doy 2 33,000 11,200 44, 200

ot S E sl g B - ove. frebinab it i o sl oo o 164, 200 113,400 277,600
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Annual benejfits
ranspOrtation SRVINgE o et e $280, 000
Land enhancement. sois . : 42, 000
Fotal''_CL: 862, 000

Benefit-cost ratio—3.1 (2.8 at 614 percent).

In addition to the normal requirements of local cooperation, local
interests are required to contribute in cash 2.4 percent of the construc-
tion cost, including engineering and design and supervision and admin-
istration thereof, of all work to be provided by the Corps of Engineers,
a contribution now estimated at $54,000 for land enhancement benefits,
to be paid in a lump sum priod to start to construction, or in install-
ments prior’ to start of pertinent work items in accordance with
construction schedules as required by the Chief of Engineers, the
final apportionment of cost to be made after the actual costs have been
determined ; and contribute annually, until such time as multiple use of
the extended channel actually occurs, 50 percent of the annual charges
for interest and amortization of the Federal first cost of the improve-
ment, presently estimated at $66,000, and ‘that such annual contribu-
tions shall end when the Chief of Engineers determines that multiple
use of the channel extension has commenced. VR 6

Enviroramental impact fo recommended plan~—Such impacts would
be minimal or temporary, and include turbidity during dredging and
temporary displacement of aquatic fauna, ! i

Remarks: The Committee notes that deepwater sites:for further
industrial development are needed in the Southern Branch of Eliza-
beth River, Chesapeake, Virginia. Further, the Committee notes that
the Foster Grant Corp. will make use of the improvement and that
additional users are expected in the future. J;ocal interests are seeking
new industries to locate in the area adjacent to the project, which is
zoned for industrial development. Recently, a second company, Davis
Grain, received a permit for a terminal in the project area. The Com-
mittee believes that the cost sharing arrangements recommended by the
Chief of Engineers are appropriate until multiple use is made of
the project. !

Wallkill River, New York and New Jersey (black dirt area)

Location—The Black Dirt Area is in Orange County, New York,
just north of the New Jersey—New York State line, and consists of
about 14,400 acres.

Ewisting projects—There are no Corps of Engineers projects in the
area. In 1938, a Civilian Conservation Corps effort cleared and
straightened about four miles of the Wallkill River. Non-Federal chan-
nel improvements were made periodically, and with assistance by the
Soil Conservation Service, an extensive area of on-farm drainage
ditches and laterals were developed throughout the Black Dirt Area.

Need.—Flood control improvements are needed to prevent damages
due to flooding of the Wallkill River and its tributaries and due to
subsurface saturation. Average annual losses amount to $2,179,000 and
are predominantly in agricultural crops and improvements.

Recommended plan of improvement—22 miles of channel improve-
ment, to include low-flow control structures as a mitigation measure
to assure maintenance of flow levels necessary to provide a proper
degree of soil moisture.
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Estimated cost (1976 price levels)

Federal e $17, 290, 600
Non-Federal 120,
Total Sy 17, 410, 000
PROJECT ECONOMICS
[Interest rate of 554 percent]
3L 4 e -~ T | DRCT B+ FERLd
Federal = Non-Federal Total
Annual charges:
minterestg:nsld amortization $760, 800 $5, 400 $766, 200
Operation and maintenancs, . ee-.} - Peperefrnnssnepesisronas: 29,100 29,100
Tobl 203 60, 800 34,500 795, 300
PO, § I Sy = I . i
) Annual benefits v
Flood control $1, 924, 000

Benefit-cost ratio— (2.2 (2.1'at 614 pertent).

Enviroramental impact of résommended plan—Flood damages
would be reduced, resulting in the enhancement of the regional eco-
iomy. Some farmland would be taken out of production. Removal of
fallen trees and channel excavation would reduce the value of the
streams for aguatic life.:: . R e
" Remarks: The Committee notes that the Black Dirt Aréa’ of New
York is $ubject to damaging flocds due to subsurface saturstion,
amounting to about $2,179,000 yearly. Flood protection works are
urgently needed. The Committes bélieves that the project is flood con-
trol not-drainage. Flooding is caused by overflow from natural stream,
and the flood runoff originates in the water shed abovg the project. The
project would not result in any land reclamation or significant changes
In cropping which are the basic reasons for establishment of special
cost sharing requirements. The basic problem is the need to convey flood
flows through the Black Dirt area or-to.prgvent its reaching the area.-
The Committee further notes the suggestion that lack of maintenange
of the CCC project, constructed in tﬁe late 1930’s contributes to flogd-
ing which now occurs as a result of insufficient channel capacity. Hoy-
ever, questions remain as to whether the CCC project was completed
as designed and whether local maintenance was required at that time.
The riprap work was never completed and excavating material was
placed immediately adjacent to the work area, rather than away from
the area as.originally designed. As a result, the spoil recharged the soft
bank material causing displacement into the completed channel.

Lock Haven, Clinton County, Pa.

Location.—The city of Lock Haven is situated on the right bank of
the West Branch Susquehanna River, in Clinton County, about 70
miles northwest of Harrisburg.

Ewisting projects—There are no existing flood control improve-
ments congtructed by either Federal or State agencies at Lock Haven.

Need.—~Flood control improvements are needed to prevent flood
damages at Lock Haven due to flooding of the West Branch Susque-
hanna River and Bald Eagle Creek. The main business district, the
city’s three major industries, and many residences are subject to flood-

17-174—7¢6—2
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ing. Severe floods have occurred in May 1946, November 1950, March
1964 and June 1972. The June 1972 flood-cansed $50 millien in damages
at Lock Haven. : lles
Recommended. plan of employment—The most practical:plan for
the protection of Lock Haven against damaging floods is a system of
levees and flood walls. The system would consist of approximately 9,900
lineal feet of concrete floodwall alowethe West Branch, and approxi-
mately 18,700 feet. of earthen levee along the West Branch and Bald
Eagle Creek. Tnterior drainage facilities would consist of gravity
ouﬁets, five pumping stations and five ponding areas. s

i .
ot

E'stimated Cost (1976 price levels)

Federal _._=wf.2 22 00 $30,.400, 000
Non-Federal = - 3§, 460, 000
Total 2 g bR 35, 860, 000
- ‘Y
PRQJECT ECONOMICS
Iinterest rate of 574 percent]

Federal  Non-Federal - Total

Annual charges: " .' " .
Interest and amortization.. . wee 31,371,108 127,400 - §1, 498,200
Operation and MaINENAAEe - v oosploe—dorek B '30,700 30,700
1 N NN T SR Rp P L SR 1,371, 100 157, 800 1, 528, 9C0

Annual benefits
Floodjeontroliss-caesdwalsgens e _fgsgous ol e aily st bl oo i $2, 333, 500
Benefit-cost ratio—at 57 percent equal 1.5 and at 615 percent equal
14.

Environmental impact of recommended plan—The primary en-
vironmental concern 1s the effect of the project on other communities
along the West Branch. The effect on Lockport, directly across the
West Branch, will be to cause slightly higher flood levels during the
larger floods. Downstream of Loock Haven the effect would be mini-
mal. The proposed wall will partially restrict the view and may be
visually displeasing.

Local cooperation—In addition to the normal requirements of
local cooperation, local interests are required to provide an initial
cash contribution equal to the incremental cost of extending the levee
to protect the industrial waste ponds of the Hammermill Paper
Company.

Wyoming Valley, Pa.

Location—In Luzerne County, northeastern Pennsylvania, about
16 miles southwest of Scranton, Pennsylvania.

Ewisting project—Four independent projects are located on both
banks of the Susquehanna River. They are the Swoyersville-Forty
Fort, the Kingston-Edwardsville, the Wilkes-Barre and Hanover
Township, and the Plymouth flood protection projects. Upstream
of the area, fourteen reservoirs, on tributaries of the Susquehanna,
have been authorized. Six of these have been completed snd two are
under construction.
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Need—Flood protection is needed. Damaging floods have covered
communities in the Wyoming Valley many times. The June 1972
flood, the maximum of record, caused damages estimated at $730
million.

Recommended plan of improvement—Raising of approximately
12 miles of levees and floodwalls with associated interior drainage and
bridge modifications and channel clearing at the existing local flood
protettiol projects of  Kingston-Edwardsville, Swoyersvillé:Forty
Fort, Plymouth, and Wilkes-Barre and Hanover Township.

Estimated cost (1976 price level)

Federal $45, 300, 000
Non-Federal L s 5 45, 300, 000
Total - > $90, 600, 000

PROJECT ECONOMICS

[Interest rate of 534 percent]
s A S e P, -4 | 16aT

Federal Non-Federal . Total

»  au St e i e AT RSO GG 9

Annni‘.[‘.cg;?n; O e S Il i in Al i ’
; w and § o o foi i) sk clasvy s val $1,717,000  $1,717,000  $3, 434,000
Misintenance 4 L : . -~ SR 48,000 48, 000

G e B8 4 1
3,482, 000

1,717,000 1,765,000

P PP

L dAnnuslbemefits =

Flood control $4, 236, 000

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2 at 5% percént and 1.2 at 615 percent.

Environmental z'mfaot of recommended plan.—The proposed proj-
ect will directly and indirectly benefit in Wyoming Valley by pro-
viding improved flood protection during periods of high water; b
increasing possible drainage and sewer-discharge control and ‘stabil-
ization of ground water discharges; and through possible aesthetic im-
provements to existing facilities. Adverse impacts of the proposed
project include the omission of flood control protection for communi-
ties not previously protected in the valley; additional costs for ancil-
lary flood control facilities; specific local area impacts on aesthetics,
ecological habitats and patterns, existing and proposed development,
access, historic resources, and property values due to land acquisition
and the short-term disruptive effects of project construction.

Richmond, Virginia Flood Control (James River Basin)

Location—Along the James River in eastern Virginia.

Existing projects—A levee now damaged, constructed on the south
bank of the James River by the Navy to protect a naval training school.

Needs.—Reduction or elimination of flood damage to properties and
prevention of disruption to industrial and commercial activities in
Richmond.

Recommended plan of improvement.—A system of floodwalls and
levees to protect the Schockoe Creek and South Side industrial-com-
mercial areas of Richmond, Virginja, which will include pumping
stations and sheet and railroad closure structures, and which will pro-
vide protection from a flood having a recurrence interval of once in
250 years. Flood proofing measures for protection of the sewage treat-
ment plant.
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ESTIMATED COST
(1976 price level]

Local Flood :
protection proofing Totad
F Ao < S ere-e $30,200,000  $8,328,000  $38,528, 000
o Foerl o S . BAGL00  .000,000 7502000
y Total.‘_,_.'..'._..__.,_ ........ e e e 35,660,000 10, 410, 000 46, 070, 000
v - YT T = YTy A et i
PROJECT ECONOMICS
11976 price levels]
Federal  Non-Federal b rTc’at;t
S rtcon:
.Mm%m S f8 310 03 91,987,600  $318,400  $2, 306,000
Operation, maintenance and ""“‘W‘rm—rmﬁrr‘mwnr" .......... 433, 000 433, 000
Total. ¢ 1,987, 600 751, 400 2,739,000
e etisin. 668, 000 0 - 760,000
n a - : et - - -
Qperation, maintenance and replacement f%’: 00 ‘lﬁl, 000
Total ... M SRR e e 608,000 . 273,000 881,000
Total project:. -~ . ; .
“ Interest'and Wmortization. _ 2,595,600 470, 400 3,066, 000
- Qperation, maintenance and replacement.___ . SRS 554, 000 544, 000
- R TS L O I TN L NN T T 3,620, 000
)53 - WD haoTw
) Annual denefits
Flood damage reduction :
DiA ik iy (s e L L F + \ $5, 190, 000
[Treatment: PIAnBILUO L (UL UIIUOL LA LOlT_ A8 203007 i 241,
Total ; _ e et = 5, 431, 000
Benefit-cost ratiov—l.5.

Environmental impact of redommended plan.—The major: impact
would be the revitalization of the South-Side eommertial-industrial
area of downtown Richmond. Adverse impacts would be minor or
temporary.

Remarks: The Committee notes that floods at Richmohd damage
property and disrupt industrial and commercial activities. Richmond
suffered flood damages estimated at $59 million as a result of the June
1972 Hurricane Agnes. Flood protection works are urgently needed.
The Committee further notes that sewage treatment plant is vulnerable
to inundation by floods, and that the plant has not dnly suffered direct
damage but has also been out of operation for periods up to several
weeks. Serious health hazards exist during such periods when raw sew-
age is purnped directlgr into the James River. The Committee believes
that flood proofing of the Richmond sewage treatment plant reflects
the concern of Congress for the environment expressed in the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act Amendments 0f'1972, in which the stated
objective is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical and biologi-
cal integrity of the Nation’s waters. '
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Charleston Harbor, 8.C.

Location—Charleston Harbor is located about midway along the
Atlantic Coastline of South Carolina and is the largest port in the
State.

Ewisting and authorized projects—The existing improvements for
Charleston Harbor provide for naval and commercjal navigation proj-
ects consisting of : ‘ i

(a) A commercial channel 35 feet deep with varying widths
from the Atlantic Ocean to the vicinity of Goose Creek ;

(4) The Naval Ammunition Depot Channel extending from the
head of the commercial navigation project upstream for a distance
of approximately 8.5 miles, thence a channel for the United States
Navy Noise Measurement Facility for a distance of one mile; both
of these channels having project depths of 35 feet with varying
widthss
b (¢) A channel 85 feet deep and 500 feet wide through Town

reek ;
-z (d) A connection channel 10 feet deep in Shem Creek ; and

(e) A channel 10 feet deep from Shem Creek to the Atlantic
Intracoastal Waterway. :

In addition, a channel 30 feet deep and of varying width'is provided
in the lower 6,700 feet of Shipyard River. A National Defense'Charinel
40 feet deep with varying widths from the sea to the Commandant’s
wharf (mile 12.6), and an anchorage basin, 30 feet deep, located be-
tween Shutes Folly Island and Fort Sumter, are authorized to be
prosecuteéd as found necessary in the interest of national defense. A
portion of the anchorage basin has been deepened to 30 ‘feet. The
Cooper River Rediversion Project was authorized by the River and
Harbor Act of 1968 for the purpose of substantially reducing harbor
shoaling. Construction of this project will.redivert to the Santee River
the major portion of the freshwater originating in the Santee River
Basin and currently passing through the Pinopolis Hydroelectric
Power Plant into the CooperRiverand Charleston Harbor.

Needs—Improvements at Charleston Harbor are needed to allow
vessels with deeper drafts to use the port and to provide channel ex-
tensions for expanded port facilities.

Recommended. plan of improvement.~~The plan will provide for:
deepeninig the outer bar and jetby channel to 42 feet; deepening the
remaining pertion of the waterway to 40 feet, inclding the anchorage
basin; widening the Filben Creek and the North Charleston reaches
to 500 feet; constrnction aof a turning basin at the Columbus Street
Terminal to provide a turning diameter of 1,200 feét; enlargément
of the North Charleston Terminal tarning basin to provide for a
turning diameter of 1.200 feet; and easing of the bend at the junction
to the Wando River. The plan for Shipyard River provides for deep-
ening the channel to 88 féet; enlargement of the existing turning
basins. to provide a turning diameter of 1,000 feet, and widening of
the conneeting channel between the turning basihs to 250 feet. The
channel in both Charleston Harbor and Shipyard River will be
realigned where necessary to provide 125 feet clearance between pier-
head lines and the edge of the channel. Further extension of deep-



18

draft channels upstream on the Cooper and Wando Rivers to serve
commercial interests was found to be not economicaly feasible. In
addition the District Engineer finds that a decision concerning chan-
nel extension to the proposed State Port Authority (SPA) Wando
River Terminal should be deferred until the SPA commits itself to a
definite plan of expansion and has obtained the required permits.

Economics of Selected Plan (based on an economic life of 50-years,
an interest rate of 574 percent, and December 1973 price levels).

Estimated first cost:

Federal 1 825, 667, 000
Non-Federal ; 4, 710, 000
Total 80, 377, 000

Annual charges:
Federal $3, 275, 000
Non-Federal -_ 765, 000
Total 4, 040, 000

Annual benefits:
Transportation savings $7, 261, 000
Reduced navigation hazands.. ...... ; AL lessises , 33, 000
Total —:-:= : 7, 294, 000

1 Includes $6,000 for navigation aids.

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.8.

Updated economics.—The total first cost, based on estimated Octo-~
ber 1976 price levels is $38,306,000, of which $32,437.800 is Federal.
The average -annual cost is $4,977,000, and the benefit-cost ratio is
1.7, based on the current interest rate.

Environmental impact of recommended plan—Approximately
1,110 acres of upland diked disposal area will be needed for dredged
material removed during initial construction. In addition, about 49
acres of land will be needed annually for disposal of the increased
shoal material resulting from deepening during normal maintenance
operations. With the recommended plan a total of 24,855,000 cubic
yards of material will be removed from the harbor and 2,530,000 cubic
yards from Shipyard River. Of the total amount of mmterial, 12,
095,000 cubic yards are to be disposed of at sea and the rest to be
placed ‘on the diked area on Daniel Island and Morris Island. The
major environmental impacts relate to water quality effects on the
ecosystems within the harbor and disposal areas. These effects include:
increased turbidities and siltation in the vieinity of the dredge and
disposal areas; a temporary decrease in primary productivity result-
ing from turbid waters; a possible loss of organisms through the
leaching ‘of toxic substances from the upland disposal area; and a
possible reduction in dissolved oxygen levels as a result of the dredge
disturbihg organic materials undergoing anaerobic deeomposition. In
addition, some benthic organisms may ‘be destroyed by the dredge
cutterhead and others may be covered in the offshore dispesal area.
Wildlife species inhabiting the upland disposal area will be displaced
by deposition of dredged materials. The existing vegetation .will be

19:

Jost and regrowth prevénted until the use of such areas ceases. These
environmental effects canmot be avoided by any praetical means within
the authority and scope of the proposed project, however, most will
be of short duration and not create long-term adverse impacts.

San Juan Harbor, Puerto Rico

Location—San Juan Harbor is located on the north coast of the
Island of Puérto Rico, about 75 miles from the island’s west end and
35 miles from its east end. San Juan is the capitol and principal port
of Puerto Rico and by far the island’s dominant city. 0,

Ewisting and authorized projects—The existing improvements for
San Juan Harbor consist ofp:n entrance channel 38 by 800 feet across
the outer bar with a 45 by 500-foot section within this channel, then a
36-foot channel to the inner harbor, and inner channels and turning
basins with depths ranging from 30 to 36 feet. The project was com-
pleted in 1965.

Needs—Improvements at San Juan Harbor are needed to allow
larger vessels to use the harbor and to secure safer navigation condi-
tions in the harbor entrance and inner channels. )

Recommended plan of improvement—~The plan determined to be
most suitable and advisable at this time includes modification of the
existing project for San Juan Harbor to provide for: f

&) Modifying the Bar Channel to a maximum width of 800
féet, deepening it to 48 feet, shifting the centerline 350 feet west,
and providing a compound widener that will give 1,300 feet of
with at the intersection with Anegado Channel;

(%) Deepening Anegado Channel in steps from 46 to 40 feet,
reducing its width to 800 feet, and easing the bend at the junction
with Army Terminal Channel ; ¢ !

(¢) Deepening Army Terminal Channel and turning basin to
40 feet; 'widening the channel to 450 feet, and easing the bend at
the junction of Army Terminal and Puerto Nuevo Channels;

(d) Deepening Puerto Nuevo Channel to 40 feet, widening it
to 400 feet, easing the bend at the intersection of Puerto Nuevo
and Graving Dock Channels, and providing 4 feet of overdepth
drédging over an area 500 feet wide by 1,200 feet long at the
mouth'of Cano de Martin Pena as advanced maintenance in that
shoaling avea; : v

(e) Deepening Graving Dock Channel to 40 feet at its existing
400-foot width and easing the bend at the junction-with Anegado
Channel ;

. (f)- Deepening San Antonio Channel to 38 feet at varying
widths, minimum 500 feet ; :

{g) Deepening the cruise ship basin to 36 feet at an irregular
width: between San Antonio. Channel and the cruise ship piers on
the south side of Old San Juan;

(k) Maintaining Sabana Approach Channel at a depth of 30
feet and a, width of 250. feet; and MISES: _

(7). Providing a 88-foot depth in Ancherage E and mooring
dolphins for vessels using the area. .
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ECONOMICS OF THE SELECTED PLAN
[50-yr economic life, an interest rate of 574 percent, and May 1974 prices] !
I = L

TET iy ca b

. -1 —
Federal Non-Federal Total

Estimated first costs (§1,000): 4 s o/ BN
annels and anchorage o i , 425 §
" Aids to navigetion_. NS I i Mt 0 680
.. Berthing areas. il s et = 0 $4, 305 4,305
molmabrioiritiet bome Iodiclos. add ol sihinl. a8 42,105 4,305 46,410
e (31,0@0‘).: and replacement. by 278 ‘164 442
‘t¢ Qperation, maintenance and rep! Sy B ikt 7 .
"2fdsto:;avf$'uon,' : AL S ¥ 28 ) 28
’ ~qiiterest and amortization__ biepmdctedseacacmmeangeors | (BB o, (P84 .. T 8,180
Total. ‘ At maidons, dnat O 3,192 458 3,650

b Use of pmiected_October 1976 price levels results in a first cost of $58,200,000 a Federal cost of $52,500,000. The
average annual cost is $4,443,000 and the benefit-cost ratio is 1.7 using the current interest rate. ¥

i .
Amnual benefits ($1,000) e it - $6, 198

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.7.

Environmental impact of reconunended plan.—Implementation of
the recommended plan would result in the environmental disturbances
inherent in the dredging and disposal of 12,795,000 cubic yards of mate-
rial. These include the destruction of some benthic organisms in por-
tiens of the harbor and in disposal areas, temporary degradation of wa-
ter quality due to turbidity caused by resuspension of particles in the
water, and pollution at disposal sites with low levels of zinc and mer-
cury. The alternative of no improyement to the harbor would avoid
the environmental disturbances but would leave the basic problems
facing the port; unsafe navigational eonditions, and increasing eco-
nomic inequalities and inefficiency in handling ship traffic due to the
trend to larger vessels. Current trends in shipping have caused the in-
creasing employment of larger vessels with corresponding greater
cargo capacity. This port has already been affected by this trend, as
tankers, bulk cargo, vessels, and containerships with drafts exceeding
28 feet frequently enter the harbor underloaded to. avoid risk. This
results in higher operating costs for vessels and port facilities. Since
the current trend toward larger vessels is expected to continue, failure
{o provide for the needed improvements will result in further economic
osses. :

Presque Isle Peninmsula, Erie, Pa.

Location.—In Pennsylvania on the Sopth shore of Lake Erie.

Ewisting property—The existing project for Presque Isle consists
of @ beach erosion control project completed in 1956. In 1960 an addi-
tional period of Federal participation for 10 years, in beach replenish-
ment was' authorized. In 1974 Congress extended the beach nourish-
ment for 5 years or until this report is submitted to the Congress which
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ever is first. g

_Erosion problem.—Since completion of the cooperative roject in
1956 progressive errosion has continued to occur, seriously aﬂgcﬁmg the
narrow neck of the peninsula. Beaches throughout the entire project
are depleted in spite of nourishment provided in 1960, 1964, 1968,
1971, and 1978,
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Recommended plan of improvement—The plan of improvement
would be a sand replenishment program to provide a minimum beach
berm of 60 feet along approximateTy'5.5 miles of lake frontage, pro-
tected by five sections of offshore rubblemound breakwaters located at
critical areas of erosion. Each section of breakwaters would consist of
several segments each 500 feet long and separate by a 100-foot gap. The
breakwaters would have a crest height of 8.5 feet above low water
datum and would be located from 800 to 1,150 feet off shore.

Eoonomic cost (May 1974 price level)

Federal mvoomer " R WaFe $15, 017, 000
Non-Federal i : 6, 346, 000
Total 7 21, 363, 000

Project economics (interest rate 5% percent)

Annual charges:*

Federal : 4 - bl s $1, 409, 500
Non-Federal e s i b o b v T — 301, 500
Total Lo N AT a, 711, 000
ANRUGL ORI e oo m s b b s S e e $3, 459, 000

1 50-year period of economic analysis.

Benefit-cost ratio—2.0. ,

Environmental impact of recommended plan—The proposed rubble-
mound breakwaters will interrupt the view of the horizon, but would
have an appearance in harmony with the coastal area. The proposed
provisions for bypassing sufficient quantities of sand to effectively
nourish downdrift areas will continue to produce the desired geo-
logic growth of the peninsula and will preserve its unique environment.

Little Calumet River, Ind.

Location—The study area of the Little Calumet River lies a few
miles south of the southern end of Lake Michigan in northwestern
Indiana. The reach of river considered in this study extends 22 miles
from the Tllinois-Indiana state line eastward to_its confluence with
Lake Michigan east of the city of Gary, Indiana.

Ezisting project—No Federal projects have been constructed in the
study area of the Little Calumet River Basin. Several drainage projects
have been undertaken by others over the years.

Flood problems.—A total of 81 floods of various magnitudes have
occurred in the basin since 1907. Record floods occurred in 1947, 1954,
1957 and 1959. The flood plain, a third of which is extensively devel-
oped, includes portions of Hammond, Gary, Munster, Highland, and
Griffith, Indiana. Major floods have resulted in extensive damage to
homes and business, as well as several road closings. Public Utilities
suffer damages to installations in the flood plains. Floods also cause
production siowdovvns or stoppages, wage losses and interruptions in
the flow of goods and serviceés. In addition, flooding threatens human
life and endangers the health of the residents of the flood plain. In
addition to the flood problem, the growing area has a need for recrea-
tion opportunity and boating access to Lake Michigan.
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Recommended plan of improvement.—The recommended plan is a
multiple-purpose plan for flood protection, recreation navigation, and
general recreation comsisting of chanmnel improvements and levees
along the main stem of the Little Calumet River within a recreation
corridor, with intermittent nodes of recreation development. The
water surface if the improved channel will be at the same elevation as
the level of Lake Michigan for a distance of about 8 miles inland from
the lake. This reach of river will be deveoped as a multiple-purpose
channel to include recreational boating. The remaining 14 miles of
channel will be designed to carry the 200-year flood and will include
shallow pools created by three low dams for nonpower boating and
fishing. The improved channel will be located within a recreation corri-
dor which will vary from 250 to 600 feet in width and will provide
continuous trails along the banks of the river. Nodes of more intensive
recreation development will be provided at nine locations with
marinas developed at two of the recreational nodes. A breakwater will
be constructed an Lake Michigan at the mouth of Burns Waterway to
provide a protected entrance for boats entering the channel.

Estimated project cost (1972 price level)

Federal _.__ 1861, 145, 000
Non-Federal : $5f,915: 000
Total ¥ 113, 060, 000
! Includes $46,000 for navigation aids. ¢ '
PROJECT ECONOMICS
[Interest rate of 554 percent}
Federal  Non-Federal Total
A arevtond smortzation :

nterest and amortization___ $3,841,700  $3, 24D, 000 , 081, 700
Maintenance....... . _ Sl k é 300 781, 000 L 787, 300
Total. .. i gl oS . 3,848, 000 4,021, 000 7, 869, 000

) Annual benejits
Flood econtrol il it FLRILEEs Lo Sgs . $22, 796, 000
Recreation navigation-________________ ke sptinameddcb e o s o 981, 000
G N e 1RO E ATLOM . et b i e sy o s et ol e e e e e 1, 552: 000
Total __ -—— 25,328, 000

Benefit-cost ratio—3.2.

Local cooperation.—Local interests are required to provide the nor-
mal a, b, ¢ requirements for local protection projects; contribute 50 per-
cent of the cost of general recreational development; provide without
cost to the United States all relocations of buildings and utilities, high-
way bridges, sewers, related and special facilities and local betterments
necessary for project purposes; provide 50 percent of the cost of gen-
eral navigation facilities; provide marina facilities; prohibit en-
croachment on improved channels or ponding areas; notify public an-
nually of the remaining flood risk, adopt and enforce flood plain regu-
lations in undeveloped areas along tributary streams; establish a pub-
lic body to administer the project. The Governor of Indiana furnished
preliminary assurances of local cooperation in a letter dated 29 Jan-
uary 1974.
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Ewvironmental impact.—Adverse environmental and social impacts
would be minimized by careful selection of the recommended channel
alignment and the recreational corridor boundaries. The loss of certain
wetland areas due to project construction will be partially offset by
placing the remaining high quality wetlands in public ownership and
managing them for recreational and educational purposes. Other ad-
verse 1mpacts may result from the temporary suspension of sediments
during construction and from the diversion of additional floodflows
into Liake Michigan, However, special consideration has been given to
construction practices in order to minimize these adverse water quality
effects. Displacement of people has been minimized by modification of
the corridor boundaries. The adverse impacts will be offset by virtual
elimination of flooding, preservation of open space, provision of gen-
eral recreation opportunities, and provision of public access to the
river and Lake Miehigan for recreational boating and sport fishing
activities.

Minneosta River at Chaska, Minn.

Location—~The city of Chaska is located in Carver County, Min-
nesota, on the left bank of the Minnesota River about 20 miles south-
west of Minneapolis.

Existing projects—Federal flood control projects on the Minnesota
River have no significant effects on flood stages at Chaska. A levee to
protect the city from Minnesota River flooding was constructed by
loeal interests following floods in 1951 and 1952. The Corps of Engi-
neers cooperated with the city in making emergency repairs to the levee
after it was breached and overtopped by the 1965 flood. The levee was
raised during Operation Foresight prior to the 1969 flood but was not
tied into high ground at either end. Following the flood, portions of the
emergency works were removed to facilitate interior drainage and nor-
mal transportation operations. In 1968, the Jonathan Development
Corporation constructed Lake Grace, a 72-acre recreation lake created
by a dam in the Upper East Creek watershed. The corporation also
has another lake under planning. Although these lakes do not have any
designated flood control storage, their combined retarding effects should
tend to offset any increases in peak flows due to urbanization of the
watershed.

Flood problems.—Flooding in Chaska has occurred frequently from
high stages on the Minnesota River. The maximum flood of record oc-
curred in April 1965, and caused tangible flood losses estimated at $2.5
million based on 1973 price levels. Other recent damaging floods at
Chaska from the Minnesota River occurred in 1951, 1952, 1957, 1962,
1968, and 1969. The last major flood on Chaska and East Chaska oc-
curred in July 1951. Repetition of such a flood from the creeks could
cause extensive damages under present conditions since overflow could
pond to depths exceeding 15 feet behind the existing levee system.

Recommended plan of improvements—The plan of improvement
consists of a 0.9-mile diversion channel on Chaska Creek, a 1.2-mile
flood bypass channel on East Creek, 1.1 miles of upgraded levee, 0.6-
mile of new levee and appurtenant works. The project would be de-
signed to provide protection against the intermediate regional flood
from the creeks and the Minneosta River. The proposed improvement
would require construction of two city street bridges, two county high-
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way bridges, one United States highway bridge, and three railroad
bridges, and modification of one State highway culvert and embank-
ment. In addition, the structural measures would be supplemented by
a sound program for controlling flood plain land use and development
in remaining flood plain areas in accordance with State law. Proposed
recreational development consists of a levee trail system and enhance-
ment of the existing community park at Courthouse Lake in Chaska.

Estimaied costs (July 1975 price levels)

Federal $9, 748, 000
Non-Federal 3 1, 860, 000
Total . 11, 608, 000

PROJECT ECONOMICS

[Interest rate of 644 percent and project life of 100 yr]
Federal Non-Federal Total
Annual charges: - |

Interest'and amortization.. . __________________________ $630, 000 $114, 000 $744, 000
Maintenance. et 18, 000 18, 000
Total 630, 000 132, 000 762, 000

Annual benefits
Flood eontpol il SN 2 (UNODIL 16 /1, SISV tiQat v ad $791, 000
Recreation —. A : i L , 000
Total L : = £ 797, 000

Benefit-cost ratio—1.05.

Environmental impact of recommended plan—~The proposed plan
required the removal of 6 mobile homes and 7 houses and commits the
following lands to aestheticglly disruptive flood control structures: 20
acres of cleared upland ; 2% acres of wooded upland ; about 5 acres of
wet meadow grading to marsh; and 10 acres of floodplain wetland in-
terspersed with bottomland trees. Drainage of about 30 acres of wet-
land would be completed by the East Creek bypass channel, and an
additional 200 acres could be affected to an undetermined but prob-
ably limited extent. This would adversely affect organisms presently
in balarnce with wetland environmental factors. Protection from flood-
ing for riparian vegetation would cause decreased biological produc-
tivity and result in a species composition more characteristic of the
drier uplands. The potential damage by a greater than intermediate
regional flood would increase due to development and redevelopment
in the project area.

Mississippi River at La Crosse, Wis.

Location.—The project area is located in western Wisconsin on the
left bank of the Mississippi River in and around the city of La Crosse
and the townships of Campbell, Medary, Onalaska, and Shelby.

- E'xisting projects—The La Crosse study area is situated on the
lower end of Mississippi River navigation pool 7 (Lake Onalaska) and
on the left bank of the upper end of pool 8, The Mississippi River 9-foot
navigation project provides for a 9-foot channel with suitable widths
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from the mouth of the Missouri River to Minneapolis, Minnesota. An
extension of this project provides for commercial 9-foot navigation up
the Lower Black}i{iver a distance of 1.4 miles at La Crosse. The navi-
gation project is described in House Document No. 290, 71st Congress,
1st session, The St. Paul District portion of the project (mile 853.0 to
mile 615.0) is substantially completed. : A, s

Problems.—Flooding in the La Crosse area is due principally to the
high stages on the Mississippi and Black Rivers with related .lﬁpkgp
along the lower La Crosse River. A major flood on either the Missis-
sipp1 or the La Crosse Rivers would cause extensive tangible-damages,
community disruption, human. suffering, and numerous health and
safety problems. : ) )

Recommended plam. ;of improyement.—The proposed plan of im-
provement includes-both nonstructural and structural measures. The
plan provides for continuance of flood forecasting and warning sys-
tems, flood plain management regulations, and flood insurance pro-
grams along with levees and floodwalls, pumping stations with neces-
sary collection works, raising of railroad tracks, & small bridge and
streets with related access ramps and bank protection. Also included
would be paved hiking and bicycling trails with related turnarounds
and overlooks on some portions of the levee and aesthetic treatment
measures.

Estimated cost (July 1975 price levels)

Federal . Seimaenasooe. $14,218, 000
Non-Federal sl ek Ly Ly - - 1,190, 000
Total seso..falasal qolee ZTOY el bons. Bolns (LT, S 15, 408, 000
’ PROJECT ECONOMICS
[Interest rate of 614 percent, 100-yr life]
Federal Non-Federal Total
sl chafges: = s s P RIIRD iR 105 d

= b , 600 $73,000 $1, 000, 000
o e Raes Y000 40000
Toul, " 927, 000 113, 000 1, 040, 000
Annual benefits Wl o

Flood control. ¥ - 7 ey
Recreation $ileitien 48 Ubiedindgliis) Bols o 781, 000
e o
Total o -~ 1,238,000

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2. y ;

Environmental émpact of recommended plan.+The project will re-
quire lands for placement of levees. Cleared emergency levee aline-
ments for the new proposed levee system were used over much of the
project to avoid forests and marshlands. Some biologically sensitive
areas would be covered by the toe of the levee but were minimized as
much as possible. The utilization of a wet meadow as a ponding area
would severely limit the potential of this area for fish reproduction
but the area would be operated to preserve its value as wildlife
habitat. Water and air quality and noise may be affected by:the con-
struction of the project but would be held at a minimum.
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Park River Sub-basin, N. Dak.

Location—In northeastern North Dakota, in the Red River of the
North basin. ‘ ‘

Existing project—The existing projects for the Park River sub-
basin consists of the Homme Dam in operation since 1951, a snagging
and clearing operation.accomplished in 1960, 86 miles of channel im-
provement, and one floodwater-retatding structure.

Flood problem.—Floods usnally occur in spring, when rhelting snow
causes rapid runoff along the headwater branches. Flood damages re-
sult in the area east of the escarpment, where the land is flat and
streambanks are low. The flood plain along the South Branch and
main stem Park River includes about 95,000 acres, mast of which is
agricultural. The largest urban development in the flood plain is at
Grafton, with the town of Park River also having a few low-lyin
developments subject’ to flooding. The largest flood of record occurre
in April 1950, when some Grafton residents had to evacuate their
homes for periods up to 6 weeks. Based on July 1972 prices and condi-
tions, a recurrence of the 1950 flood could cause approximately $11.9
million in damages at Grafton. Other recent floods occurred in 1956,
1962, 1965, and 1969. ,

Recommended plén of improvement—The plan of improvement
consists of a levee around the community of Grafton, a flood bypass
channel, interior drainage improvements within the protected area,
road: ramps, stoplog closures, construction of a new railroad and high-
way bridge, and railroad track relocations.

Bstimated cost (July 1975 price levels)

Federal 1 810, 045, 000
Non-Federal . 1, 442, 000
Total 11, 487, 0600
Project economics (interest rate of 614 percent)
Annual charges: Control of water damage. e $764, 000
Annual benefits:
Existing developmient $1, 958, 000
Future development S . = . AR 332, 000
Total o 2, 290, 000

1 Adjusted for local cash contribution of $98,000.

Benefit-cost ratio (100 years) —3.0.

Local cooperation—In addition to the normal requirements of local
cooperation, local interests are required to provide a cash contribution
for any additional project costs required to provide flood protection
to developable lands, as desired by the city of Grafton, and which
exceed the expected future growth land requirements of Grafton as
determined by the Chief of Engineers, which contribution is presently
estimated at $98,000 to be paid in a lump sum prior to start of con-

_struction or, as may be permitted by the Chief of Engineers, in install-
ments prior to start of pertinent project units or sections and in accord-
ance with his construction schedules.

Environmental émpact of recommended plan—The significant ad-
verse effects of the proposed plan are the direct loss of 5 acres of nat-
ural woodland, a slight esthetic impact on the area, and minor modifica-
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tions to transportation routes and community patterns. To offset the
adverse environmental impacts, natural prairie grass, trees, and shrub
species would be planted on project lands.

Neches River and Tributaries, selt water barrier at Beawmont, Tex.

Location.—The study area is located in Jefferson and Orange Coun-
ties on the upper coast of Texas adjacent to the lower reaches of the
Neches River and Taylors Bayou.

Ewxisting projects—Existing Federal projects in the Neches River
basin include Sam Rayburn Dam and Reservoir, Town Bluff Dam-
B.A. Steinhagen Lake, and the deep-draft Sabine-Neches Waterway.

Needs.—JY.ocal interests desire construction of a permanent salt water
barrier on the Neches River in the vicinity of Beaumont, Texas. They
desire a strugture that would control salinity intrusion, provide free
and reasonably unobstructed use of the river by existing and prospec-
tive recreational and commercial navigation, and provide environ-
mental enhancement through irmproved conditions for freshwatet boat-

in%and ﬁshi‘bl‘ciig; : : !
ecommended plan of devélopment-—The project will provide a
gated water barrier in the Neches River at mile 28 near Begumont; a
gated n&Vif‘&tl_on by-pass channel; an access road and leves} and an
auxiliary dam ‘across a canal which drains an adjacent bayow. The
proposed structure will prevent salt water intrusion as well as Provide
for free and unobstructed use of the existing navigable portion of the
Neches River. ; ]
Estimated cost (October 197} price level)

Federal eofboo siaonage dtine o Bl oo dogfll o e $16, 454, 000
NON:FeAOTAL (RDBE o ~rtoraon oot monsireira o i ot b e o oo s s 3, 485, 000

PROJECT ECONOMICS

S

Federal Non-Federal Total

Interest and amortization (634 percent)__ e $764, 600 $254, 800 $1, 019, 400
Operation and maintenance. _ .. .= ... 167, 000 56, 000 223, 000
ToRAl ATl ChaTpRs. L L et nas 931, 600 310, 080 1,242, 400

Note: Annual benefits—$2,749,000; benefit-cost ratio: 2.2

Local cooperation—In addition to the normal conditions of local
cooperation, local interests are required to contribute 25 percent of
the first cost of the project, with local interest receiving full credit
for the value of lands, easements, and rights-of-way, and alterations
and relocations toward their 25 percent. The local share is to be paid
either in a lump sum prior to commencement of construction, or in
installments prior to commencement of pertinent work items, in
accordance with construction schedules as required by the Chief of
Engineers; the final apportionment of costs to be made after actual
costs have been determined. Maintenance and operation of the works
after completion of the project will be in accordance with regulations
prescribed by the Secretary of the Army; 75 percent of the incurred
cost of which would be borne by the United States.

Environmental impact of recommended plan.—The proposed proj-
ects will benefit man’s environment by protecting the surface water
supplies for municipal and industrial uses. Swamp area upstream from
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the project would be improved for recreational swimming, hoating,
bunting, and freshwater fishing. Adverse impacts would stem from
project lands being lost to wildlife habitat.

8t. Johns Bayou and New Madrid Floodway, Mo.

Location—~-The St. Johns Bayou and New Madrid Floodway. basins
are in southeast Missouri, adjacent to the Missigsippi River,

Ewisting project.—The area is protected against Mississippi River
flooding by levees constructed or improved by the Corps of Engineers.
Part of the area is a floodway to permit rare Mississippi River floods
through the area and alleviate ﬂlz)oding potential elsewhere. A gap
exists in the floodway levee for passage of flood flows. A closure is
authorized but not yet constructed. : i

Needs—Although protected from Mississippi River floods the area
has interior flood problems consisting of overbank flooding, and pond-
ing of rwater behind the levees during high Mississippi River levels.

Recommended plan of improvement.—The recommended plan would
consist of constructing a 2,000 cubic-feet-per second (cfs) pumping
station in conjunction with 64.2 miles of channel improvement in the
St. Johns Bayou area; channel cleanout on 5.9 miles of streams in
Sikeston, Missouri ; constructing a 500 cfs pumping station in the lower
New Madrid Floodway. Constructing a 500 cfs pumping station, an
outlet structure with two power operated lift-gates, channel improve-
ment on 11 miles of streams, and 4 miles of new channel in the St.
James Bayou area of the New Madrid Floodway; and purchase of
about 2,500 acres in Techmile Pond with appropriate water ¢ontrol
structures for fish and wildlife management, use of easements to
permit annual flooding on low lands, and access for fishing in borrow
areas to mitigate fish and wildlife losses.

Hstimated cost (July 1974 price base)

Federal : S - +- $18, 394, 700
Non-Federal . O Na e ‘B, 249, 500
Total ‘ 23, 644, 200

PROJECT ECONOMICS
[100-yr period, 574 percent]

Total

Federal  Non-Federal

T e st $1,083,200  $310,600 1,393,800

nterest and ai o L) 3 ) 3 ’ b

Operstion 40 naliweees. oo Py o S G iR 46,700 91, 200
Total. s T 1,121,700 357,300 1,485,000

L

o >3

Annual benefits
Flood damages prevented :

Agricultural : v . i - 5 $1, 492, 400
Urban . BE s TR 3 Loy 43,
Increased land utilization.... TR S S— ok . 3,138, 800
" Redevelopment e o Ll e : 139, 200
Advanced bridge répiemept - ______ (X TiT0T 41, 200
* Total _li_: L O ITONIT LG IR i) 4, 855, 900

Benefit-cost ratio—3.3.
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Local ¢voperation~—The local sponsors will furnish all lands, ease-
menits, and rights-of-way; hold and save the United States free from
damages, maintain and operate the project after construction; modify
or alter all utilities and bridges (except rallwny?; prevent encroach-
ment on the flood carrying capacity of imp: channels; annually
inform residents of the remaining flood hazard; a,do%t; enforce, and
adhere to a flood pldin management plan, contribute the local interest
share of fish and wildlife mitigation plan; eomply with Uniform Re-
location Assistance and Relocation Acquisition Policies Act of 1970;
and comply with provision of Section 221 of the Flood Control Act
of 1970. The St. John’s Levee and Drainage District provided a letter
of intent to sponsor the project and furnish local cooperation.

Environmental impact of recommended plan.—The project area
presently contains an estimated 9,300 acres of woodlands, some 95

ercent of the two basins having been converted to agricultural pro-
guction. An estimated additional 7,200 acres of woodlands are ex-
ted to be cleared as direct and indirect consequences of project
construction. A total of 81 miles of existing ditches will be enlarged
by excavating from one side. Four miles of new channel will be con-
structed. Existing bank vegetation will be left undisturbed along one
side of the enlarged ditches and excavated spoil will be permitted to
revegetate naturally. Aquatic resources will be permanently degraded
in the altered ditches a?though these impacts will become less severe
as the channels become restabilized. The area is eurrently deficient
in all types of outdoor recreational opportunitgr. The project will
further restrict recreational activities, particularly hunting and fish-
ing. Implementation of recommended mitigation measures will effec-
tively replace monetary values associated with hunting and fishing
activity, though not in kind. Fishing opportunity will be increased
at the expense of some net losses to watetfowl and small game hunt-
ing. Fee title lands.in excess of those necessary to fu]lilcompensate
monetary losses which will result from the project. A high value is
attached to existing envirenmental amenities in this area because of
their scarceness. No known historical or archaeological sites will be
destroyed by the project. However, surveys yet to be conducted may
reveal the presence of archaeological sites requiring special measures
to be taken to protect them from damages resulting from the project.

Remarks: The Secretary of the Army and OMB recommend local
cost sharing to include non-Federal operation of the pumping sta-
tions. In addition OMB is of the opinion that cost sharing should also
be extended to cover the drainage aspects of the project.

The Committee believes that the project is flood control and not
drainage and therefore the project should be undertaken at a Federal
expense, except for the normal a.b.c. requirements. Further, the Com-
mittee feels that the operation and maintenance of the pumping sta-
tion should be a Federal responsibility in view of the importance of
the facility to operations on the Mississippi River.

Calleguas Oreek, SimiV alley to Moorpark, Calif.

Location—Ventura County, California. About 30 miles northwest
of downtown Los Angeles.

77-174—76——3
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Kaighing ipnajents.—Calleguas Creek chamnels were constructed dur-
mg !ﬂmﬂ'ﬂ&@sxé’y the Soil Conservation Serwiee to provide estimated
50<year flood proteetion to primarily agricultural land. The Soil Con-
servation Serviece channels are located in Simi Valley and Moorpark,
both within the area eovered by the study, and at the lower end of
Qallegus Creek, The Soil Ceservation Service channels in Simi
Valley and Modrpark are earth-bottom with bettom stabilizing struc-
tures and rodk-revetted side slopes. Both channels occupy- reaches of
COallagues Creek that would be directly affected by the propesals in the
study.

Flood problems : Flood preblems along Calleguas Creek in the Simi
Valley and Mearpark area result from waters exceeding the capacity
of existing channels and overflowing onte adjacent lands. In both Simi
Valley and Moorpark, the existing enrth-bottom channels have created
an illusion of Hood security; and homes, particularly in Simi Valley,
have been censtructed immediately adjacent to the channel rights-of-
way. The existing channel in Simi Valley was designed to contain flows
of 8,500 c.fis., while the existing channel in Meorpark was designed
to vontain flows of 4,000 c.f.8. At that time, such flows were estimated.
to be a 50-year flood. Corps of Engineers studies have determined that,
maimly due to recent urbanization and channelization of tributary
streams, the watershed has lost much of its ability to retain or delay
runoff from reaching Gallegnas Creek. Because of $his change in the
hydrologic ¢haracteristics, a 3,600 c.£s. flood in the Simi Valleﬁ reach
is now estimuted tobe an 8-iyear oecurrence, and the 4,000 e.f.5. flood in
the Moorpark reach is estimated to be a.7-year occurrence.

Recredtion: A gemeral plan of regienal-parks, shoreline develop-
ment and rilling-and hiking trails developed by WMentura County 1n
1965 and tevised in 1968, Yecognizes that eristing facilities cannot
satisfy the eurvenit recreation demand. TheGeneral Plan eomtains rec-
ommendations for an interconnecting hikitig and-tiding-trail system
that would utilize Callegubs Creek: as (the-backbone, with offshoots
aloxi? ‘tribvitarty streanss, railroad vights.ofiway, and power transmis-
sion line rights.of-way. '

The Simi Valley Recreation-and: Park District developed a General
Plan for Parks, Recreation and ‘Open: Space-of 1971, and cancluded
that the Simi Valley should have an additional 434 acres of neighbor-
hood and ¢ommunity park areas, together with riding and hiking: trails.

Recowmended plon of % ement.~The recommended plan for
the 13.2-mile reach ufiCallegnas Creek calls:for 4.4 miles of a rectangu-
lar coneréte-lined chdnnel for standard preject ‘flood (SPF) design
through Simi Valleys 4.40 miles of stream reach dev: to floed plan
managenierit to provide safe conveyance of the SPF in the area be-
tween Simi Valley and Moorpark ; 1.6 miles of restangular conerete-
lined ¢hannel, 1.4 miles of earth-bottom ehaniiel, and flood plain man-
agenient along the final 1.4 mile pertion of stream reach—all designed
to safety convey the SPF through Moorpark. These project elements
. would accommodate floodflows through Simi Valley and Moorpark of
26,000 c.f.s. and 40,500 c,f.s., respectively. Hiking, bicycle riding, and
horseback riding trails would be provided along the entire 13.2-mile
stream reach. In addition, the narrow, concrete-lined channel propesed
for Simi Valley allows development of the excess existing rights-of-
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way into a linear park. }irovidino' further enhancement for the trail
system and existing neig borhood parks bordering on the rights-of-
way. Additional recreational dévelopment Ewposed for Sim Valley
would provide a bicycle center adjacent to the channel, with an eques-
triapt park at one end of the Simi {7alley reach, and a community park
at the other end. In the Moorpark reach, two rest and staging areas
would be provided-—one at the beginning and one at the end of the
reach. In addition, participation in the development of two regional
parks totaling 80 acres adjacent to the channel would be undertaken as
part of the project. Development of these two parks would be accom-
plished in three stages, each 8 years in length, to provide recreational
features compatible with the growth in demand and the ability of local
interests to pay.

Estimated costs.—The following table of ¢osts are at October 1975
price levels:

Flood control :

Federal , 890, 000
Non-Federal Sﬂi, 990, 000
Total 25, 880, 000
et
Recreation :

Federal _, ..., 3 W : it bm—snipoene 1, 835, 000
Non-Federal “lald i 1, 835, 000
Total TR S 3, 670, 000
—_—=——=

Total edem ol beaer S g T wotld (sl Lruses fcon T o e 8, 535,
Total Non-Hefdempl e s ice oo pe tams ooy 1 23, 015, ggg
Total project______________ & O0) DR 49331 w0 OF 1ogi 29, 550, 000

Project economics.—The following table shows estimated annnal
charges and annual charges and annual benefits based on (ctober 1975
price levels and an interest rate of 614 percent over a 100-year, period.
Annual benefits :

H1000 COREI e il L et S L el e LY
Recreation = RS 3}: ggg,'ggg
‘Totaliprojeetd sbigaia sl Dliow add Yo, (plageas’ LO4 | 8, 270, 000
’ —_——
Annual charges:
‘Flood control ¢
Federal ¢
Interest and swortization. .. .....l ebareld 570, 000
Operation and WMBMIENGNCE. - coliw s o st ot st Hithioy 0
b’-——-—h—._—
Total - 1, 570, 000
Non-Federal :
Interest and amortizatjon.. e = - 225, 000
Operation and maintenance.., e g 545, 000
Total : : 770, 000
ROLIL AXRUARL COBER. & o iominn bl asncs b et L e 2, 340, 000
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Benefit-cost ratio—1.4.

E'nvironmental impact of recommended. plan.—The major effect of
the selected plan would be the reduction in flood damages resulting
from control of all floods up to SPF. The plan would also result in
increased urbanization, particularly in the Moorpark flood plain, in
accordance with local land use plans which express a desire for develop-
ing flood plain lands to centralize urbanization. The concrete-lined
channels will reduce groundwater recharge along their length. In Simi
Valley, elimination of recharge will reduce the existing serious prob-
lems associated with a high water table. In Moorpark, lost recharge in
the concrete-lined section is expected to be regained in the earth-bot-
tom section. The area between Simi Valley and Moorpark will con-
tinue to remain rich in riparian habitat and high wildlife values as a
result of flood plain management.

Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbers, Los Angeles County, Calif.

Location—Los Angeles and Long Beach harbors, Los Angeles
County, Calif.

Euxisting projects.—Authorized by 1896 River and Harbor Act and
subsequent River and Harbor Acts. House Document 401, 86th Con-
gress, 2d session, contains the latest published map.

The existing Federal project consists of three breakwaters, an en-
trance channel, and turning basin both 40 feet deep for Los Angeles
Outer Harbor, a 35-foot deep channel for Los Angeles Inner Har-

bor, a 35-foot deep entrance channel for Long Beach Outer Harbor,.

and a channel and turning basin both 35 feet deep for Long Beach
Inner Harbor. Local interests have dredged part of the Los Angeles
Harbor entrance channel to a depth of 52 feet, Long Beach Harbor
entrance channel to 62 feet, and the Long Beach turning basin to
55 feet.

Needs.—Today, a large percentage of the present fleets of container
ships, bulk carriers, and oil tankers cannot, be effectively used;in the 35-
foot water depth‘bf midin channels and basins (for'83-foot maximum
vessel draft) in the Inner Harbor at the Port of Los Angeles. At pres-
ent, the Port can handle only first and second generation container
ships with capacities up to 1,000-containers. In addition, over one-
third (or 1,292 vessels) of the world’s bulk carrier fleet cannot enter
the Inner Harbor. Although the Outer Harbor facility with 51-foot
water depth could dock a large percentage of these bulk carriers, it
provides berthing space for only one ship and has a very limited
amount of backland area that restricts the provision of adequate stor-
age facilities and the installation of a rail loop, required for the effi-
cient handling of unit trains. The deepening of the Eort of Los Angeles
is needed to allow the free flow of goods through the port at a reason-
able price.

Recommended plan of émprovement—This proposal consists of
dredging Los Angeles Harbor to 45 feet by hydraulic pipeline and cut-
terheaiibtlredge and dis%osal_of the spoil behind rock-faced perimeter
dikes to be constructed by local interests. About 187 acres of new land
wlould be created for-new harbor-associated uses. This plan is the NED
plan.
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Federal first costs:? Estimated cost

Dredging A P Y = e $14, 152, 000
Engineering and design._.__ e e 481, 000
Supervision and Administration y ) g p 940, 000
Subtotal . gL 15, 573, 000
Less Local Contribution for land enhancement (636, 000)
Total 14, 937, 000
Non-Federal first cost:? VP
Dikes ' 12, 536, 000
Dredging ! : 5, 166, 000
Utility relocation' i - - 2,000,000
Land enhancement contribution 2 ; 636, 000
Total 20, 338, 000
Total project costs i 35, 275, 000
Annual cost:? Project economics
Federal b : ; = 964, 000
Non-Federal 1, 313, 000
Total 2, 277, 000
Annual benefits: ?
Transportation savings e - 18, 113, 000
Land enhancement 1, 612, 000
TOtak i st estanld wondons o = oo ol blen S0ale Toapl, 1o 19, 725, 000
Net annual benefits? ! 17, 448, 000
Local contribution (percent of Federal first CoOSt) - —eem oo 4.1

1 A1l costs and benefits are based on January 1976 prices.
2 Based on a §0-year life and a 614 percent interest rate.

Benéfits-to-cost ratio—S8.7.

Ervironmental impact of recommended plan.—An adverse environ-
mental impact of the proposed plan would be destruction of marine
bottom habitat—resulting from the creation of 187 acres of new land
as part of the NED. A positive aspect of this would be the expecta-
tion that with the creation of new land, the need for the port’s com-
mercial functions.to expand into areas now occupied by recreation-
31':;& bt:,lrths (some 3,000 within the Port of Los Angeles) would be

eferred.

Morrison Creek Stream Group, California

Location—Within Sacramento County in the eastern portion of the
Sacramento Valley in and adjacent to the Sacramento urban area.

Existing projects—The City and the County of Sacramento have
made levee and channel improvements providing limited flood pro-
tection along the lower reaches of Morrison, Elder, Florin, and Union-
house Creeks; however, these improvements are generally inadequate
for large floods.

Needs—In adequate channel capacities and lack of storage on any
of the streams in the basin result in flood damages above the Western
Pacific Railroad from the heavy rainfalls in winter storms. Flood
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flows from the upper basin, backwater from the Mokelumne River
‘system and overflow from the Cosumnes River result in floeding in the

each-Stone Lake area below the railread. Expansion of the Sacra-
- mento urban area makes the flood problem more acute each year. It is
“estimated that future average annual flood damages will amount to
$1,990,000.

Additienal needs in the project area include the need for recreational
resources and preservation of the remaining scarce wildlife habitat and
migratory waterfowl feeding areas.

ecommended plan of improvement=—The recommended plah of
improwement consists of three elements. One of these elements is an
11,000 acre-foot capacity dam and lake on Elder and Laguna Creeks
at the Vineyard site. The second element is 76 miles of levees and
channel Improvements. 66 miles of channel improvements are on
Laguna Creek and 26 miles of improvements are on Elder Creek.
About four miles of channel will be concrete lined in an area where
there is dense urban development. The third element is the 7,800 acre-
foot flood retardation basim in the Beach-Stone lakes area at the down-
stream end of the drainage basin. This retardation basin will be a
National Wildlife Refuge Area. Planned operations of the fleod con-
trol system will be combination of the upstream and downstream stor-
age with a series of collector channel and levees. 4

Estimated cost—Based on October 1975 price levels, first cost of
the project are estimated to be as follows:

Federalt Non-Federal 3 Total

Construction. ... A B DA 1 W 0 434,350,000
Lands and relocations. ... 2 16,951,000  $28, 899, 000 45, 850, 000
Tt <l 51,301,000 28,699,000 B0, 260, 000

'F ldlnc=u_d:s gg-t,ooo for construction of recreation facilities and $775,000 for recreation 1ands to be reimbursed by non-
ederal inter
- 2 Does not include reimbursable costs identified in footnote 1.

Project, economics~—The estimated annual costs and benefits at
614 percent are:

Federal  Non-Federal Total

Annual costs:
Interest and amertization. .., ST $2,978,000  $2, 046, 000 $5, 024, 000
Operation, maintenance, and repl 45, 000 L0000 oo o e
Folwle ot an oomlgines L Nl o Ul 24093 0004%] 1¢2 807l 000 5, 830, 000

Annual benefits

DG ET VT T M el g s R P - $3,934, 000
Fish and wildiife ' = : : Kiiky 40 i g 409, 000
Recreation _. 2, 083, 000
Area redeyrlopment_. Y . . . L 311, 000
Total 6, 737, 000

Benefit-cost Ratio.—1.2.

Environmental impact of recommended. plan.—The proposed proj-
ect best accomplishes the objectives to develop a balanced water re-
sources program for the basin, The proposed project supports needed
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arban growth in the Sacramento metropolitan area, and provides wild-
life ha%ihat, scenic beauty, and related natural values; and preserves
a large remnant of a diverse ecosystém of great importarics far wildlife.
The project is strongly suppeited by the Sierra Club because of: its
environmental impacts.
Brazos River Basim, Tex., Natura) Salt Pollution Control Study
Locations~The study area is lecated to the southeast of Lubbock,
Texas,.in the vicinity of where the main stem.of the Brazos River is
formed by its major headwater tributaries. g
Ewisting project.—There are 6 Federally constructed multlple}%gur-
pose lakes in thés basin and several Federally constructed, local flood
protection projects and small watershed protection projects.
Needs.—The State of Texas and other local interests desire the con-
struction of natural salt pollution control facilities with the objective
of upgrading the quality of water in the Brazos River. :
Recommended, ;Zan of devslopment.—A systeéth of three impound!
ment reservoirs on the tributaries of the Salt Fork of the Brazos 1s
the least costly and-most effective means of coimtrqlling the major
sources of salt pollution. The selected plan includes pipelines and
pumping facilities for interconnecting the reservdits and’ dain lines
through each dam for emergeney drawdowns; The system would im-
pound runoff from a 100-year storm, in addition to storage for a 100-
year aecumulation of brine and sediment. Conttol of runoff from thie
three principal salt-producing areas on the Salt Fork Brazos River
would reduce average monthly concentrations of chlerides tb approx-
imately 250 parts per million (ppm) as far upstream as Possum King-
dom Lake. Average daily loads émanating ¥fom the Salt Fork area
would be reduced by about 50 percent or 1,360 tons, by the project. At
Richmoend, Texas, the point of mraximum water withdrawal, mean
monthly concentrations of total dissolved solids (TDS): would be at
or below Public Health Service standards of 500 ppm TDS about 87
percent of the time with the recommended plan as compared to 62 per-
cent of the time without the recommended plan. The plan would not
preclude development of additional salt polimtiom eoatrol methods
or other water resources dévelopment.

Estimatéd cost {October 1975 price levél) :

Fedoral snsriie_2arvesus was $50, 048, 000
Non-Federal 2L Aty 16, 683, 000
Nore.—Project etonomies : 615 péreent:
e " Federal  Non-Feéderal " Tote
e 3 1 P L 21 ihtd PO o 1L

d rildation  o.o . L Liig aad 52 b M S i S , 404, 300 1,134, 700 , 539, 000
o b A TS T S o ¥

“Totgh uralestdont oo b bk , 4
i ppak anmoed chapfgsr o[ . o-Losirs :‘“HM*&'&N—P&H( r?’“’-ﬂw:) ;?ﬂ’;f‘?‘i P 0]
T S S S P L L T S R S 14

Looal cooperation~The non-Federal interests will agree to: '

a. Contribute 25 percent of the initial construction cost of the proj-
ect, such contribution to be paid either in a lump sum prier to com-
mencement of construction, or in installments prior to commencement
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of pertinent work items,in accordance with construction schedules as
fre% ired by the Chief of Engineers; , I3k

5. Hold and save the United States free from damages due to the
construction works, not including damages due to the fault or negli-
gence of the United States or its contractors;

¢. Hold and save the United States free from all water rights claims,
including those arising from hydroelécttic power losses at non-Federal
facilities, due to construction and operation of the project;

d. Maintain and operate all project works after completion in ad-
cordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army;
and

e. Continue active programs to reduce man-made salt pollution from
oilfield, mining, and industrial operations.

Provided further that, unless otherwise stated in these recommenda-
tions, the exact amount of non-Federal contributions shall be deter-
mined by the Chief of Engineers prior to project construction.

Enwironmental impagts.—The periodic inundation of 47 miles of
tributary streambeds will occur on Croton Creek, Salt Croton Creek,
and North Croton Creek. The project will require about 19,000 acres.
of agricultural land of which about 4,600 acres of wildlife habitat
would be lost through Eermanent inundation and an additional 9,400
acres would be affected by brine level fluctuations and wind driven salt.
Tax receipts and income from project lands will be lost for the life of
the project, The relocation and loss of all or part of established ranch
and farm units will result in social discomfort and possibly in eco-
nomic loss to individuals involved.

MeNary Second Powerhouse, Oregon and Washington

Location—At McNary Lock and Dam on the Columbia River, 292:
miles above the mouth, 34 miles below the mouth of Snake River, 214
miles upstream from the town of Umatilla, Oregon.

Ewisting project.—

a. Federal. The existing project provides a dam 7,365 feet long which:
raised the water surface 85 feet and created a lake extending 64 miles.
upstream. The dam consists of an earthfill embankment, a powerhouse:
with 14 units at 70,000 kw rating each, a concrete spillway section, a
navigation lock 86 feet wide and 683.5 feet long, migratory fish passage-
facilities, and visitor facilities.

b. Non-Federal. None.

. Needs—The primary need addressed by the project is to provide:
increased generating ca,%?cit in the Northwest Power Pool. Most gen-
erating -capacity in the orbiwest has been by hydropower; however,
hydro cannot provide for increasing future electrical energy needs, and
other sources will be necessary to meet the rapidly growing demands.
The long-range plan to meet the region’s eﬁactrica,i power require-
ments anticipates conversion of the existing mainly hydro system into.
a combined hydro-thermal system wherein the base load will be carried
by thermal generation and hydro will be increasingly used to meet
peaking demands. This program requires that additional generating:
units be added at existing hydro plants in the Federal system. Projec-
tions prepared by Bonneville Power Administration and the Pacific-
Northwest Utilities Commission indicate there will be a need for addi-
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:onal peak gemerating capacity in the system by 1984-85 which could
{‘)lgacooml' ed by :ﬁﬁ ional units at McNary.
Recommended plan of imyprovement.—The man

arzasf?&:;ﬁé second powerhouse with a generating capacity of 105

l\ﬂgf ﬁﬁ})}éated and improved visitor facilities at the dam.,

¢. Levee access and beautification in the Pasco-Kennewick-Richland,

Washingten area. adverse impacts on fish
d. M‘i?;igahon measures to compensate for i pogverhouse-

and wildlife resulting from the operation of the seco
Estimated cost (October 1975 base)

features of the plan

«Constuction cost . # $597, 000
Federal »+ . it eyl . - *431, 403, 000
Federal reimbugzsablern-- r ; R

Total phaject EAL ¢ o e . 60,000,000

Interest during construction... S

Total Investment Cost.- ’ - , h

cimbursed through power revenues. : .
P‘l;eot u::;ﬁo;ﬁiiosg—(s%% Government interest rate, 100-year project life
70 g

analysis)
1 costs @ $30, 209, 000
'Anm;ﬁterest and amortization - L 860, 100
0. & M. and lacems

. 81,869,000

Total annual costs.
s 97, 832, 000
Ann%%lvggimcmmentano existing) b 26, 000
Area red‘!l@me‘rlt " =
Total annual beneﬂhf s - 81 ’t v

Benefit-to-cost ratio R wirs
—No local cooperation 18 required. | ol
g%%‘%%;gﬁ?mpwt of proposed lgrgjet(if'?e%ugggliﬁ?llfirll-vflggs;l

d plan would be the 1 ¢
1;;:,(111 tglllglfz:g‘t glfetltfl Ig:vggie gelr)xeration with their attendant air, land,

and water pollution problems. 1d lessen spillway use and thus reduce

itional generators wou 1S .
niéggéltll gg;ir%aturaﬁon which causes fish mortalities. However, more

water passing through the turbines will result in increased mortalities

i ts.
ﬁOfg%:ﬁﬁi?ﬁ%fﬁiaggxldspowerplant will adversely affect fish and

i i i . This par-
ildli stat on the reservoir and in the tailwater area P
gclzlxﬁgffyhgv?ﬁa;ﬂ'ect warm-water fish spawning, Waterfgwl 1;25&191;%&
-émergent vegetation and anadromous fish passage. T}iiase r?ﬁ vggzsareas o
be mitigated and minimized by measures that will pro: e
ggﬁstant water levels and means to prevent downstream migrants

passing through the turbines. 1f necessary, hatchery replacement of fish

Josses can be provided.

Brunswick Harbor, Ga. 0 ‘ 4 i
. _ Brunswick Harbor is on the South Atlantic coast ¢
Giggﬁbrfximatélcgo h?;hway miles south of Savannah, Georgia,

and 70 highway miles north of Jacksonville, Florida.
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Etdisting f;ordiect.—The existing harbor project consists of : an outer
channel 32 feet deep and 500 feet wide; intérior channels in:8t.:Simons
Sound, Brunswick River, East River, Turtle River, Academy 'Croek,
Back River, and Terry Creek ranging from 10 feet to 30 feet deep,
and 80 feet tb 400 feet wide; and a stowe jetty 4,350 feet long at the
entrance of East River. ,

N awigation problem.—Current vessel traffic experiences probléms in
the existing 80-foot ¢hannel. Light-loading and tidal delays aré the
rule and as the trend toward larger vessels continues, the situation will
" worsen. There is a need for deeper channels to more efficiently accom-
modate larger ships expected to serve the haibor; and to allow greater
utilization of the vessels now calling. \

Recommended plan of improvement.—The recommendedplan would
modify Brunswick Harbor to deepen the Bar Channel from 82 feet
to 38 feet ; deepen interior ¢channels and a maneuvetridg area to 36 feet,
enlapge the turning basin in East River, and previde an addiional
myenrsiyvering area at the mouth of East River.

Estimated gost (1976 prices) :

Federal i remene- $30, 450, 000
Non-Federal 239, 000
Tofjﬂ innu'é\u% 30, 689, 000

Progect economies.—

dad

1) Ai2id A LD F oA o
Federal  Non-Federal Total

it bochet LS 5
- - L8 LAl bt NA © SARE 0 R0 ¢ LB M LA g
Awrmostehergeyr -
Interest and amortization $2, 044,000 $15,000 059,
. A o Bfrw . BN g
L e i s st S s v 4 25 SET, 000 15,000 2,376,000
Annual benefits —niteeam $2, 817, 000

Benefit-cost ratio.~1.2.

Eavirotmenial impact of. recemananded plan—The effects on the
environment are related to the dredging and disposal of approxi-
mately 16.7 million cubic yards of material. Possible ecological dam-
ages could occur with the destruction of bottom habitats in the
dredging and depesition areas, and water quality will be impaired
In surrounding waters during the dredging operation. These effects
will be temporary. There is a possibility that some .of the rock forma-
tions in the harbor channels may require blasting. Water turbidities
would he increased by lasting, minor noise effects would occur, and
some benthic orgenisms would be destroyed, however, these effeets
will be temporary. The diking and disposal of dredged material avill
adversely impact 45 acres of marshland, however, the development
of this area iato a parking lot and boat launching ramp will provide
recrentional benefits. Beneficial social effects will result from addi-
tional employment, ingreased property values, development of satellite
services, and general diversification of the local economy. Implemen-
tation of the project will enhance future income levels and provide
an impetus to economic growth. Beneficial effects on population trends
would:be realizéd, patticularly on the area’s ability to'keep and sup-
port young families.

-
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Chicagoland Underfiow plan, Illinois

Location—The stady area is the 377 square miles served by the
combined sewers of the Metropolitan Sanitary District of Greater
Chicago. Principal watercourses are the Des Plaines River, Chicago
Sanitary and Ship Canal, Chicago River, North Shore Channel, Calu-
met-Sag Channel, Calumet River, and Little Calumet River.

Ewisting projects—There are no existing or authorized Federal
flood coritrol profects in the study area.

Needs—The problems and needs of the study area are related to
the purposes of flood control, water quality contrel, water supply,
recreation, and local drainage.

Recommended plan of improvement.—The Chicagoland Underflow
Plan is made up of six interrelated features that reduce water damages
and improve yater quality. They are: (1) tunnel system, §2) retention
reseryoirs, ( 3Y)v sewer systelx_upgr‘ading, (4) treatment plant upgrad-
ing, (5) siudge management system, and (6) miscellaneous featurés.

E'stimated costs—Fiyst costs are estimated at $4,958,000,000, based
on June 1975 price levels. The levels of Federal vs. non-Federal par-
ticipation have not been determined at this time. The Administration’s
%c())mtion on this will be defined before the report is processed to the

ngress.

P?g;jcfct economics.—Based on an interest rate of 614% and a 50-
year period for economic analysis, the total estimated average annual
cost 1s $470,970,000. Average annual benefits are estimated at $740,-
330,000. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.6.

Summary of average annual benefits

Watel daniage eontrolll i _Uledln gate levnse sl J0 iyt da $431, 690, 000
Weater gualityeontrol llco goeuunn. wleca o odieg Lo o Tl 308, 640, 000
e SRR

Total .-« g i - - 740,330, 000

red items of local cooperation have not

Local cooperation,—R qui
eq‘f)le.-addressed as the report is processed to

Feot beey: defined bui, will
Congress. ., .

Envigenmental impact, of propesed prqjecte.—The overall plan has
been formulated so as to achieve urban water damage reduction and
pollution abatement with minimal adverse environmental impact. It
would provide the means for eliminating, point sources of pollution to
the area watercougses, and it would eliminate the present need to back-
flow flood waters into Lake Michigan, thereby preventing the con-
tinued pollution of the lake’s water, The improved watercourse quality

. is expected to provide suitable cenditions to sustain, and in some

reaches reestablish, fish and other desirable aguatic life. The reduction
in flopding and pollution of watercourses should also prove beneficial
to existing adjacent terrestrial habitats from both a management and
aesthetic standpoint,

The main environmental problems associated with the plan concern
the safe and acceptable d;,s];%psa.} of the sludge and the material excav-
ated during construction of the project features. We have looked at
four alternative methods for the disposal of sludge, all except one of
which are now being used. Several saisfactory alternatives also exist
for the disposal of rock and soil excavated during construction. Both

Ty RPN TR
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disposal problems will be addrassed in subsequent environmeéntal im-
pact statements as the project design is detailed. This will assure adop-
tion of disposal programs compatible with sound emvironmental,
aesthetic and health practices. ]

The Committee is concerned over the potential magnitude and in-
terconnection of this proposal with the associated pollution control
aspects. ;

The Committee expects to look with great care into this pra 1
once the Phase I workPi‘:;thompleted. s b

Pembina River, N. Dak.

Location.~—In northeastern North Dakota and the southcentral por-
tion of Manitoba, Canada.

Ewisting projects.—Construction of a local protection project at.
Pembina, North Dakota, began in June 1974. This project includes a
combination levee and floodwall circling the city, and associated in-
terior drainage facilities. Emergency levees and floodwalls have been
constructed at Neche, North Dakota. Non-Federal interests and Can-
ada have constructed emergency levees and floodwalls, and Canada has
also constructed a permanent levee along the border downstream of
the proposed project.

Needs.—The Pembina River basin has a long history of flooding
with damages occurring more frequently in recent years. Damaging
floods have occurred Eg)rimarily in the lower part of the basin and
east of the Pembina Escarpment. The majority of damages are agri-
culturally related. Local interests desire to prevent flood damages.

Surface water is the principal water supply source for most water
demands in the Pembina River basin. However, the community of
‘Walhalla and most of the rural area obtain water from groundwater
supplies. An additional water supply source will be needed to meet
projected water supply demands of the basin. The supply of good
quality ground water is limited in both distribution and quantity.

Additional water-oriented recreation is also needed in the Pembina
River basin. The scarcity of lakes in the basin area has resulted in an
unsatisfied demand for water-oriented recreation activities,

Recommended plan of improvement.—The recommended plan is an
earth dam on the Pembina River near Walhalla, North Dakota, to
provide protection against a flood having a recurrence frequency of
once in 36 years. The project wonld consist of a rolled earthfill struc-
ture, 150 feet high, with a crest length of 2,090 feet; outlet works of
10-foot diameter gated conduit through the north abutment of the
dam: a fixed crest concrete section spillway; and a reservoir of 147,000
acre-feet. The project is designed to provide 82,000 visitor-days of
water-oriented recreation and will meet future water supply require-
ments for down-stream residents. The recommended plan provides
for the acquisition of 13,200 acres of additional land for wildlife miti-
gation, adjacent to the project lands. All mitigation land is located
within the river valley walls along the Pembina River, from the upper
portion of the reservoir to the international border.
Estimated cost (Price level of Oct. 1975) :

Federal $25, 420, 000
Non-Federal : 1, 580, 000

Total ; 27, 000, 000

41

Project economics (Interest rate of 6% percent) .~

—_

Federal Non-Federal Total
Tt BT T 4 ~d
Annual charges: . : 1. 561, 000 597,000 $1, 658, 000
terest and amortization. . §1,561, s ,658,
g‘pe:::ing and maintenance ¢ 97,000 44,000 lu,g
TFotal. 430 ST Tt . i-eck 1,658,000 141, 000 1,799&0_0‘
Annual benefits: 2,706,000
000 QOBIOL: —coe i sa s smsimmimm i mmd A s S mr e d sl mmse smwepa sasn sosnmmacrr s e enns & & 000
2 T 0 S WS A S 158,000
ROCTORLION, - s ol et cncainat cebn renantnn e S md de me wm b b swwe buen Souuldq &s ou s sa oo on e , 000
Tordl. f1.Ae g . s : w— 2,905,000
Benefit-cost ratlib. L4 P LR EF 1

Environmental impact of recommended plan—A ﬁowm% stream
would be converted to an impoundment extending upstream from the
dam about 21 miles. This change and periodic inundation by tem-

orary storage of floodwaters would have adverse impacts on the exist-
ing aquatic and terrestrail biological values. With the advice of the
Fish and Wildlife Service, the mitigation lands included as part of
the recommended plan are to compensate for these adverse environ-
mental impacts. The proposed impoundment 1is expected to become
periodically eutrophic; the North Dakota State Department of Health
advises that with proper control and management of the reservoir and
the discharge, water quality problems can be minimized without ad-
versely affecting the primary flood protection provided by the reser-
voir. Additional water quality studies are to be made during advanced
engineering and design studies. Based on an archeological reconnais-
sance of the proposed project area, no historic properties or landmarks
will be affected by the recommended plan; a more detailed survey will
be conducted during advanced engineering and design.

Papillion Creeks and Tributaries Lakes, Nebr. . .
Location.—Papillion Creek is a right bank tributary of the Missouri
River and joins the latter stream south of Bellevue, Nebraska. The
Creek’s drainage basin encompasses portions of Washington, Douglas,
and Sarpy Counties and is dominated by metropolitan Omaha, the
largest city in Nebraska. . . .
uthority—The Papillion Creek and Tributaries Lakes Project
was authorized by Public Law 90-483, the Flood Control Act of 1968.
The authorizing document is House Document No. 349, 90 Cong. The
Plan Evaluation Report was initiated by the District Engineer, in
consonance with gtidelines established by the Office of the Chief of
Engineers to evaluate authorized projects periodically to determine
whether any changes have occu since authorization that may im-
pact on the economic or structural feasibility of the project.
Awuthorized plan—Public Law 90-483 authorizeéd construction of 21
dams for the Papillion Creek Basin. Authorized purposes are flood
control, water quality, recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement.
Status of augzlovizgd plan—Site 17 was placed in the inactive cate-
ory because the dam site was pre-empted by residential development.
%ams 11 and 16 are essentially completed and were constructed as au-
thorizetl: A rebimluation 6fthe economic feasibility of the 8 dams in
the West Branch Papillion Creek is underway at this time.
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Existing projects~~Under swthority of Section. 308 of the 1954
Flood Control Act; as amended, the Omaha District accomplished im-
‘provemerit$ dlong the downstream 6 miles of Papillion Creek consist-
ing of snagging and clearing the existing channel and relocating a
portion of the channel fpo mits mouth to a point 2 miles upstream. ‘Fife
work was completed in 1964. Construetion of channel improvements on
Little Pappillion Creek was authorized by the Flood Control.Act. of
1962. Work consisted of enlarging and straightening a 6.5 mile reach
of the creek through metropohitan Omaha to its confluence with Papil-

‘lion Creek and short tie-back levees at the creek’s mouth to convey
design flows.to Papillion Creek, One element of the Papillion Creek
and Tributaries Lakes Project has been constructed (PDam 16), and a
second element (Dam 11) is under construction and will begin im-
pounding water in 1976.

Needs.—~The primary purpose of the authorized project is flood con-
trol. The other purposes are recreation, fish and wildlife management,
and water quality. The authorized project would contribute to the
needs of the region by providing flood control and water recreation.
Average annual flood damages in the Papillion Creek basin are about
$2,145,000 with Dams 16 and 11 in place. There is strong local desire
and commitment to eliminate or minimize these damages. The metro-
politan Omaha region contains 34 percent of the State’s population
but has only 1.5 percent of the State’s recreational lands. The project
would significantly reduce water-based reereation deficiencies in the
area. Streamflow in the upper basin is primarily runoff from farmland
and feedlots. In the lower basin, runoff is from urban and industrial
areas. The authorized project includes water quality benefits to improve
channel esthetics.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Dam 10 is to be constructed
as authorized. This dam and dam 11 complete the authorized plan for
the Little Papillion Creek basin. Dam 3a 1s to be constructed instead of
dams one thru nine. Dams 3a and 16 constitute the recommended plan
for the Bib Papillion Creek basin. Authorization of dam 3a is required
because the change is beyond the discretionary authority of the Chief
of Engineers.

Estimated cost Dam 3A (Oct. 1975 price levels) ¢

Federal $29, 050, 000
Non-Federal *8, 405, 000
i 32,500,000

Project economics (6.25 percent interest, 100-year period for eco-
nomic analysis).—

Federat  Non-Federal Total

Interest and amortization. .., g 1, 784, 000 212, 000 9
Operation, meifftenance and feplacement 3} 50, 000 s465, 000 ‘1'532;833
Yol .. . L ol bl 1, 834, 000 677, 000 2,511, 000

1Represents 50 percent of the separable costs estimated for the ultimate recreational
development at Dam 3A. -

43

Benefit symmary.—Dam 34

Flood Pu:lpt(;?l‘ \ © Averogp annuod bmooél(:
ood co 5 >
Pxisting conditions_ .. —ieeommmommooomstosmmsmmm s $1, ggs, o
Future economic growth - —co-—oooomo-mmmm—m-ommmm o " 4931000
Reckeation s 2 i R <ol

TOLAL --memsmmmmmmm gz mm == s b e ;
NOTE—] st ratio 1.4, 14 P J :
122:2 ooBo%%%ﬁ- e items of local cooperation required for

Dam 3A, are those specified by the authorizing document. The require-
ments for recreational cost-sharing will be met by the Nebraska t’.&L;ne
and Parks Commisgion, which initially provided a Jetter of 1{1{?&_1{ . tgr
14 of the 20 dams and, on 9 December 1975, furmghed a specific (z lli
of intent and resolution to provide the cost-sharing and to meet a
other requirements of Public Law 89-72 for Dam 3A. i
Loeal interests have contracted to provide all other assurar‘ltcie.zl {;)
the authorized project. These assurances include those provided by
Douglas County and the Papio Natural Resources District eoncerfllmgg
eservation and maintenance of the downstream channels and ho
plain, and the preservation of water rights in the downstlrea,m c an;
nels. For construction of Dam 3A, no downstream channe’ assura}rllce—
twould be required for Washington County since the downstream chan
nel would be entirely within Dou,gtlzas and tSa.rp_y Counties,
; impact o osed project.— - v A
%mgofmiﬁﬁ%mm % the loss of about 20 miles of gxw%tmg
creak channel and associated vegetation and wildlife. Forty-six fam-
ilies would be displaced, and there would be a reduction ;n asse}slse1
valuations for Washington County, four fire districts, and four sc. ooe
districts. This alternative would preserve 7,250 acres of dgpﬂl spai:d
of which about 2,424 acres would be used for wildlife laqf . wotl}
also provide 1,333,000 annual recreation days initially if recreation
iliti nstructed as pro . Y
fa%l;ffgz e‘i:g: gelect«ed over %ﬁxﬁgs 1 through 4 because 1t would t?eﬁ?ll: a
reater degree of flood pratectioit. Thirty-six families would 15;
]g)laced. The reduction in assessed valuations would be about 40 per,ce{xd
Joss with Dam 8A than with the four-dam system. Dam 123A b:vou g
require 5.150 acres of land of which about 1,000 acres wou use1
for wildlife lands. This alternative would also provide 1,175,000 atnguas
reereation days: initially if recreation facilities were comstructed a

3 4 i ill be improved as the
R ficial —Downstream water quality will be 1mp

msl?:lj?zf releases from the reservoir. These releases will augmgirlltbghe
stream flows and thereby improve the water quality. There w1ﬂ oda
reduction in the adverse environmental impacts resulting from floods.

Provisipn of open space and lake recreation will improve the environ-

ment of the area. ) ik
rao—Water quality of the creek will be adversely affec
inlg‘1 (clgﬁgwtio: g:f't(:‘he da?r,n. This affect will be short term. Increases

in traffie will result from people travelling back and forth to the recre-
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ation sites. There will be a loss of riparian vegetation in the permanent
pool area of the reservoir, the damsite and the outlet works,

Rio Grande and Tributaries, Rio Puerco and Rio Salado, N. Meaw.

Ledation—The Rio Grande basin which has its headwaters in south-
western Colorado bisects central New Mexico in a north-south direc-
tion before entering the international section at El Paso, Texas. Rio
Puerco and Rio Saﬁldo are major west bank tributaries which rise on
the eastern slope of the Continental Divide west of Albuquerque and
join the Rio Grande about sixty and seventy miles sotith o Albuquer-
que, respectively. The Rio Puerco drditis a mountainous area of about
7,340 square milés and the Rio Salado drains an area of nearly 1,400
square miles adjoining on the south,

Ewvisting projects.— There are no projects for improvement of the
water resources of the Rio Puerco and Rio Salado watersheds con-
structed by the Corps of Engineers. The Rio Grande Floodway was
authorizedV in the Flood Control Act of 1948 as a joint undertaking by
the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers to provide
flood protection and major drainage in the Espanola, Middle, and
Lower Valleys of the Rio Grande in New Mexico. The Corps project
for the Middle Valley Floodway in the immediate area consists of
levees along the west bank be%’nning near San Acacia, about 10 miles
below the mouth of the Rio uerco, and extending downstream for
about 32 miles. Three existing reservoirs—A biquiu, Galisteo, and
Jemez Canyon—have been constructed by the Corps and one reser-
voir—Cachiti—is under construction, which will control the flood run-
off from the Rio Grande basin upstream from Albuquerque. Elephant
Butte Dam was constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation to provide:
storage for the irrigation of farmlands along the Rio Grande between
Trut_ or Conséquences, New Mexico and Fort Quitman, Texas. It also
provides stordge for supplying Mexico with water under Treaty of
1906. The dam is located on the main stem of the Rio Grande about 100
niiles below the mouth of Rio Puerco,

Needs,—The area subject to major flood damage from inundation,
scour, and sediment deposition by the Rio Puerco and Rio Salado
consists of the flood plain of the main stem of the Rio Grande from its
junction with the Rio Puerco downstream to Elephant Butte Reser-

provements include residences, business buildings, churches, sehools,
and utlhtg7 plants and lines. Nonurban improveiments subject to dam-
e i :

ordinately large volumes of sediment to the Middle Rio Grarnde Val-
ley. With the authorized upstream reservoirs operating in the Rio
Grande Basin, it is estimated that the iriflow from the two tributaries

will constitute only about 6 percent of the Rio Grande streamflow pass-
Ing San Acacia, but they will contribute about 75 percent of the sedi-
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i acia. One of the most significant effects of the
lrilent Ex’:lsﬁuu;l% f? I'1suAspeea§ded.osedjmtent, from thgn Rio Puerco and Rio
Salado is on Elephant Butte Reservoir. The sediment deposition in the
reservoir increases the water losses by direct lake surface evaporation
and from exposed sediment ‘bedls." he increase in lake surface area

i ir tion losses.
cégzs:mm?p%;vgfp?:wement.—Construcﬁoq of two dry flood
and sediment control reservoirs: one dam on the Rio Puerco at tﬂe
Hidden Mountain site (lower) at river mile 17, and‘the other on the
Rio Salado at the Loma Blanca site at river mile 5. The resex:vmri
would be operated as units in a system to provide flood and sedxman
control in the Rio Grande Valley. This project would abrogate the
existing authorization for construction of the levee rehabilitation in
the San Acacia-Bosque del Apache Unit of the Rio Grande Floodway.

Estimated cost (price level of July 1971) : Siataio
Federal 3 y
Non-Federal

Total -—- 23, 855, 000
Project econamics (interst rate of 634 percent) —
Federal Non-Federal Total

Annual charges: e R $1,387,000 ... $1,387,000

st and o . , 387, gy T
Operation and AmVANARGH - 84,000 -7
Total. .0 ! AT 000" 2Tt Y 1,471, 000

Rio Graende and Tributaries, Rio Puerco and Rio Salado, N. Mez.

Annual benefits: ; ’

nFlood damages prevented PO oy 5} ggg: 38’88

Sediment retention, . - ’188 e
Area redeveloptoént - : ;

2,232,500

-

Total

Benefit-cost fatio.—1.5.

ration : None.
%ﬁ?ﬁﬁ‘gﬂimf impact: Construction of the proposed flood control

i incorporation of land and watershed treatment prac-
:f::sr‘;)(;lgsposedand bl;vl thI;PU.S. Forest Service in conj unction with continu-
ing soil conservation practices by th&a Soil _Consfelt'ﬁatmn Se}?l’(l)((‘,;i v:gléld

-term productivity of the area. { -
e oy orrenton se£ment reten{ion and prevention would

be nted and : i
ﬂegei?lg%:geld. V%I:t:ished areas and long-term grazing and timber po-

i -improved. Combinations of the above factors would
:ﬁ%ts;?lsezglul%nzereasg the available wildlife habitat and improve the
fishery in the Rio Grande by lessening sediment pollution and lower-
ing the overall turbidity of the water. The Elephant Butte Reservo};r
ﬁsﬁery would be inmproved by lessening sediment deposition on Iii; }t:
spawning beds in the upper portion of the lake, thus increasing fis

production potentials.

T7-174—76——+4
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The recommended Hidden Mountain and Lo,
- .
;rbo(l)l(l)g..reguce flood flows equal to the flood of mcoidB:gI;cmg 1()1‘;
U000 c.fs. at San Aecacia and provide a high degree of ~p.roteet‘i‘0n

of Socorro, 10;900 acres of agricultural land '
C ‘ and 24,100 -
i{lgd land, woodland, and right-of-way. Inclu’ded in 1’;his aag:::;: 'i%r :lfe
eI rfét]fen B&s}q::c del :_&paglée VﬁVaterfowl Refuge.
reation benefits could occur at both Hidden M i
?vl%(}c{xﬂxu%&ﬂ:afmorm Igon's tIII: association with flood de:;:mtio(;lu;g(l)llz
1ic ed on the average of once
;\flldrxlsx:fl;% iagii;s?est }v;vould be1 grovided gt? both, area: ‘;?)I;'ybfllll)ll‘?: ﬁg.ilt;s}:
1 others would cost share for additional faciliti i
iy L aciities with
. r;)i]ce ctgley cc?uld more fully develop the public-use potential of the
Aproximately 11,600 acres would be re uired for the Hi
:ﬁznlgggoec:cind :;,%g(l)ldfcg- t}:taeclfoma Bla(}lca,_ project. .g[nHégt(i?l?inlgt(:)il;ﬁ-
es of land dev. to those projects would be ‘
from low value grazing use to that of di A
) e t retention and flood
control. Until thees properties were rendzeredmend i i
deposition, they would continue to be avajl il
fepositia ( vailable for livestock opera-
t;}(;;; xl):;‘lrflsfe lands acquired for the projects would be removed from
he limited amount of wildlife habitat which i i
. . . 3 ls
:iv(l);h;x; t?é?tilt::iwglf) s1t%s W01(111<% be affected both b}l3 rsls'g?eti{ g::?;gll:(lﬁ
nd by changed land uses. Dependi
s B i : ! ng upon the extent
wouldyﬁ iorre:ggvzgfle:hanges which could occur, some habitat losses

The labor and materials commi .
voirs would be irretrievable. ted to construction of these reser-

Santa Ana Ri ; 7 ; !

i z'_ve:',g il(}gafm Stem, including Samtiago Creck and Oak
Location.—Sz i iversi ies i
so%tlmm Califo?;iaf‘fe_mardmo, Riverside and Orange Counties in

wisting projects.—The Santa iver Basi
Pr10j %(zps includzethe follo:ring: iy B et ety
. 1. I1ve completed dams: Brea, Carb
1m2pr%\lrm“ tlis, e i z;nd Sa(l)ln A(;flﬁz?lg and related channel
- Ubgnanel improvements in Lytle and Cai i
and Chino Creeks; and Devil anst Twin S;&O%Smkgm%kﬁ i
3 L'evees along Lytle Creek, Mill Creek, Santa Ana River in Ri
suie, iax; }.17 acinto River and Bautista Creeks, e
fik ‘éiilla OPrgid but inactive dams: Aliso Creek, San Juan, Trabuneo,
5. Cueamonga Creek project (under construeti
£ ion).
{)Vaeda.—-—ngous flood problems exist within thg rapidly growi
urban areas in the Santa Ana River Basin adjacent, to the Losi.n {lg
metropolitan area. The existing Prade Dam provides only 70%%::

standard i sl
of Poase g;t()lwct flood wauld affect over one million people downstream
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San Bernardino and Riverside Counties, a standard -project flood
would cause an additional $184 million in dsmages. In addition to the
need for flood protection, the project area is in need of adequate water
supply, outdoor recreation development and preservation of open
ace.

s'pEaafnome'c alternatives for satisfying meeds—Both structural and
nonstructural alternatives were investigated. The nonstructural meth-
ods whieh were evaluated include flood insurance, a flood-warning and
evacuation system, flood-proofing, flood plain restrictions and similar
regulatory methods. Structural measures which were studied singly
and in combination include enlarging Prado Dam, construeting an-
other dam in the basin, channelizing portions of the streams in the
basin to enlarge their capacities, and constructing levees. The struc-
tural measures were formulated for various levels of flood pretection.
In each case, opportunities were explored for providing for environ-
mental enhancement and recreational development. ;

Ernvironmental impacts of alfernatives—The environmental im-
pacts of the various alternatives were carefully evaluated. The impacts
varied in degree and scope according to the alternative considered.
Categories of impacts included businesses and residences affected,
community cohesion, economic effects, pollution and effects on natural
resources.

Recommended plan of improvement—The recommended plan in-
cludes the following features to provide SPF protection along the
main stem of Santa Ana River:

1. Construction of Mentone Dam, a rock and earthfill dam with a
reservoir capacity of 151,000 acre-feet ;

2. Management of the SPF overflow area on the Santa Ana between
Mentone and the existing Prado Reservoir, a distance of about 17
miles;

3. I’inlargement of Prado Dam to increase the reservoir storage ca-
pacity from 198,000 acre-feet to 311,000 acre-feet;

4. Provision of 2.4 miles of channel modifications along Oak Street
Drain in Corona;

5. Provision of various means of flood control, including floodplain
management, levees, and vertical concrete channel walls, along the 31
millee of the Santa Ana River from Prado Dam to the Pacific Ocean;
an

6. Provision of channel modifications along Sanitago Creek.

In addition, the plan includes recreational development to provide
a greenbelt recreation system along the project length, purchase of 8
aeres of saltmarsh for mitigation of project effects and purchase of 84
acres of saltmarsh for preservation of endangered species.

E'stimated cost—F'irst costs.—Based on September 1975 prices.

Federal  Non-Federal Total

Flood' Snpalt 2 , 000,000 $73,200,000 $715, 200, 000
%‘ su il 3.."..1 3. e 16 PO o ss‘i 800, 000 - 0 ! 1, 800, 000
= oy s ee-z 11,450, 900 12,‘050, 000 23, 700, 000

T s St e s ametfon chamense dresademenr 555, #50, 000, 485,250, 000, ., 240,700,000
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_ Project economics (based on 100-year project life and 614 percent:
interest)—Annual costs for operations and maintenance:

Federal  NonFederal Tota
sontyal Ay , 1,000 173,000 54,000~
% U] : T 5 0 l,saoo,ooo 'l?wo,ooo‘
Yoisl_.__. 3 St LU 81,000-- - 1/873,000 1,654,000
Annual benefits :
Flood comtvol oo oo dooi .l e e s e e peitbtbs s 12, 980, 000~
Recreation 3, 625, 000
Environmental enhancement, - - 115, 000+
Area development e 1, 867, 000
Total N 78, 537, 000
Annual charges: . ; -
Flood control s = = 51,115, 000+
Recreation 2, 877, 000-
Total 53, 992, 000-

Benefit-to-cost ratio.—1.6 to 1.0.

Local cooperation.—The local interests will be required to provide:
usual items of local cooperation for the reaches when channel modifi-
cations are proposed and to contribute 50 percent of the total first
costs for recreation. The reservoirs are a Federal responsibility. Local
interests will cost-share on the mitigation lands and manage the:
standard-project floodplain between Mentone and Prado Dams to-
prevent encroachment.

Ervironmental impacts of recommended plan—Major beneficial
impaets include (a) protection from major floods for approximately 1
million persons, 250,000 homes, and 100,000 acres of land, (b) increased.
water conservation, (c¢) wildlife enhancement in reservolirs and in
Santa Ana Canyon, (d) preservation of a 92-acre salt marsh that pro-
vides habitat for three endangered species, and (e) provision of recre-
ational facilities. '

Adverse environmental effécts.—Major detrimental impacts include
(a) loss of Santa Ana River wash as a scenic resource, (b) consump-
tion of construction material resources, (¢) potential adverse impact
on air quality, (d) loss of 8 acres of salt marsh area from widening-of’
lower river channel, (e) potential conflict with future use-of lowland
area east of river’s mouth, (f) displacement of up to 25 dairies in the:
Prado Reservoir area, and (g) displacement of up to 154 homes.

Remarks.—The Committee notes that the Division Engineer recom-
mended the “All River Plan” ( Alternative 6) in lieu of the “National
Economic Development Plan” (Alternative 7). The Committee fur-
ther notes that the local sponsor strongly favors the “All River
Plan” for social and institutional reasons. Preliminary reports from:
‘Washington level review indicate that the Chief of Engineers may
recommend the adoption of the National Economic Development
(NED) Plan, although the final report of the Chief has not beew
prepared. The Committee is fully aware of the fact that the NEDr
plan is not acceptable to local interest. It is not the intention of this
Comniittee to direct the Corps of Engineers to concéntrate Phase T
studies on plans that are implementable. The Phase I studies should
take into account the comments of the Washington level review as muche
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:as possible in plan formulation ; however the fina] report should recom-
mend an implementable project.

‘Siuslaw River and Bar, Oreg.

Location——The Siuslaw River rises in the coast range of Lane
.County, Oregon, flows westerly about 110 miles, and then empties into
‘the Pacific Ocean, about 160 miles south of the Columbia River en-
trance and 485 milés north of San' Francisco Bay. !

" Existing project.—The authorized Federal navigation project con-
-sists of the following features: (1) Two rubble-mound jetties at the
-entrance; (2) entrance channel 18 feet deep and 300 feet wide .fronf}
:deep water to a point 1,500 feet inside outer end of existing north jetty;
'(8) channel 200 feet wide and 16 feet deep to Florence; (4) turning
‘basin 600 feet long, 400 feet wide, and 16 feet deep; (5) channel 150
feet wide and 12 feet deep from river miles 8.5 to 16.5; and (6) turning
basin 500 feet long, 300 feet wide, and 12 feet deep.

Problems and needs—The Port of Siuslaw, commercial fishermen,
charter boat operators, and a tug and barge company have all
-¢xpressed concern over the continuing threat of damage to yesspls and
-equipment, with corresponding danger to life. The primary dzlﬁiculﬁy
presently attending navigation is that the coqt;'olhpg depths at the
‘entrance are often 12 feet or less. This condition 18 unsafe, uneco-
momical, and unreliable for users navigating the entrance. Specific
needs (problems and opportunities) identified during this study 1_ni
‘clude : Adequate channel dimensions for tugs, barges and commercia
fishing vessels; safer entrance for tugs, barges, fishing vessels and
recreational craft by reducing hazardous wave conditions; elimination
.or reduction of vessel damages; accessible harbor of refuge; conserva-
tion and enhancement of fish and wildlife resources; and additional
recreational opportunities.

Recommended plan of improvement.—The plan recommended for
‘improving navigation of the Siuslaw River entrance 1s to extend the
north and south jetties to the 30-foot depth contour, which would mean
-extending the north jetty about 2,000 feet and extending the south jetty
about 2.500 feet, providing jetties of equal distance- into the ocean.
“Maintenance dredging would be required, to isure that authorized
-depths are provided for as long a duration as 1s px:actmable. The major
‘benefits that are expected to accrue from these improvements are as
follows: (1) Transportation savings through reduction 1n vessel
-delays; (2) reduction in maintenance costs; (8) increased cqmmercml,
charter, and recreational use of the entrance; (4) reduction in damage
to vessels navigating the entrance; (5) area redevelopment; and (6)
increased use as a harbor of refuge.

Total Genmi Local
A"m?‘ bev;eﬁts& cts & miscellaneous cargo:
oducts & mi %
orreRse uction of delay surcharge S X $246, 000 sz;g, %% g
Induced tonNAge .- v cccommmmr e ac e am L %gg, ggg 51359' s 0
Sand, gravel, and stone__ =5 miooo 130" 000 0
Reduction in damage. . - .-~ - oo m oo 172,000 172 H
Commercial fishing___. 15 000 ¢ $5, 000
gﬁcﬁati%naltsbmtlng_.. """"""""""""""""" 4,000 1 000 -0
arter boats_..______ SRR TI0 AN B ) R s o A
%aintc:dance' dred%i‘ng. 810, 000 810, 000 8
rea redevelopment. o oooeeammee AL%L , -
Harbor of refuge. . - - eeeemccemmmmcm e e m e nn oo en 10, 000 8,000 10, 000
SEE <. 1,9%1,000 1,955 000 6,000
T“F&um (100) (%9.7) (0.30)
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_ The estimated average annual benefits and costs for the plan of
Improvements are: ‘
Annusal ‘benelite.... . . . _ R 0 2 e (VTG o gl (RO, {5 $1,.961, 000
WD e Wy e L N TP SURS e, S et e i, 1, 240, 000

Benefit-to-cost ratio.—1.6 to 1.0.

Local caogeration.—1In addition to the normal requirements of local
cooperation, local interests are required to contribute in cash 0.3 per-
cent of the Federal cost of construction estimated to be $17,200,000,
exclusive of nawvigation aids; such contribution, presently estimated at
$52,000, to be paid in a lump sum prior to commencement of construc-
tion. The net cost to the United States for the recommended imprave-
ments, exclusive of aids to navigation, is $17,146,000 for construction
and $128,000 annually for additional maintenance.

. Environmental impacts of prepesed project.—The environmental
impacts are as follows: (a) Temporary changes in water quality; (b)
temporary increase in air and noise quality during construction; (c)
slight changes in the circulation and sedimentation patterns at the
entrance; (d) elimination of approximately 24 acres of unstable
sandy bottom as benthic habitat due to jefty eonstruction; (e) an in-
crease of about 20 acres of irregular rocky habitat on the jetty for
attachment of algae and crustaceans. These prganisms, in turn, serve
as food sources for fish that feed on or near the rocky habitat, or seek
shelter in the crevices (f) interception and disruption of littoral cux-
rents by the jetty extengions, which could possibly affect the exchange
of phytoplankton, zooplankton, pelagic larvae and other current-borne
organisms; and (g) short-term alteration of currents and/or tidal
prisms within the estuary. Many of these impacts would occur duri
maintenance dredging of the entrance with or without construction o
the plan of improvement.

Upper Susitna River Basin, Southcentral Roilbelt Area, Alaska

_ Project.—Southcentral Railbelt Area, Alaska—Internal Feasibility
Report, on the Upper Susitna River Basin.

eeds—The Southcentral Railbelt comprises the lands along and

convenient to the Alaska Railroad. including the two largest cities of
the State, Anchoraﬁf and Fairbanks; the major potential agricultural
areas of the State, the Matanuska and Tanana Valleys; and the Kenai
Peninsula. The economy of the region is varied. The Railbelt contains
almost three-fourths of the population of the State, 245.000 out of
330,000 as of 1973 and is expanding at the rate of three percent per
Year, mostly by natural increase, but with about one-fifth by immigra-
tion. This rate is expected to continue for many years to come.

With the population increase and expansion of economic activities,
the growth in power demand has been at g rate of 14 percent annually
for the past decade. The present demand, 2.03 billion kilowatt-hours
annually, comprised of 80 percent utility, 19 percent nations] defense,
and 1 percent industrial, is projected to grow but at a steadily decreas-
ing rate, being on the order of 8 percent by the year 2000. The indus-
trial share is projectéd to increase to 20 percent by 2000, while the
national defense and utility shares are projected to decrease to 3
gerce.nt. and 77 percent respectively. Total demand is projected to be

-6 billion killowat-hours annually in 1990 and 15 billion kilowatt-
hours annnally in 2000,
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In: the interest of multi-objoctive planming, other needs (water
resouree development) of 'the“R&'ilbeﬁEa'rea 'were examinad. ‘Needs
identified which could reasonably be addressed in conjunctidn with
the directed study power objective include flood -control, retreation,
consetvation, hnd enhancement of fish and wildlife resources, air
quality, conservation of nonrenewable resources, and national energy
independence.

Existing projests.—The Anchorage-Cook Inlet area had a total
installed capacity of 414.8 MW in 1974. Natural gas-fired turbines
were the predominant energy .souwrce with 341.7 of installed
capacity. Hydroeleotric capacity of 45 MW was available frem two
projects, Eklutna and Cooper Lakes. Steam turbines comprised 14.5
MW of capacity and diesel generation, mostly in standby- service,
accounted for the remaining 13.5 MW. Eklutna is the only Federal
hydropower project existing in the Railbelt area.

The Fairbanks-Tanana Valley area utilities had a total installed
capacity of 12.7 MW in 1974: Steam turbines provided the largest
block of power in the area with an installed capacity of 53.5 MW.
Gas turbine generation (oil-fired) provided 42.1 MW of power, and
diesel generators contributed 32.1 MW to the area.

E conomic alternatives for satisfying needs.—A broad range of alter-
native means of accomplishing the primary study objective were
examined for technical, ebonomie, and environmental feasibility.
Included were both conventional power producing systems based on
cosl, :0il, gas, naclear energy, and hydroelectric energy, and less con-
vemtionml systems based on wind, tides, solar energy, solid wastes,
wood, and geothermal emergy. Coal and hydroelectric energy were
found to be both feasible. An Tn-depth'evaluation of these alternatives
was then made giving equal consideration to economic and énviron-
miental képects of their performance.

Environmental impacts related to alternetives—Pach alternative
was found to have a range of unavoidable adverse effects on the en-
vironment, mainly on fish and Wildlife, and esthetic vatues.

Coal.—This alternative would involve construetion of two geunerat-
ing plants (near Healy and Beluga) with the following adverse
impacts:

a. Strip mining would destroy a minimaum of 20,000 acres of
moose, caribon and waterfowl habitat. All of the acreage is classi-
fied as either eritical or important.

b. Possible water quality reductions on both Nenana River and
Beluga River could have adverse effects on migratory salmon as
‘well as resident spéties.

e. Air Quality would be reduced by smokestack emissions, even
at minimam legal levels and theodor of burning coal would per-
vade a wide area.

. Non-renewable coal resource would ‘be depleted by 5.85 mil-
lion tons annuslly. '

The coal alternative would have little potential for beneficial im-
pacts on the environment, would provide no recreational enhancement,
and would not contribute to flood control.

Hydrépewer.—Each of the hydropower alternatives would have
both adverse and beneficial impacts on the environment. These are
summarized as follows:
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Fish and wildlife—Would inundate from 50,550 to 104,550 acres
of land. Included would be 4-10,000 acres of important moose habitat,
0-52,000 acres of important caribou habitat, and 0-400 pothole lakes
used by migrating waterfowl. Minor numbers.of resident fish could be
impacted as could salmon downstream of the dam sites. Beneficial con-
tributions would include increase in water surface to 50,550-104,550
acres which could; benefit migrating waterfowl, possible enhancement
of downstream salmen from river control, and pessible development
of a resident lacustrine fish population.

Air quality—By delaying and/or displacing increased combustion
of coal, air quality (especially in Fairbanks) could be improved
measurably.

Nonrenewable resources.—The alternatives would each save the use
of 5.85um11110n tons of coal (or 112.2 billion cubic feet of natural gas)
annually.

In addition, the hydropower alternatives wotild provide lake
oriented recreation of 77-100,000 visitor use days annually and would
provide minor flood control downstream.

Recommended plan of improvement.—The selected plan consists
of a two-dam"development on the upper Susitna River in the south-
central part of Alaska. A transmission system will connect the develop-
ments to the Anchorage and Fairbanks market areas. T)e dams, in the
sequence in which they will be constructed, are:

Watana.—The development consists of an earthfill dam with saddle
spillway that discharges into adjacent Tsusena Creek. The project’s
underground powerhouse has a capacity of three 236 MW generating
units totaling 708 MW. The damsite is at river mile 165, about 45.5
miles upstream of Gold Creek; the closest point on the Alaska
Railroad.

Devil Canyon.—The development consists of a concrete thin-arch
dam with a spillway through the left abutment. The project’s under-
ground powerhousq has a capacity of four 171.5 MW units totaling
636 MW. The damsite is at river mile 184, about 14.5 miles upstream of
Gold Creek. The Devil Canyon reservoir will extend to within 2 miles
of Watana Dam.

L'stimated costs.—The estimated construction cost, based on January
1975 price level of the selected:plan is $1,520,000,000, which includes
$572,000 in non-Federal recreational costs. ‘Adding the $11,800,000
value of public domain transferred without cost gives a total project
cost of $1,531,800,000.

Interest during construction is computed as simple interest on project
costs from the estimated date of expenditure to the appropriate power-
on-line date. The project costs and interest during construction for
the Devil Canyon Dam are discounted to the Watana power-on-line
date of October 1986.

The investment cost, $1,653,136,000, is the project cost plus interest
during construction, both discounted to the 1986 power-on-line date.

Project cost (present worth) $1, 401, 295, 000
Interest during construction (PW) 251, 841, 000
Investment ebdst. i R =i 1, 653, 136, 000
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Amortization of this amount with interest at a rate of 614 percent
and a project economic life of 100 years results in an annual cost of
$101,520,000. ‘

The estimated average annual operation and maintenance cost over
the 100-yearproject life of the selected plan is $1,928,000. Annual costs
for replacement. of mechanical equipment and other items which
normally have a useful life less than the 100-year project life are
estimated at $572,000.

The following table summarizes the average annual cost for the
selected plan:

Interest and amortization 2 N $101, 520, 000

Operation and maintenance : ; 1, 928, 000
Replacement 572, 000
Average annual cost_ . 104, 020, 000

Project economics.—Benefits accrue to the selected glan from the
sale and improved reliability of electric power provided by the project,
flood damages prevented, recreational opportunity provided, and Area
Redevelopment from the utilization of unemployed labor.

Power.—Power benefits are calculated by applying the project
capacity and energy to power values derived by the Federal Power
Commission and from increased reliability provided by the intertie
of the Anchorage-Fairbanks power grids.

Summary of power benefits ($1,000)

Capacity - 93, 807
Prime energy 30, 883
Secondary energy. 2, 516
Intertie 47

Total 128, 153

Recreation.—Recreational benefits are calculated as the use-day
value of recreational opportunity provided by the project.

Summary of recreational benefits ($1,000)

General 110
Specialized 190
Total 300

Flood control.—Flood control benefits are calculated as the value of
decreased maintenance of erosion prote¢tion to the Alaska Railroad.
The benefit totals $50,000 annually.

Area redevelopment—The Area Redevelopment benefit is calcu-
lated as the value of employment provided to un- or underemployed
Alaskan labor by project construction. Such employment is estimated
as 4,390 man-years giving an average annual benefit of $9,373,000.

Swmmary of benefits—Estimated annual benefits are summarized

as follows:
Value ($1,000)

Category :
Power 128, 153
Recreation 300
Flood ¢ohtibl : 50
Area fredevdlopment. = 2 9,373

Total 137, 876
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The following table summarizes the project economic factors:

Summary of economic factors

Item ﬁeéreation Nonrecreation Total

- Rv . anpual benefits. . o b - L $300, 000 $137, 576,000 $137: 876, 000
dnmersect S Gy agead : 165,000 103,856,000 104; 029; 009
B/C ratio. ok 13 (&.)!8’) (1.3): (L3)
Net annual benefits .. 135, 33,721,000 33,856,900

The analyses show the project and the incremental recreational de-
velopment to be justified.

Local cooperation.—Prior to the start of construction of recreational
facilities responsible non-Federal entities provides assurances accepta-
ble to the Secretary of the- Army that they will, in aecordance with the
Federal Water Project Recreation Aety Public Law 89-72:

a. Admimster land and water areas for recreation.

b. Pay, centribute in kind, or repay (which may be through water
user fees) with ihterdst, one-half of the separable: cost of the projeet

-allocated to recreatien, presently estimated te be $573,300.

c. Bear all costs of operatian, mairtenawes; and replacement of lands
aﬁd facilities for recreation, prasemtly estimated to e $100,000 annu-
ally.

Environmental impact of proposed project—The selection of a
hydropower alternetive does not preclude the pessibility, or likeli-
hood, that coal will be mined and athized for exportation or as a sup-
plemental source of power within the Railbelt Area itself. Gas or oil
would have less overall adverse environmental impact than ceal and
hydropower. However, long-range outlooks for availability and costs
of oil and gas, and the possibility that higher and better future uses
can and probably will be made of thése resources, makes them eco-
nomically and socially less desirable than coal or hydropower. The
oil and gas alternative was rejected largely on the basis of the national

-efforts to develop energy sources that hmit the use of oil and gas for
power generation. Significant impacts directly retated to the selected
plan include inundation of some 50,550 acres of land and 82 miles of
natural stream (including 9 miles of a unigue.11-mile reachs ef white-
water rapids) and associated wildlife and, fishery habitat, creation of
reservoirs perpendigular to caribou migratign, routes which lead. be-
tween calving grounds and winter ranges, and changes ip downstream
flow regime and water quality characteristies. iy

Adverse social effects resulting from the plan include drastic modi-
fication. of the existing natural wisual quality of the area, physical dis-

“turbance of an essenfially wilderness setting, changes in traditional
recreational usage of the project area and surreundmg lands, and in-
flux of temporary construction workers on small communitips near
“the construction sites.

Both dams are large, the Watana structure exceeding the height of
the highest present earthfill structure in the Western Hetnisphere.
Major considerations in the design of the structures inclizde the pos-
gib]e effects of high intensity earthquakes because. the project site is
-1 a zone of high seismic activity, outlet works to allow rapid and
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safe draining of the impoundments if, in spite of all design efforts,

one or both of the structures is severely damaged to the point of im-

minent faihere, and multiple-level intake works providing for selec-

tive withdrawal of waters to allow control of downstream water qual-

121’1 in the interest of comserwing or enhancing downstream ry
nes.

Remuarks—The Committee authorized an additional $15 million
dollars for this project to complete an access road during Phase I of
the project. - i R

Additionafly, one peroent of the authorization for this project is to
£0 to oppoments, proponents and other interested pparties for their
study of the impacts, environmental and economic, of this prdject.

SECTION 3-—CONSTRUCTION ATUTHORIZATION

This section amthorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting through
the Chief of Engineers, to undertake construction of major water re-
sources development projects substantially in aceordance and subject to
eonditions reeommendad by the Chief of Engineers in the peports des-
ignated in this section. Subgection {a) authorizes construction as soon
as funds are made available. Subseetion (b) autherizes work to com-
mence oaly after the projeet is approved by the Seeretary of the Army
and the President.

Federal costs

September
Committee 1976 price
Tapott

Project levels
Section 3(a):
Jonggport Harbor, Maine...., Fe s 4 4,714,000  $4,714,000
Ardsley, NoY_. .. . .= 0 Seene LA il ‘ e 1,500,000 , 788, 000
DBlaWars RIver, (P, N e b e B Y o Ctet sk e ) O 594, 000 594, 000
"R N R A N O TR N R T 000 1,757,000
Richmond FilkationyPlamt, Va .. ~ o 7 L 4,617,000 4,617, 000
Virginia Beach Streams, Va_. - 1,270,000 1, 425, 000
Fort Fisher, N.C e e S e , 878, 000 4,671, 000
N LT T o T g IS e S PRl S L. . 2,628,000 ; 885, 000
‘Penge Harbor, P.R__.__ o 160,000 3,940, 000
fiasTport Harbor i Dol Ean fealY o T e S ey 1,457,000 688, 000
Saylorville Lake, fowa.. __.___ i e T N S ST L S , 475, 000 , 374, 000
lowaand Cedar Rivers, fowa, Min.._________________ T 2,234,000 12,495,000
Petit Anse, LA s = - , 809, 000 , 000, 000
Fiathead and Clark Fork Rivers,Mont. ... ____________ . ____._____ 2,917, 000 3, 500, 000
“BearRiver, Cattf-_______ - e — 1 88 01 , 330, 000
Kahoma Streams, Hawaii_. . .. s 3, 21q, 000 ,.350, 000
LI S ) L e S S I o 29, 160, 000 , 110, 086
s.ct_Gmg(db;sle, L T W RIS R e T . L 5, 700, 000 1,655, 000
‘Section 3(b):
Mo K T s T et T s O T 3,200, 001 20, 029, 000
mentay River, La_ st _ 155, 000 - 1 686, 000
Bassett Ceeek, Minn_______________________ 7,231, 000 7,593, 000
Upper Baker Project, Wash.________ 21, 000 5 361, 000
Mobite Harbor, Ala______ .. 42,800,000 3 1, 280, 000
Lower Suake River, Wash., tdaho. . ______ 45,788,000 58, 400, 000

1 Includes initial construction costs of $261,000,pius 5 years of operation and maintenance estimated at $85,000 per year,
8 Includes first cost of $21,000, plus S yrs of annual costs estimated at $68,000 per year.
3 Inciudes funds for preparation of plans and specifications plus 1st yr construction costs.

Jonesport Harbor, Maine

Lacation.—Jonesport is on the north side of Moasabec Reach, Wash-
in%on_ County, Maine about 190 miles northeast of Portland, Maine,
and about 40 miles southwest of the Canadian border.
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Ewxisting projects—There is no existing Federal project at Jones-
port Harbor. However, thesre are three existing Federal navigation
projects in the general vicinity including a channel 14 feet deep and
300 feet wide at the east end of-Moosabec Reach; an anchorage at
Beals Harbor opposite Jonesport dredged to 10 feet deep over an area
600 feet long and 600 to 1,000 feet wide; and a 514 acre anchorage and
channel 6 feet deep and 80 feet wide from Eastern Bay to Alley Bay
through Pig Island Gut south of Jenesport.

Navigation problem.—The entire shoreline along the Jonesport wa-
terfront offers no sheltered mooring for the local fishing fleet. Ice

packs drifting through Moosabec Reach cause severe damage to the

craft. Tt is difficult and at times impossible to land fish or cargo during'
rough weather. This exposure has discouraged local interests from:
developing any adequate terminal from which fishermen can operate.
There is a need for a protected anchorage sufficient in size to accom-
modate the local fishing fleet and transient craft and a public landing.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for an entrance
channel 100 feet wide and 8 feet deep leading from deep water in
Moosabec Reach into Sawyer Cove; two anchorages within the cove
of 9 acres, 6 feet deep and 6 acres 8 feet deep, protected by a cellular
steel pile breakwater extending southwest from Henry Point 650 feet,
then west across the entrance to Sawyer Cove an additional 550 feet.
The plan provides the minimum structural features necessary to pro-
vide adequate protection for the existing and prospective fishing fleets..
Estimated cost (1976 prices) :

Federal - $4, 714, 000
Non-Federal

Total $4, 714, 000
Project economies. (Interest rate of 614 percent) :

Federal ~Non-Federal Total
Aﬁnl'la{ chalt'gas':! teation
ere: =

Meimtonance 938 opariton Ve oo e
To____ ¥ i : ; 305,300 .._____ ' 305, 300

Annual benefits: » ;
Increased fish catch ! - $473,100
Reduction of ge. 18, 200«
Redevelopmen 12, 200
Total 508, 500

E'nvironmental impacts of recommended plan—No permanent dam-
age to the natural ecology of Sawyer Cove or adjacent coastal waters
was identified during the planning stage should navigational improve-
ments be undertaken. To prepare for the breakwater ggundation, about
90,000 cubic yards of soft material will have to be removed. Prelimi-
nary sampling shows this material to be a very soft, dark, organic
silt. Dredging for the entrance channel and anchorage will necessi-
tate the removal of an additional 57,000 cubic yards of this material.
There will be some temporary increase in turbidity during construc-
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tion operations. This is not expected to interfere with the natural
ecology of the cove or be detrimental to other uses of the area. All
of the disturbed sediment will have settled out before lobster cars are
moored in the area.

The selection of location of a disposal site for the dredged material
will be made during the advance design stage. Site selection for dis-
posal of the dredged material will be coordinated with the appropriate
governmental (Federal and State) agencies. At this time, it appears
that the dredge material will have to be dis;})losed of in a deep water
offshore area. On or near shore disposal of this material appears un-
likely in the vicinity of Sawyer Cove.

Ardsley, N.Y. (Saw Mill River)

Location.— In Westchester County, north of New York City.

Ewisting project—Federal projects on the Saw Mill River are in
the planning stages at Chappaqua and Yonkers, New York, respec-
tively upstream and downstream of Ardsley. In Ardsley, New York
State realigned and widened portions of the Saw Mill River and con-
structed culverts and retaining walls. .

Needs.—Improvements are needed to alleviate frequent flooding at
Ardsley, where annual flood damages amount to $105,000.

Recommended plan of improvement—Along two reaches of the
Saw Mill River, consisting of 990 feet of channel improvement, a
740-feet levee, about 206 feet of floodwalls, a concrete flume, a still-
jifng. 1b:ztsin, ponding area, pumping plant, land fill, and miscellaneous

acilities.

Estimated costs (1976) price level) :

Federal $1, 500, 000
Non-Federal 300, 000
Total 1, 800, 000

Project economics (Interest rate of 615 percent) :

Federal Non-Federal Total

Annual charges:
lniomstx:nd amortization. ... 5. $96, 800 $19, 400 $116, 200
Maintenance and operation major replacements...... 7 2,300 2,300
Tobl, vo i) b bl S e minsas Pitenn- ol s dus 3 96, 800 21,700 118,500

s w2

Annual benefits : Damage prevention, $130,000.

Benefits-cost ratio: 1.1.

Environmental impact of recommended plan.—Overall, the project
will improve the environment and enhance the appearance of the area.
During construction, however, there would be some temporary loss of
fish and wildlife. The project will reduce the 1isk to human life and
safety, and will alleviate health hazards.

Remarks—The committee notes that Ardsley is subject to freguent
floods with average annual flood damages amounting to $105,000. Flood
protection works are urgently neededg. The Committee notes that the
State of New York desires consideration be giver to a modification at
the upper end of the recommended plan that would minimize adverse
environmental effects. While this modification, which was suggested by
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the Department of the Interior was found tolack economic justification
and local support during the original study, the Committes believes
it should be given further consideration during preconstruction plan-
ning studies to reflect then current conditions.

Delaware Riwver, Philadelphin, Pa. to Trenton, N.J.

Location: Philadelphia, Pa.

Ewisting project.—In this reach of the Delaware River, the existing
Federal project provides for a channel 400 feet wide and 40 feet deep.

Need—Continued efficient functioning of the existing project is
predicated on this improvement, which would allow navigation by
containerships. i

Recommended plan of improvement.—Modification of the existing
project to previde for maintenance of an increased channel width of
600 feet from Allegheny Avenue upstream for 5,600 feet, with a depth
of 36 feet, and construction and maintenance of a 1,300-foot diameter
turning basin at a depth of 36 feet.

Estimated cost (1976 price level) :

Federal . WL Lol 4 $594, 009
Non-Federal . b ottigp FPrigepass : rexl :
Total : 594, 000-

Projeat economiics : (Interest rate of 674 p,erceﬁt)

Federal  Non-Federal Total
i e < B sisall, - Sy b 18 !
Annual chyrges:
| awd amortization. . 3 $49, 000 =0 9
. MioRmmapee S 355,600
Total. ... = R L S e 299, 000 0 299, 000

Annual benefits : Transportation savings $4,160,000.

Benefit-cost ratio : 13.9—(14.5 at 614 percent).

LEnvirommental impagt of recommended plan.—~Such impacts would
be minimal or temporary, such as increased levels of turbidity and.
reduction of dissolved oxygen content during dredging operations.

Hay COreek, Schuylkill River Basin, Pa.

Location—Birdsbore is located at the confluence of Hay Creek and
the Schuylkill River in Berks County, Pennsylvania.

Ewisting projects.—Dikes for an industrial plant were built by the.
Department of the Navy in 1942. T'wo authorized flood control proj-
ects in the Schuylkill Basin, upstream of the Hay Creek confluence,.
have not been constructed yet. (Blue Marsh and Maiden Creek
Reservoirs). -

Need—Reduction of flood hazard and protection of an urban re-
newal project is desired. Flooding has oceurred about once every five
years during the last 70 years.

FPecommended plan of improvement.—Local flood protection for
Birdsboro, consisting of floodwalls, levees, channel and bridge modifi-
cations, and interior drainage works.

Estimated cost (1976 price level) :

Federal T % :
Non-Federal #h 3243,’ 888

Total 2, 070, 000
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Project economics (Interest rate of 614 pereent):

Loedadad g i) L] i - FOTOEIR 13

Federal  Nom-Federal Totak
o5 § v 3 T Ay Zire SRR ¥ Ty T i 4
Annual charges: v
Initerest andiamortbzstion. . .. - e - $106,000 $27, 000 $133, 000
Operation and maintenance. . _. bh §, 000 5, 000
1 7 A TSI RS SRR LRI TR 2 D N 5152 B - e o 106, 000 32,000 138, 000

Annual benefits—The project is integral to a HUD urban renewal
jeot.

A nefit-cost ratio—The project is justified as an integral part of
a HUD urban renewal project. i ;

Environmental impact of recommended plan—The environmental
factors that were comnsidered in formulatin% and evaluating the plans
of improvement recommended herein include land use, water quality,
fishery activities, aesthetics and the effects of eonstruction ‘activities.
The major benefit of the proposed plan is the greatly increased flood
protection. Redevelopment may occur in the protected areas since the
Borough of Birdsboro is in the process of preparing an application
for a ! ment of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) land
acquisition and redevelopment grant. The water quality and fishery
actlvities would be affected only during construction, when turbidity
is expaetéd to increase. The ﬂoogwalls and lévees may have an adverse
esthetic effect due to their height and close proximity to residences.

Richmond Filtration Plant,James River Basin,Va
Location—On the left bank of the James River at Richmond,

a.

Eaisting projects—There are no Federal projects but, some protec-
tion is offered by a concrete wall around the plant and by railroad
embankments.

Needs—Flood contrel measures are needed to prevent damage to
the City’s water filtration plant.

Recommended plan of wnprevemeni—Provide flood protection for
the existing wateér filtration plant by modifying and adding to the
existing walls around the plant. Concrete walls will total about 2,000
feet mnd will include gate closures to allow continued use of the James
River-Kanawha Canal.

Estimated cost (1976 price level) :

Federal $4, 617,000
Non-Federal o 103, 000
Total 4, 720, 000

Project economics (Interest rate of 57 percent) :

T e

Federal  Non-Federal Total

Annual charges: 1
Interest and m_. " " - - $220, 700 $4, 800 $225, 500
Maintenance L L EEEMIED CEEL 36, 000 36, 000
Total__ ., % 20,700 40,800 261, 500

AL akicid ol ad b, eyl 2 s it 5 )
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Annual benefits—+liosses prevented, $459,000.

Benefit-cost ratio—1.8 (1.7 at 614 percent at current values).

Environmental impact of recommended plan.—The project involves
little, if any disturbance of the natural environment. On the other
hand, the beneficial effects of a water supply for Richmond, protected
from flooding, are great. it

Remarks—The Committee notes that the Richmond Filtration Plant
is subject to floods throughout the year. In June 1972, it was flooded
and out of service for several days. Operation of the plant is critical
to the needs of about 390,000 people of Richmond who depend on it
for their only source of water supply. Its contamination during floods
is a threat to public health and welfare of the community. As a result,
protection works are urgently needed.

Virginia Beach Streams, Canal No. 2, Virginia Beach, Va.

Location—In the City of Virginia Beach, Virginia. The Canal Num-
ber 2 watershed has an area of about 37 square miles.

Existing project,—Five canals constructed by the Soil Conservation
Service 1n Virginia Beach when the area was predominantly
agricultural. i

Needs—To prevent extensive flood damages to existing develop-
ments,

Recommended plan of improvement.-—Improvement of 2.3 miles of

Canal Number 2 to 80-foot width and 8-foot depth; maintenance of
canal to present dimensions for 3.5 miles; modification to two bridges
and replacement of another; and implementation of flood plain
regulations.

Estimated cost (price level of 1976) :

Federal ; $1, 270, 000
Non-Federal 766, 000
Total 2, 036, 000

Project econemics (Interest rate of 574 percent) : '

Federal  Non-Federal Total
s oty PSRRI : o il 162,800 37,900 $100,700
a () 0 . Axihan g e T bt % ,

mﬁumm : 9, 000 9, 000

Total : : ; 62, 800 46, 900 109, 700
Annual benefits:

Flood damage réduction : e « $319, 300

Flood induced draimage. i 3452 2>l e 13, 000

Laced enhancementl s g el sy G fp —iis Ledmmatmuspiars 24, 000

Total - - . 356, 300

Benefit-cost ratio—1.3 (Same at 614 percent interest).

Environmental impact of recommended plan—Positive environ-
mental effects should outweigh negative effects by far. The former
consist of improvement of regional development and social well-being
i\-ndlthe latter would be wildlife habitat losses and destruction of wet-
ands.
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Fort Fisher and vicinity, N.C. . :

Loecation~—Fort Fisher, a State Historic Site, and National Historic
Landmark; is located in New Hanover County, approximately 18 miles
south of Wilmington, North Carolina. The study area.is comprised of
5 miles of deceanshore along the peninsula separating the lower Cape
Fear River from the Atlantic Ocean.

Existing project.—The State of North Carelina, and New Hanover
County, have on numerous ocecasions undertaken emergency actions
aimed at preventing further erosion of the Historic Site. Several struc-
tural improvements have been constructed including rubble-mound
groins and. revetments, and emergency sand fills. These emergenc
improvements have either been removed or severely damaged throug
erosion.

Beach erosion problems—The Historic Site is experiencing exten-
sive damage as a result of continuing ocean shoreline erosion. The Site
contains restored historic relics, a museum, nature trails, and picnic
areas. It constitutes the central feature of a large State complex which
includes a marine research and educational center new under construc-
tion, and a planned water-oriented recreation park, conservation areas,
and boating facilities. Because of the severe shoreline erosion rate,
there is a high potential for the total destruction of the Historic Site.

Recommended plan of improvement.—

@: A rubble revetment, approximately 2.000 feet in length along the
entire upland bluff fronting the Fort Fisher Historic Site,

b. the placement of an artificial beach fill; having a total length of
about 8,000 feet,

¢. and-a groin system, comprised of seven groins, to compartmental-
ize the artificial fill within the zene of erosion. The fill between groin
compartments would be maintained by a beach nourishment program.

Estimated cost (July 1974 price base) :

Federal $3, 878, 000
Noq-Federal 1, 662, 000
Total 5, 540, 000

Project economics (Interest rate of 574 percent and economic life-of
50 years) : °

Federal Non-Federal Total
Annual charges:
Maintenance (revetment). - boovevecse Bva ol o, o 0 $5, 000 $9, 000
Mainteriance (groins)____.._ vl ey 0 13, 000 13, 000
Beach nourishment________ $119, 000 51, 000 170, 000
Monitoring program...__.. 8, 000 4,000 12, 000
Interest and amortization __ 9 242, 000 103, 000 345, 000
Lo ) ek VB Sl Sl W e BT U o 2 B D Lr e 369,.000 176, 000 545, 000
Annual benefits:
Visitations $1, 030, 000
HighWway: proteefiond loaod To 3aa) L0060 70 dunda 3o onivan, - 5,000
Protection of site facjlities. . 1 se Lttty o Ll 8, 000
Land loss p¥evédtion._._. L Y 3, 000
Subtotal { : 1; 046, 000
Less future estimated site development, operation and main-
tenance —62, 000
Total 984, 000

T7-174—76——5
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Benefit-cost ratio.—The benefit-cost ratio is 1.8.

Environmental impact of recommended plan—In terms of the
study region, the recommended plan of protection would create a sig-
nificant long-term beneficial effect on cultural, educational, and social
considerations through the preservation of the Fort Fisher Historic
Site and its related facilities for use by the public. Locally, the plan
would significantly improve long-term environmental conditions by
preventing further land deterioration. Additionally, the plan would
provide for significant long-term environmental enhancement by ob-
taining beach fill in a manner which would lead to an increase in the
tidal exchange between the ocean and local estuary, thereby improv-
ing the local estuarine water quality and fisheries resources. Other
local and long-term; beneficial effects of the plan of improvement are
the protection of the public investment in the facilities at the Historic
Site and the maintenance of an interesting leisure activity available to
tourists visiting the nearby resort communities. A minor long-term
beneficial effect, associated with the plan’s groin structures, would be
the attraction of game fish.

Adverse effects are also associated with the recommended plan of
protection, but these are primarily of short duration and of enly mod-
erate to minor intensity. Specifically, the plan would create undesir-
able noise and visual appearance related to actual construction which
is estimated to require 2 years for completion. Additionally, the plan
would have short-term adverse impacts of moderate intensity on life-
forms within the zone of fill material acquisition and along the beach
strand on which the fill would be placed. These effects would exist dur-
ing initial fill placement and subsequent nourishment operations. The
recommended plan would also have minor adverse effects of long-term
duration on those who prefer not to see groin structures in the surf
zone.

Jekyll Island, Ga.

Lgcation.—Jekyll Island is located in Glynn County, approximately
7 miles southeast of Brunswick, Georgia.

Ewisting projects.—A rubblemound seawall 4,240 feet long was au-
thorized and funded by the Office of Emergency Planning and con-
structed by the Corps of Engineers after hurricane damage in 1964.
Since 1964, the Jekyll Island State Park Authority has constructed a
total of about 14,485 feet. of rubblemound seawall.

Needs.—Erosion along the Atlantic Ocean has resulted in loss of
shoreline, protective dunes, seawalls, and recreational beach, and is
endangering public facilities. Protection from: the damaging effects
of hurricane is also needed.

Recommended plan of improvement—The proposed plan would
provide for restoration, stabilization, and periodic nourishment of the
Jekyll Island Beach which fronts on the Atlantic Ocean. The project
would include the following elements :

a. Restoration of about 27,000 feet of beach beginning at the north-
ern end of the island and extending along the ocean shore in a south-
erly direction. The restored beach would have a level berm 75 feet
wide and then sloping to intersect the ocean floor.
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5. A 1,000-foot-long rubblemound groin would be constructed at the
northern end of the beach restoration area to prevent an excessive
amount of sand from spilling into the channel to the north.

¢. Periodic nourishment would be provided to maintain the re-
stored beach to project dimensions.

Estimated cost (January 1974 price base) :

Federal $2, 628, 000
Non-Federal i L4 1, 767, 000
Total . 4, 395, 00(;

- r

Project economics (Interest rate of 574 percent and economic life of
50 years) :

Federal  Non-Federat Total
. -
Annual charges:

Interest and Amrortfestion.._____4J)._________.____. . .. w.da 164,000 $110, 090 $274, 000
Maintenance and operation ....._... =< I 121, 000 82, 000 203, 000
Total._.. P - T8 Py I STy LR T W 2 YT 285, 000 192, 000 477, 000
- S Aol A ddeia

Annual benefits:
Erosion control ... ; $119, 000

Recreation :
General hather_ ____ i S Lt T SR o R S 1, 807, 000
Nonbather 8 L S 4 769, 000
Areg redevelopment ._ . b 2, 37, 000
Total 2 : 2, 732, 000

Benefit-cost ratio.—The B/C ratio is 5.7 with non-bathers benefits
and 4.1 without non-bather benefits, uging an interest rate of 57
percent. '

Environmental impact of recommendéd plon—Without a project
the Jekyll Island shoreline would continue to erode. Since 1856, about
900 feet have eroded from the nerthern tip of the island. Studies indi-
cate that the northerly 27,000 feet is éceding at an averaged rate of
4.2 feet per year. A 3,700 segment of this ares ¥s receding at an average
rate of 8 feet per year. Completion of the project will assume restora-
tion and protection of the beach throughout the life of the project. The
immediate recreational impact would be the continued development
and maintenance of the existing resources by the Park Authority with
the assurance that the eroding segments of the beach will be contained.
The restoration will increase the available beach from its present
capacity of 15,200 bathers per day to 64,000 per day while reducing
the density of recreational users by distribiting their activities over a
broader area. The increased visitations will stimulate an increase in all
types of tourist accommodations throughoat Glynn Céunty. This large
increase in tourist activities could have adverse environmental impacts
on the area unless adéquate public recreational and sanitation facilities
are provided. Effective management and administration will be re-
quired to lessen the possibilities of haphazard development and
associated advetse impacts. No known endangered species of biota will
be adversely affec 7 the project. During construction and subse-
quent future beach nourishment, some plankton and benthic com-
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munities will be destroyed at both the borrow site and beach restora-
tion area. Water turbidity increases during periods of dredging but
will not have significant effects on the aquatic biota because the rapid
settling of the agitated sediments and the immediate dispersion of the
plunr_xe. Beach restoration activities will be scheduled to prevent dis-
ruption of the resting areas of the logger-head sea turtles. The com-
Ppleted project will provide additional resting habital for these giant
sea turtles. No known historical or archeological artifacts are present
n the borrow sites or beach nourishment area ; however, a magnetom-
wter and peretrating sonar survey investigation will be eonducted
‘prior to construction. A careful review was made of the possibility of
‘the proposed borrow material containing pollutants in view of prior
reports that significant pollutants were present in the Brunswick
River. An analysis of sediment samples taken near the proposed borrow
-area indicated that the sediments should meet minimum standards
for use as recreational beach fill; however additional samples will be
#aken during subsequent detailed studies.

Ponce Harbor, Puerto Rico

Location—Ponce Harbor is an open bay about midway on the south
coast of the Island of Puerto Rico. The municipality of Ponce, the sec-
ond largest city in the island, is an industrial, educational, and eom-
mercial center serving a tributary area of about 900 square miles com-
posed of 18 municipalities. ;

Ewisting and authorized projects.—The existing improvements for
Ponce Harbor consist of a seawall 362 feet long extending nerthwest-
erly across the rock reef near the landward end of the municipal pier.
Construction of a breakwater extending from Carenero Point is also
authorized and local interests have provided a portion between the
mainland and the Ponce Yacht Club. The project also provides for the
dredging of 3 contiguous areas. A portion of a 30 foot area immediately
north of the municipal bulkhead was completed and the remainder was
dredged irregularly to project depths and referred to as a maneuvering
area. Work remaining to be done consists of completing this 30-foot
maneuvering area; dredging an adjacent 18 foot area, and a 30-foot
area serving the municipal pier; and a completipn of the breakwater
extending southwesterly from Carenero Point.

Needs—Improvements at Ponce Harbor are needed to allow larger
vessels to use the harbor and to provide service to an additional area
being developed for industrial activities.

Recommended plan of improvement.—After a thorough analysis
and evaluation of various alternatives, including those requested by
local interests, a plan was recommended to construct a 2.8 mile main
channel, 600 feet wide, from the Caribbean Sea to the port, a 400-foot
wide channel into the harbor, and an irregular-shaped turning basin
with a 950-foot turning diameter adjacent to the municipal bulkhead,
all to a depth of 36 feet. The proposed plan recommends that the exist-
ing 18-foot project and the 30-foot project outside the proposed 36-foot
‘project area adjacent to the municipal bulkhead be deauthorized.

- Economies of the selected plan—(50-year economic life, an interest
rate of 574 percent, and March 1974 prices).
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ESTIMATED COSTS
1$1,000, 524 percent and 50 yr) ¢

< + s ¢ e 5 g 2 ™
Federal  Non-Federal Total
First costs:

: Construction SRl OE RS L B SISl $3, 160 $410 $3, 590
TR T S S SN GRS SMSEER IS SIS TR SR S LY R AT ) PN
Tobsl ont. DU _Sianleiintay o F 000 3, 160 430 3, 59¢

Annual costs:
Operation and maintenance. .... P ed A 3 14 17
ln%:rest and amortization..._... i i b 197 27 228
Tatal R et e 200 41 241
3,049

Annual heaefits da L, 000). ..o oncnnn

1 Use of projected October 1976 price levels results int total initial cost of $4,489,000, of which §3,940,000 is Federal.
The average annual cost is $304,000, and the benefit-cost ratio is 11.8, based on the current interest rate.

Note: Benefit-cost ratio—12.6.

Envirowmental impact of recommended plam—Implementation of
the recommended plan would result in the environmental disturbances
inherent in the dredging and disposal of 1,043,000 cubic yards of mate-
rial. These include the destruction of benthic organisms in the dredg-
ing and disposal areas. However, these organisms schould reestablish
themselves upon completion of the construction and disposal opera-
tions. In addition, temporary degradation of water quality will occur
from the increased turbidity in the dredging and disposal areas, but
the loading area will be inclosed by a silt barrier to reduce this degra-
dation during the excavation and loading process. Another adverse
effect is related to the relocation of approximately 1000 persons to
accommodate future plans for expansion of port facilities. Subsidized
modern housing will be made available for these people improving
their living conditions, but the relocation will create some adverse dis-
ruptions. Expansion of the port facilities and the increased use of the
port will also increase the risk of harbor pollution from oil spills and
discharge of vessel wastes. In addition, economic development spurred
by port growth will create pollution sources as well as increased pres-
sure for urbanization and industrial use of the small amount of remain-
ing bioligically productive marshland. However, the growth and in-
dustrialization of the Ponee area is expected to continue under Com-
monwealth sponsorship with or without the port project.

Fairport Harbor, Ohio

Location~—Fairport Harbor, Ohio is located on the south shore of
Lake Erie at the mouth of the Grand River, about 33 miles east of
Cleveland.

Ewxisting projects—Extensive modifications have been made at Fair-
port Harbor in the interest of commercial navigation. Controlling
depths are 25 feet in the outer harbor, 23 and 21 feet in the inner har-
bor, 18 feet in the turning basin, and 8 feet at the upstream end of the
channel. Further improvements were authorized by the River and
Harbor Act of 1960, but are in an inactive status due to lack of local
assurances.

Problems and needs.—There is a lack of suitable permanent mooring
facilities to meet the demand. The existing facilities on Grand River
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are susceptible to damage from floodflows. The increase in 1l
cruisers and sailing craft has prompted th e
at ;Ebout 15-%2} intervals on t}I:e Grgat Lakzsr.leed (6 L EOR Al el

Recomme plan of improvement.—The proposed plan 1 -
vide for a 360-foot long detached breakwa.terl,) paﬁ‘a]lellzo anwlm214((i) If):;::t:
ﬁast of the United States East Pier; a 1,060-foot long north inner
Ereakwgter, extending east from the outer end of the United States
3 ast Pier; an approach channel 100 feet wide, about 400 feet long 8
68(13’2 ge?i};é ;np%—s}ﬁlgl)ed ((110013 channel 10}(3 feet wide, 1,590 feet long and

rallel and adjacent to t K >

devglopmen’t of pier fishing fgmcilities. PR ARG
Estimated cost (July 1975 price levels) :

e L S wn
Total papa] 3, 044, 000

* Excludes $20,000 for aids to navigation.

ye:’rrs'gy_fqt economics (Interest rate of 614% and projéct life of 50

B e “ - S Federal  Non-Federal ‘ Total

Anm;ll‘chart:na " o ; I
nterest an tization. ___

L —————. - S ¥ 208 30

Total. . _ 3 y : '

> otal T e T e ot 103, 400 112, 000 215, 400

Annual benefits: oty i pida

reational navigation____________
Recreational Sy onoo- oot bl L s
Total ., Aol 5 4 i : 350, 900
{ Ts TLY"YT - b e 4 ¢ ]

geniﬁtf-cdst ratio: 1:6.. 4
nvironmental impacs—Construction of the proposed lan of im-
‘Provement will create temporary adverse eﬁ'ects,li)ncﬁldingglgiseodf;glt,
‘traflic, and turbidity in the harbor. Approximately 2.7 acres of bottom
‘habitat will be permanently lost, and use of an 800-foot section of
‘beach will be preempted. Develogment of the shoreline with'backup
facilities for the small boat harbor will result in the loss of green
;space and the alteration of existing parklands.

The proposed small boat harbor facility would provide a harbor
-of refuge for small craft during periods of inclement, weather. Sport
fishing facilities would be materially improved. The social well-being
of the community would also be improved through the stimulation of
the local economy and the creation of additional employment,
Saylg;mﬁ% Lake, Des Moines River, I owa—Proposed project modifi-

Location—Saylorville Dam is located on the Des Moj i
213.7 miles above the mouth and i otk
fr«:im I])Les g S0 ek nd approximately five miles upstream

uthority—The project was authorized by the Flood C

of 1958, Public Law 85-500. This special re};)ort recomme(});(lfsmmodl A?-;
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fications to the project authorization in order to minimize adverse
project impacts on es State Park, Towa.

wisting project.—The Saylorville Lake project is now under con-
struction. A permanent lake will be created which will extend about
17 miles above the dam. The Lake will cover 5,400 acres and will
provide a majot public recreational lake in central Towa.

Flood pro;;lem.—-Concem, which includes a lawsuit, has been
expressed over the adverse project impact on Ledges State Park. The
park is a picturesque and popular area located partly within the reser-
voir and will be subject to inundation at moderate to high flood control
pool elevations,

Recommended 'plan of tmprovement —Tt is prUS)oeed that the Say-
lorville Lake Project be completed to include: (1) & maximum flood
pool at elevation 890 as previously proposed; (2) a conservation pool
at elevation 833 as previously prop ; (8) an increase of the mini-
mum reservoir flood release from 8,000 c.f.s. to 12,000 e.f., (4) the
acquisition of a floodway corridor along the Des Moines River from
the Sayloryille Dam downstream to 6th Avenue in the city of Des
Moines; and (5) the implementation of a vegetative management plan
for ILedges State Park, consisting of (a) relocation of affected man-
made facilities, (b) végetative management of affected areas, and (c)
purchase and disposal by transfer of réal estate.

Estimated cost (May 1974 price level) :

Plan fizst costs: -
Federal: ~ _
- Vebetative man. prog 1 ,s‘};goo, 000
Floodway eorrtor. .- .. T e~ 3, 875,000
T s Y DE T o S S Al S 425, 000
O R T R i e e 5, 900, 000
Project economics (Interest rate of 614 percent).
Annual benefits for floodway corridor—recreation : $178,000,
Annual costs for ﬂoodwa_v7 corridor recreation :
Operation and maintenanee___. - $50, 000
Interest and amortization srpnnas 61, 000
Totat —-zzaocs S e L - ol ~»p 111, 000

Benefit cost ratio for floodway corridor recreation : 1.6.

Local cooperation—Prior to implementation of these modifications,
local interests furnish assurance that they will:

(1) Bear one-half of the cost for lands and facilities needed only for
recreation in the flood way-recreation corridor, such amount presently
estimated at $425,000 ;

« (2¥ Bear all costs of operation, maintenance, and replacement of
corridor recreation facilitiesjsuch average annual amount presently
estimated at $50,000;

(8) Convey to the United States at no cost all lands and interest in
Ledges State Park and State Game Farm lands held by the State of
Towa that are needed for project purposes;

(4) Utilize the lands conveyed by the United States to the State of
Towa solely for park-related, pucposes; and
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.(8) Undertake a vegetative management program on park lands
within the reservoir area with funds provided by the United States for
that purpose.
lTowa and Cedar Rivers, lowa and M inmesota, at Evansdale, Iowa

Location.—Evansdele is located on the Cedar River in northwest
Towa, approximately 85 miles northeast of Des Moines and 90 miles
west of Dubuque.

Ewisting projects.—There are a number of Federal and non-Federal
flood control improvements in the Iowa and Cedar Rivers basin. How-
ever, the only existing improvement pertinent to the proposed Evans-
dale projeet is a local protection project on the Cedar River at Water-
loo. This project, now under constructian, consists of levees; floodwalls,
ﬁl_lmpmg plants, and closure structures on both sides of the Cedar

wver and Black Hawk Creek. The proposed project at Evansdale will

tlepnglthe Wflﬁlerloo levee project.

rodlems.—Almost all of Evansdale is situated on flood plain land.
Flooding on the Cedar River and Elk Run Creek occurs Es a result
of spring rains coupled with snow and ice melt, or from intense pre-
c1&1?ta,t10n during %1Zr£mer thunderstorms. '

ecommended, n of Development.—Constructio
levee system to provide 100-year flood protection. Hom, R 28tk

Estimated cost (July 1975 price levels) :

Federal
Non-Federal g L F ﬁ, %
'1‘.ota1 ________ i T 2, 528, 000
Project economics (Interest rate of 614 percent) :
000 ; . . Federal NEdel: TO;I
Aam;alclnuu: ’ AL 5% 3 1
m‘imw’” PR L S St & IR R sw'w? sl%ggg mg’%
™ ,mi'_i, e 145, 600 20,900 166, 500
Annual benefits: £ ¢ )
Flood damage reduction
Existing coridffona.__--- - - _------ e o ?%’ 338)
T A N TR T T (48, 200)
i G T AR AR S S R | 4T

Environmental Impact.—The proposed levees would traverse culti-
vated fields, open and wooded pasture, and some residential area, Some
wildlife habitat would be lost, and some cultural features such as
streeétes anlc)l resflde%z:s would ge affected. In some reaches a leves would
create a barrier between urban area and naturally wooded b
land, improving wildlife habitat. 052 30 1 ottonf

Petit Anse, Tigre and Carlin Bayous, Louisiana

Location.—The channels under consideration are located in Iberis
Parish, north and south of Delcambre in the coastal area of soutlﬁ-.lll’}
ce%tral Louisiana. ‘

wisting project.—The existing Federal project provides a channel
9 feet deop and 80 feet wide, in Bayou Petit Anse from the Gulf ot
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coastal Waterway (GIWW) to the north end of Avery Island, a
distance of 6.1 miles; a channel, 9 feet deep and 80 feet wide, in Bayou
Carlin from Bayou Petit Anse to Lake Peigneur, a distance of 7.6
miles; a channel, 7 feet deep and 60 feet wide, in Avery Canal from the
GIWW to Vermillion Bay, a distance of 2.7 miles; and a mooring area
in Bayou Carlin below Delcambre. The mooring area has a length of
about 1300 feet, a width varying from about 125 feet to 200 feet, and
a depth of 9 feet.

Needs—Existing channel and bridge dimensions are inadequate to
accommodate use of wider barges and multiple barge tows now operat-
ing on the inland waterway system. :

- Recommended plan of improvement—The plan of improvement
involves : replacement of a railroad bridge at Delcambre ; enlargement
of Bayou Petit Anse from the Avery Island salt mine canal to the
GIWW ; and enlargement of Bayou Carlin from its head at Lake
Peigneur to Bayou Petit Anse. Channel dimensions would be 12 feet
deep and 125 feet wide except through the developed area of Delcambre
where the width will be reduced to 80 feet.

Estimated cost (Price level of July 1974) :

Federal $1, 809, 000
Non-Federal 1, 260, 000
Total 3, 069, 000
Project economic (Interest rate of 5% %) :
Federal Non-Federal Total
Animiat-chatges?
amortization_. _. : 112, 000 79, 000 191, 000
‘m:l:; o . 19, 000 ¥ 6, 000 4 25, 000
1 : . . 131, 000 85, 000 216, 000
Annual benefits
Transportation $248, 100
Damages pfevented. ..ol . 4 Sl 8, 400
‘Area redevélagpment ... ... i ' 4, 900
Total 261, 400

Benefit cost ratio: 1.2.

Environmental impact.—~Implementation of the proposed action
will reduce navigation hazards and will enable larger and deeper draft
tows and shrimp boats to use the project channels. The major natural
environmental impacts stem from dredging of approximately 1,200,
000 cubic yards of material. The dredging will affect the bottom of the
stream and the placement of spoil will convert some marsh area and
agricultural pastureland to brush-covered spoil area. The project will
require approximately 500 acres of marsh area and 400 acres of agri-
cultural pastureland for spoil-disposal areas in addition to the existing
1,000-acre spoil area. The existing vegetation will initially be replacea
with bare spoil material. Revegetation will be accomplished during the
first growing season following construction. Natural succession will
then proceeg. The planned interval for maintenance dredging (5

ears) will allow a brushy plant community to prevail on spoil areas.
onstruction will cause a temporary increase in turbidity and a dis-
placement of existing bottom micro-organisms forming the lower
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2
trophic levels of the food chain of a%uatic life of the streams. No oppo-
sition was expressed By those in the immediate project area. Some
opposition to the spoil disposal area requirement was expressed by
environmental groups.

Flathegld and Clark Fork River Basins (Flathead River near Kalis-
pell)

Location—The recommended project is located on the Flathead
River between Columbia Falls and Flathead Lake, Montana. The proj-
ect would reduce flooding in Evergreen and Days Acres communities
adjacent to Kalispell in Flathead County, Montana.

Ewisting projects.—Federal : Hungry Horse Dam, & multiple pur-
pose storage project constructed and operated by the Bureau of Recla-
mation, was placed in service in 1952. It has four generator units with
a total capacity of 285 MW (nameplate rating) and a gress head ot
477 feet. ’F:al storage capacitly s 3,468,000 acre-feet, including 2.982,-
000 acre-meet for flood control with bank storage estimated at 179,000
acre-;eet the total estimated effective flood control storage is 3,161,000
acre-feet.

Non-Federal : A number of locally owned small fvees bank protec-
tion struetures and miscellaneous works along the upper Flathead
River prevent stream meandering and protect farmlan agains fre-
quent flooding, but do not prevent inundation by large floods.

Kerr Dam constructed and operated by Montana Power Company
provides flood control storage under rules prescribed by the Federal
Power Commission, The project placed in service in 1939, has a capac-
itgr at 168 MW (nameplate rating) and operates under a gross head
of 119 ft. Usable available storage is 1,209,000 acre-feet in Flathead,
Lake. Two other projects provide flood centrol in the basin and are
of significance te this stady—Hungry Horse Dam and Reservoir on
the South Fork, and Kerr Dam on Flathead downstream from Flat-
head Lake.

Needs.—Flood damage reduction is a major water resource need in
the upper Flathead valley between Columbis Falls and Flathead
Lake, Montana where nearly 24,000 acres were inundated im 1964,
However, this rare flood does not provide a practical base for need
determination. Based on 100-year flood as a guide, about 16,700 acres
are subject to flooding in the upper Flathead valley and in need of
measures to reduce flood damage. The need is for protecting existing
development, particularly on about 200 acres of urban development
and safeguarding future development against flood damages.

Recommend plan of improvément.~—The flood damage: rediction
plan recommended in the survey report calls for structural measures
to protect the Evergreen and Days Acres communities, The' project
for the Evergreen area would include a setback leves and a pumping
Elant to pass Spring Creek discharges when the Flathead River 1s at

ood stage. Flap gates would be installed on existing culverts through
Willow Glenn Drive embankment to protect Days Acres: The flood
plain in unprotected areas would be managed by local and state gov-
ernments through development regulations. Local interests would be
required, as part of the Federal project, to provide rights-of-way, road
alterations, and any other reldcations caused by project éonstriction.
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AVERAGE 1975 PRICES

Estimated cost:

Federal cost: { q 580, 000
e Evergreen levee, including culverts and gai;es e - $i, 5%

Pumping plan and bypass WOFKf-——-p——-—o-ooooooooo oo 5 4: <4
Days Acres flood gates - T 268 000
Engineering and design o gt
Supervision and administration
horization
T(;ttauldf)ederal cost (excludingr $1f0,000 for preautho it v
Non-Federal cost: 47, 000
Roads y . - - 39,000
Lands, easements, and rights-pf-way i 4
Engineering and administration
s 98, 000
Total non-Federal cost Ay st o o At bt o

2o- 3,015,000

Total estimated eosfs. e v

Project economics— (6% percent interest, 1975 prices and 100-year siudy period)

Future conditions
(100-years, 1980—-2080)

p nnual project benefits :

Avf:r J?lgoeog prevelll)tign and reduction of flood proofing costS_—__—____ $4§£§, %88

Area redevelopment?* A
480, 300

Total e y
Investment COSES. - —vyaiosrmm L L e 3, 015, 000
Federal  Non-Federal Totak
A | costs: 28 ) ) %
L E L L T I |-
peration and matriteance.., ... . .2l :
1 S e e S s : 179, 900 12,000 191,000

Benefit-cost ratio—~2.51. :

Enm'fonmental impact @t propased, graject,—The recommended plin
would have beneficial or minimal adverse environmental effects. The
flood plain zoning portion of the plan would have beneficial impacts
by controlling future development. Levee construction would adversely
impact the environment, but these impacts would be minimized by
locating the levee well back from the river. The pumping plant on
Spring Creek could provide a possible barrier to fish passage. How-
ever, coordination with State and Federal fish and wildlife agencies
during preconstruction planning should result in adeqyate provision
for fish passage. Development could be induced in the Evergreen area
regulting in additional septie tank construction. Consequently, further
degradation of water quality in underlying aquifer and, in Spring
Creek could occur. However, more intensive development, together
with Federal and State water pollution abatement laws, should spur
construction of sewage collection and treatment facilities which would
eliminate septic tank pollution.

Bear River, California .

Location—In north-central California, from the Sierra Nevada
foothills to the confluence of the Bear and Feather Rivers in the Sacra-
mento Valley. "
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Ewisting projects.—Existing flood control improvements affecting
the lower Bear River area are the Feather River and Bear River levee
_:systemg, both part of the Sacramento River Flood Control Project, and
two existing and one authorized multiple-purpose reservoirs on up-
stream Feather and Yuba Rivers. Reservoir storage is also provided
by three upstream reservoirs on Bear River, which are used for irriga-
gation, hydroelectric power, and recreation. Flowage easements for
flood plain management are held by the State of California on approx-
imately 8,800 acres of agricultural land in the Plumas Lake area.

The existing upstream reservoirs, Oroville and New Bullards Bar.
the authorized Marysville Lake (when constructed), and the Bear
Sflliévesrflevee fisysz(tlem p!t';ol‘:ld(? flood.f protection against Bear River flood-
flows for a flood event having a frequency of
1n1177 y;ars e g a frequency of occurrence of about once

NVeeds.—Damage from flooding in the Plumas Lake, Li
Olivehurst areas is usually caused by a combination of Bégg aR?éﬁ
backwater and local inflow that ponds in the Plumas Lake area until
Bear River stages recede. The area is not protected by levees, and some
flooding can be experienced on a yearly basis. Flooding in the Plumas
Lake area also restricts the discharge of runoff from the Linda and
OhvehuUrslls urbar(x)t areas, which compounds flood problems in those
areas. Unless protective measures are taken, f : :
da}gxages wi%a,ﬁount B en, future average annual
 Recommended plan of improvement.—The recommended plan f
solution of flood problems in the Linda and Oli iFtheleves
an}iv tion of Hood probler a and Olivehurst area is the levee

stimated cost—Using October 1975 prices, the estimate of first
for the project is $5,730,000, including {"),695,’000 for the ﬂ(‘))od con::(s}tlt
features and $35,000 for the trail-based recreation features. The Fed-
eral cost is estimated at $3,010,000 and the non-Federal cost at $2,720,-
(;(z()t, }:vhtl.ch mt;fludes a $20,000 cash contribution l‘)% non-Federal interests
i i?ci e1Sr‘ne of construction for their share of the cost of recreational

Project economics.—Interest rate, 614 percent.

Federal Non-Federal T;tal

Am;aluih: En . .—7 T 451, g
- e $185, 500 $165, 400 $350, 900

R LR v e 500 500 - :
" e L O P A & 0 45,100 4;1%
kg_forlalu;i......m et e i 186, 000 211,000 397, 000
Annual b BT

FL00@ | COMIPOacs iocosrnll) sttt tinisn B_M e

:Jl:ecreation ’ 0L T Gl i LT $3!1)g’ggg

rea rédévelopment. . SO :
_elbp en : . 49, 000

Total -

wanl : - was 461,000

gen;l fit-cost ratio.—1.2.

ocal cooperation—In addition to the normal conditions of local
cooperation, local interests are required to make cash contr;lbut?ionoggll'
that portion of the cost of recreational facilities, presently estimated at
$20,000, which, when added to the cost of recreation lands, would
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amount to 50 percent of the total first cost of the recreation lands and
recreation facilities.

Enwironmental smpact of the proposed project.—The recommended
plan will involve loss of about 500 lineal feet (about one acre) of nat-
ural stream section and natural vegetation. The prepared channel
would be unlined with selective planting for wildlife and aesthetic pur-

oses to alleviate the visual impact of the channels. The construction
of the levees would have some adverse visual impact.

K ahoma Stream 5 4
Project name—XKahoma Stream, Lahaina, Maui, Hawaii.
Location~—Lahaina, Maui, Hawaii.

Authority—Section 208 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Pub-
lic Law 86645, 86th Congress).

Ezisting project—None. 2 b .

Needs—Study area primary need is relief from periodic flooding.

Recommended, plan—The recommended plan provides for concrete-
lined trapezoidal channel from the mouth to the Kelawea residential
area. The channel alignment would approximate the existing stream
alignment between the mouth and the Honoapoiilai Highway, but
would be realigned through a natural swale upstream of the highway.

Low earth berms would %e constructed along the streambanks as re-

uired by topography. The bridges at Front Street, Honoapiilani

%Iighway and the Cane Haul Road would be reconstructed to accom-
modate the design flood. Other features of this plan include a revetted
outlet ot the stream mouth. a diversion levee at the upstream end of the
concrete channel to guide flows into the new channel, a rock sill to trap
debris and bedload sediments, and a debris basin to prevent boulders
and debris from entering the improved channel.

Oost.—The estimated cost for this single purposes flood control
project is summarized below:

Federal ¢off-.. - ; Lol sttt i $3, 210, 000
Non-Federal eost____—. gl .0 43 . . 1,510,000
Total project first cost. - & 4, 720, 000

Project economics—The average annual benefits computed for this
project using an economic life of 50 years and an interest rate of 614
percent are summarized as follows:

Flood damage reduction (existing development) $236, 000
Location befiefits. . 191, 000
Total benedits. - 4217, 000

Based on an estimated project first cost of $4,720,000, the average

annual charges based on an economic life of 50 years and an interest
rate of 614 percent are as follows:

Interest and amortization : $305, 000
Operation and maintenance . . ; 15, 000.
Total average annual eosts. 5 Sk 320, 000.0

The resultant benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.3.

Environmental impact of the proposed project—Among the signif-:
;cant impacts is the reduction of serious flooding and damages to resi--
dences, businesses, and agricultural crops. The combination of the:
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proposed project with an active land treatment program to be devel-

oped by other governmental agencies in an independent, coordinated

effort should result in an overall reduction of sediment transport to

f)he.sea and a comprehensive flood contrel program for the drainage
asin.

By removing 13 acres of land from agricultural use, the realignment
of the streambed will adversely affect the agricultural productivity of
the adjacent lands for the near future, although the protection pro-
vided 1s consistent with the future residential uses envisioned by the
Lahaina Central Plan. The adverse effects of the construction period
are expected to be of a significant, but temporary nature, and measures
to minimize their impacts will be specified. Adverse effects associated
with channelization include stream temperature increases and loss of
vegetation and wildlife habitat within and along the stream.

Wears Creeke, Jefferson City, Mo.

Location—The project encompasses the lower flood plain of Wears
Creek within Jefferson City from U.S. Highway No. 54 to the Mis-
souri River. This area is also within the boundaries of the approved
Progress Urban Renewal Project which is administered by the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development (DHUD).

Lwisting projects—The only authorized Corps of Engineers flood
control project in this area is a levee along the Missouri %iver on the
opposite bank from Jefferson City. It has not been constructed and is
currently in the inactive status. DHUD has been closely involved in ef-
forts to 1mprove and renew Jefferson City through urban renewal pro-
grams, including the lower Wears Creek flood plain. The first of thege,
Campus View Urban Renewal Project, was completed in August 1973.
A second major project, Progress Urban Renewal Project, was origi-
nally planned to result in renewal of selected sites throughout t§1l
¢entral city with some improvements planned in the vicinity of the
Wears Creek flood plain. However, in April 1973 this project was ex-

anded to include the total clearing and redevelopment of the Capitol
est Area, which includes a large part of the area to be protected by
the potential improvements. Implementation of this renewal project
is contingent upon the installation of flood control improvements.
Local interests have installed a box culvert in the lower reach of East
Branch, made minor channel modifi ations, and constructed floodwalls
to provide protection from minor Eoods. In addition, local property
owners have undertaken small protection projects on their own, but in
some cases these structures have further encroached upon the:eligtnnel.

Needs.~-As a result of frequent flooding over much of the project
area, the entire flood plain is largely one of impending blight and de-
tracts from the surrounding ﬁoog free area, including the State Capi-
tol. Development is limited to relatively low value pro el;tieﬂs with in-
adequate maintenance and rehabilitation. As a resui)t, i‘i:'srai'e% which
contains the last remaining parcels of underdeveloped land in close
proximity to the State Capitol and should hdve 4 high development
potential, is in a steady rate of dectine. To impreve the area, local in-
terests have propésed an urban renewal project but redevelopment in
the flood plain is not possible without relief from flooding conditions.
Therefore, relief from the flood problem must be obtained prior to the
implementation of a redevelopment plan.,
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commended plan of improvement.—~The Digtrict Engineer in-

vels?tigabed -varioug) methofds providing flood control and determined
that a closed conduit for Wears Creek and its tributaries, to convey
the 100-year flood through the area, combined with filling the lower
flood plain, would be the only alternative which would meet the goals
of the redevelopment project while providing an acceptable degree Ef
flood protegtion. The conduit would start at the United States high-
way No. 54 crossing and proceed directly to the Missouri River. Filling
of the flood plain would raise one area, located between the Missourl
River and the expressway, to a level above the standard project flood
(SPF) occurring from either Wears Creek or the Missour1 River; and
another area, located south of the expressway, would be filled to a level
above the 100-year flood occurring from either type of flooding. The
fill material would be dredged from the Missouri River. -

E'stimated cost.—Based on July 1976 price levels, the District Engi-
neer estimates the total first cost of the proposed improvements, to
$37,013,000, of which $29,160,000 would be a Federal construction cos‘i'.
under the responsibility of the Corps of Engineers, $7,262,000 woul
be a Federal cost provided by DHUD as part of the urban renewal
plan, and $591,000 would be provided by local interests.

Project economics :

R TeIN

Federal

Investment Corps Other  Non-Federal Total

fity wp g i i ¥ Pyl y

i : oy \$29, 160, §7,2682, 000 $37, 013, 000

Trehest o kbt 55 Bk P ey Ve o 2 5 0o

Amortization G0 yr).___________. S 89,000 © 22,0 '%. %g o
Operation and maintenance_.._..___ 5 T o s B D T g )

Total annual cost 1, 948, 000 485, 000 42, 000 2, 475, 000

i o e o

raditional methods of economic justification were not applied spe-
c‘i{'irca%gr to the recommended improvements. However, DHUD finds
that the propésed flood protection plan is an essential and necessary
element of the overall urban plan and the only viable solution to the
‘flood control problem along Wears Creek within Jefferson City, Miss-
ouri. DHUD further finds that the overall urban plan, urban renewal
and flood centrol, is economically justified.

Environmental impact of proposed project—The selected’ plan
‘would provide flood protection te about 120 acres of land adjacent
to the State Capitol and the existing business district. Removal of flood
threat would result in an immediate change of Tand use to a higher,
more intensively developed area, The redevelopment would be planned
in accordance with a proposed. urban renewal project for Jefferson
City. There would be & displacement of about 173 families and 49
individuals, involving 182 homes. There would be an enhancement
of the geéneral appearance of the Capitol complex and the core of
Jefferson City by the elimination of a blighted condition. There would
be some displacement or elimination of fish and wildlife as a result

of destruction of habitat. ‘

i
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GRAND ISLE AND VICINITY, LOUISIANA

Location—The protective works will be Gr : i
Palf;:lsh’t along the Gulf coast of Louisana. R Ay
wusting project.—At present the only Federal proiect i
protection structure to protect the Coast (y}uard Statli)on]on tf; Zazltlgrlx
end of the island. Federal funds were used for restoration projects
after the 1965 hurricane. Local interests have constructed many jetties
and groins and provided beach replenishment, however, they have
generally been insufficient to resist hurricane force, the 1971 jetty
constructed by the State of Louisiana will be incorporated into the
proposed project.
eeds.—Protection on the gulf side is needed to dissipate the force
of hurricane waves and to control beach erosion.
Re'commendetg plan of improvement.—The recommended plan would
rovide protection from beach erosion, and eliminate damage from
urricane-driven gulf waves generated by hurricanes having a fre-
quency of recurrence of up to approximately once every 50 years.
The,reqommended plan provides for a vegetated sandfill dune with
a 10" wide crown at an elevation of 11.5” Mean Sea Level (msl) and
side slopes of 1 Vertical on 5 Horizontal; a 180’ wide sandfill berm
sloping from an elevation of 8.5’ msl at the dune gulfward to an
elevation of 3’ msl and thence to the offshore bottom; and.a 2600’ long
stone jetty with a 6’ wide crown at an elevation of 4” ms] with sandfill
placed on its landside to stabilize the western end of Grand Isle at
%a;(igl;rajda‘ Pass. The stone jetty ’;"fs constructed by local interests in
S an emergency measure. The r i
iy (ﬁlerisﬂment. ecommended plan provides for
E'stimated cost.~(Price level of J uly 1974) :

Hederal el JONIOE [IOREEL, & ERGITPeS 2.

Non-Federal cuo e TTTTTTTTTemmeoomomsenas *2’ 900, %
Total _, sabis e b : 10, 600, 000
Projected economics.— (Interest Rate of 57 percent).

oferal  NonFodesi, ot
; T — oo fefedl NewFygel. T
Anm:alchnrn‘s':' l;miuh : ' o 4 Rt
nterast and a ion.__ . _ sadd
; . wE Ll = . $356, 000 !
Mpintpranes, £, ..., fra. .o LTI O 1;1392888 ; 3?%%
Bl Bree o Sl e s n 8 Lo 356, 000 477,000 833,000

< 0 el » . s .‘ . I 4 5 § ]
1 U.8. Government will participate in initial beach nourishment for 10 yr at an annual cost of about $11,000.

Annual B
Erosion preventios.__. e Ly 4 $374, 000
Flood damage prevention _________ 538,
dnfensified dand yige- & o ST P L W T RS '
Recreation

s gt e N S 237, 000

Total ______
_______________________ e~ 1,788, 000
gost-beneﬁt ratio—2.1. 4
ocal cooperation—Provide all lands easements, rights-of-
and relocations; hold and save the United States free fr%m dg.m:;gs:
due to the construction works; assure maintenance, repairs, and peri-

(el

odic beach nourishment ; provide a cash contribution for the hurricane
protection function in an amount to bring the local investment to 30%
of all final first costs allocated to this function; provide a cash contri-
bution or perform additional work for the beach erosion control func-
tion; obtain approval of the Chief of Engineers prior to commence-
ment of any work; assure continued public ownership of the shore;
assurances on water pollution, protective vegetation, informing local
interests of limitation on protective value, the Uniform Relocation
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, and Section 221
of the Flood Control Act of 1970 (Noncompliance of Assurances).

Emvironmental impact~—The proposed project will protect the ex-
isting shoreline from damages due to beach erosion and greatly lessen
the damage to existing homes, business establishments, Louisiana
Highway No. 1, and the main utility lines serving the island. Benefits
in the form of physical damage to or destruction of existing property
caused by high intensity waves and enhanced recreational uses will
result. Construction of the project will produce some esthetic impacts
including moderate increase in obstruction of the ocean view from
inland sites and intrusion of the jetty and artificial dune upon the
natural beach. A temporary increase in turbidity adjacent to the area
of fill material and in the area from which it will be dredged, along
will the accompanying burial or removal of some of the natural orga-
nisms of these areas, will be experienced.

Vermilion lock replacement GIW W—Louisiana section

Location.—The project is located on the Gulf Intracoastal Water-
way near Abbeville in south central Louisiana about 160 miles west
of New Orleans.

Ewxisting project—The Gulf Intracoastal Waterway is a shallow-
draft waterway generally -paralleling. the Gulf of Mexico shoreline
which extends from Apalachee Bay, Florida, to the vicinity of the
Mexican Border. In the Louisiana section existing waterway dimen-
sions are 12 feet deep and 125 feet wide. Nine locks including Vermil-
ion Lock are located in this section either to connect with the Missis-
sippi and Atchafalaya Rivers or to provide for control of marsh sa-
linities and conservation of freshwater supplies. The existing Ver-
milion Lock was constructed in 1933. It is an earth chamber lock 56
feet wide with a usable length of 1,182 feet, and with a depth of 11.3
feet over the sills at mean low gulf (m.lg.) level with tumbler gates.
These gates are hinged at bottom of the lock structure and mechani-
cally raised to a vertical position. In May of 1967 the Secretary of the
Army approved, under authority of Section 6 of the River and Harbor
Act of 1909, regiacement of the existing structure with a new lock
75 feet wide and 1,200 feet long. This replacement structure has not
been constructed.

Needs—The existing facilities require substantial repair and are
inadequate in depth and width to accommodate current vessel traffic.
Also, the existing facility cannot be operated jointly for navigation
flood control, and control of saltwater intrusion into the adjacent
marsh areas, because of the tumbler-type gates.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Construction of an earth-
chambered, sector-gated structure. The replacement lock will have a
width of 110 feet. a usable length of 1,200 feet, and a depth of 15 feet

17-174—76———86
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over the sills. Sector gates are hinged vertically and rotate in the hori-
zontal plane.

Estimated cost (Price level of July 1973) :

Federal ; + 2 SO 1
Non-Federal o B st manie , Y : - Hi 2%:888
Total 4 JELD 11 aixvE ) 13, 285, 000

Project economics (614 percent) :

Annual charges
Interest and amortization :

Federal ... Lasasbvu 5 i
Non-Federal ., $877, égg

- -y vy — s

Total el ) 882, 600
Operations and maintenance:
Federal ..o S e st
Non-Federal g : StheP?
Total £ tund atesradiyr b m
Total : oo~ g
Federal 910, 300
Non-Federal > S g: 500
Total ; 915, 800
Annual benefits :
T ransportation | SAVINER <o) Je 3 ams st e L L LU 1, 247, 000
Floodveontrale y J0si it IS Cetestinenan-, nloe, soliutas 11, 000
Area redevelopment. .-, s ~_L 179 000
Total - 554 s 1, 437, 000

Benefit-cost ratio: 1.6.

Environmental Fmpact:—The mpacts of the proposed replacement
lock on the natural environment would be localized. Miner altérations
of flow patterns in the vicinity will be mostly beneficial. About 806
acres of marsh will be lost due to deposition of dredged material.
Alsb, about 46 acres of marsh and 124 acres of higher ground will be
required for the relocated channel and lock. Existing vegetatioh and
wildlife on this land will be displaced or lost. Turbidity resulting from
construction activities will cause temporary adverse effects on aquatic
species.

Mermentau River and the Gulf of Mewico Nawigation Channel,
Louzsiana : '

Location—~The study area is loeated in Cameron Parish, about 35
miles southeast of the City of Lake Charles in southwestern Louisiana.

Existing project—Non-Federal intexests, the East Cameron Port
Harbor and Terminal District, constructed, in 1971 for about $1 mil-
lion, a navigation channel in the lower reach of the Mermentau River
within Cameron Parish. It begins at the community of Grand Chenier
and proceeds due South to the Gulf of Mexico bypassing the lower six
miles of the westward flowing Mermentau River. It is about 4.6 miles
;n Ole?gth,' has a depth of 15 feet and the widtl varies between 100 and

00 feet.
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Needs.—Iocal interests have indicated that funds are not available
for regular maintenance, and the project is beginning to show signs

.of shoaling at both ends.

Recommended plam.—The plan involves Federal maintenance to the

-

original dimensions of the project.
Estimated cost (Price level of July 1974) :

Federal* - $1565, 000
Non-Federal 24, 060
Total . 179, 000

*Exclusive of $50,000 for navigation aids.
Project economics (interest rate of 5% percent)

_Annual charges:

Federal* $78, 000
N Ieaeral e e i 13, 000
Totidsa=cs ' - lemmtisenze 01,000

*Exclusive of $8,000 for annual cost of navigation alds.

Annual Benefits: Transportation $714,000.

Benefit-oost ratio—1.2.

Enwironmental Impact.—Adverse environmental impacts include
periodic slight changes in water quality, partial destruction of vegets-
tion in disposal areas, and temporary displacement of wildlife in dis-

osal areas. Beneficial impacts include the creation of 525 acres of
tidal marsh and the maintenance or growth of the economic posture
of the area.

Bassett Creek Watershed, Minnesota

Location—The watershed is located entirely within Hennepin
County in east-central Minnesota, in and immediately west of the
Minneapolis-St. Paul metropolitan area, and drains about 42 square
miles into the Mississippi River above St. Anthony Falls Lock and
Dam.

Ewisting projects—There are no existing, authorized or proposed
Federal flood control improvements in the basin. Non-Federal inter-
ests have constructed stream alignment and inclosed conduits projects
on the channel primarily in the vicinity of its mouth.

Needs—Problems and needs of the basin are related to the purposes
of: flood control, water supply, water quality, recreation, and fish and
wildlife conservation. The last 114 mile of the creek is inclosed by an
existing outlet conduit in the state of general disrepair.

Recommended plan of improyement.—The reporting officers find
that the most practical and economically feasible solution to the flood

roblem is the watershed consists of a new conduit, about 8000 feet

ong to replace the existing outlet conduit (in cooperation with the
Minnesota Department of Highways) plus a ponding area, at the
entrance to the new conduit, to become a 10-acre wetland area and
temporarily impound floodwaters. Also included are a limited reach
of -channel widening and snagging and clearing, flood storage control
stractures, road raises, bridge removals, culvert replacements, a weir
dtriicture, wildlife enhancement and a recreation trail system for bikes
and walking path. The proposed plan would provide protection
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against a flood having a recurrance interval of once in 100 years.
Nonstructural measures include flood proofing (raising) of 19 struc-
tures, evacuation of 3 residences, and continuation of flood plain ordi-
nances modified to reflect proposed conditions. Water supply and
water quality problems are being considered under programs of other
governmental agencies. .

Estimated Costs—First costs based on October 1975 price levels are :

Federal (FTlood control and $77,000 for recréation)_._.____________ $7, 281, 000
Non-Federal (Includes $154,000 for recreation factilities) . ________ 2, 909, 000
Total & 10, 140, 000

Note.—None of the ¥Federal costs are reimbursable by non-Federals.

Project Economics—Based on a 614% interest rate and a 100-year
period for economic analysis, average annual costs for the proposed im-
provements are:

Federal $444, 000
Non-Federal (Includes $10,000 for annual maintenance) ___________._. 189, 000
Total 633, 000

Average annual benefits are estimated at $949,700 with future con-
ditions resulting in a benefit-cost ratio of 1.5 Reverting to existing
conditions only, benefits are $689,800 resulting in a benefit-cost ratio

“of 1.1.
Summary of Average Annual Benefits

Flood control ____ ey sbosoeen lotoring e $674,100
Recreation ... ______ T T ST wan S SURUIUMI  38 11,
Advance replacement”__" i S 162, 100
Redevelopment PP 85, 400

Total 949, 7060

Local cooperation—Cooperative construction of the new outlet with
the Minnesota Department of Highways would result in an estimated
cost savings of about $5.5 million. In addition to the normal condi-
tions of local cooperation, local interests are required to contribute
20% of the cost. of the non-structural portion of the project.

Environmentol impact of proposetg project.—The selected plan was
developed to preserve the aesthetic quality of Bassett Creek. Environ-
mentally degrading features were eliminated in the more environ-
mentally sensitive area of the creek on favor of temporary flood water
storage, because of short duration, these would not cause a significant
impact on the environment. The study failed to identify any archaeo-
logical or historical features of value in the project area. A potential
exists for culturally valuable sites and more study is required. :

The action proposed is based on a thorough analysis and evaluation
of all reasonagle alternative means for achieving the stated objectives;
that wherever unavoidable adverse effects are found to be involved,
they cannot be avoided by reasonable alternative courses of action
which would achieve the congressionally specified project purpose;
that the recommended action is consonant with national policy,
statutes, and administrative direetives; that where the proposed action’
results in an adverse effect, this effect is either mitigated or outweighed
by other considerations. In addition, the Minnesota Department of
Highways and the Bassett Creek Flood Control Commission and the
communities its represents find the plan acceptable in c¢oncept. The
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public interest would be best served by implementation of the recom-
mended plan.

Additional Flood Control Storage at Upper Baker Project, Skagit
River Basin, Washington

Location—The Upper Baker Project owned and operated bﬁ.Puget
Sound Power and Light Company is located at the Baker River, a
tributary of the Skagit River, at mile 9.3. The Skagit River basin,
located in the Northwest corner of the State of Washington, com-
prises an area of 3,140 square miles. |

Authority—The detailed flood damage reduction study on the
Upper Baker Project was undertaken as a follow-up to the Compre-
hensive Water and Related Land Resource Study of Puget Sound and
Adjacent Waters, Washington, authorized by Section 209 of Public
Law 87-874, the Flood Control Act of 1962.

Ewxisting projects :
Federal

No Federal flood damage reduction works have been constructed
in the Skagit River basin but two projects have been authorized;
Avon Bypass and Skagit River Levee and Channel Improvements. The
Flood Control Act of 1936 authorized the Avon Bypass which would
divert excess Skagit River flow from the main river channel near
Burlington to Padilla Bay. Based on 1966 studies, the project would
cost about $61 million (1975 prices), with $13 million bemg non-
Federal share. Although part of its comprehensive plan, Skagit
County has been reluctant to proceed with the project at this time

rimarily due to the high local costs, as well as project associated
oss of agricultural lands. The Flood Control Act of 1966 authorized
construction of a levee and channel improvement projects along the
Skagit River from just upstream to Mount Vernon downstream along
both the north and south forks and Federal cost-sharing of recreation
facilities as part of the Avon Bygass project. The levee and channel
improvement project would provide a uniform minimum safe channel
capacity of 120 cfs from just upstream of Burlington downstream
through the delta. This capacity would allow safe passage of floods
(under existing conditions of upstream storage) having an average
recurrence interval of 8 years. In combination with the Avon Bypass,
the levee and channel improvement project would provide protection
against the floods having an a,vera%e recurrence of up to 35 years. This

roject would cost $18 million (1975 prices), of which $500,000 would
ge non-Federal.

Non-Federal

Non-Federal -Projects in the Skagit River basin include an exten-
sive levee system and six hydroelectric power dams. In the delta area
west of Sedro Woolley farmland and towns are afforded low-level
protection by locally constructed levees that prevent flooding from
the river and in the lower estuary from tidal saltwater. About 43 miles
of main stem river levee have been constructed which give some pro-
tection against spring and winter floods. There are 16 diking dis-
tricts which have 45,000 acres of land; individual owners have in-
closed an additional 1,000 acres. Between Concrete and Sedro Woolley,
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low leyees protect several rural areas i
ral r eas and the town
fr_(im minor floods. The existing levees vary in level of pl(')(fteg?frlllggg
will safely withstand riverflows from 84,000 to 130,000 cfs which
can be expected to recur on the average of once every 3to about once
g}x;ery &0 years, respectively. The Seattle ity Light has constructed
{ﬁe yglroelectno power dams on the main gkagit River. Ross Dam
wi ;sa e storage capacity of 1,280,000 acre-feet (since 1953, 120,000
acml-) eet of Ross Reservoir space has been for flood control from 1 De-
cem efr to 15 March). This project supplethents low flows for the
;En-o -tlét;-rlve_r plants and Diablo and Gorge Dams loeated dewn-
Nrezamlm.l 1ty Light also eperates a small hydroelectric power plant on
elev: 1alem Creek. Puget Sound Power and Light operates two hydro-
szlznglclféoowde)rag::]facti glfl ;}:)e Baker River-Lower and Upper Baker
I . 18, -fee rage space at the Upper Baker proiject
1s available for flood contro i ¥
sto}x‘;aggost 1;a‘s aresult of the prlojz(é%umtmn I A Vaiﬁy
¢¢as.—DPotential for major major flood damage is ve high in
%ik};l’lget]t Basin with average annual damages estimg:ted atrgéi,QfG.O(;O
@ }])m(l:gs .and conditions). Existing flood control projects pro-
g e only limited protection for highly developed Skagit River delta.
StOese projects include local levees and provision of flood control
therac,gi;te sp:?cse In Ross hydroelectric project; ownied and operated by
cqntroly n(:eas ::,::lzngkﬁagét ((jlourtltﬁ has long iought additional flood
] adopted a comprehensive plan which in-
;}iuédl.gs autlhonzed and proposed Corps of Exlx)gineers proI]?ects inclﬁgillz,
apdl I:g}nq storage at Upper Baker Daan, Awon Bypass, levee and
o Improvements, and pessibly additional upstream storage.
PR erhwater related land resource needs have been previeusly identi-
S%l ldlln tl e (Ii:"uget Sound and Adjacent Waters Comprehensive Study,
2 bei; ending to the report have been limited to an evaluation of the
Ua31 nlity of providing additional flood control storage space at
th}épgrtBalger project, within the provisions of the FP(Q license, and
i e elll'mma,tmn of the effects and impacts on either resource uses
t?(fn. ﬁvejégrméectrlg po}»lver generation and fish and wildlife producz
so;zpeof i sgt?z d;{l of either basin water resource needs was beyond the:
jLvecommend, plan of improvement—Combined with, th i
nend, B~ ‘ e eff
iéoqd t',plaun management program being implements bye Sﬁgii
-ounty, communities within the Skagit basin, and the State of Wash
ington, gddltlonal‘ﬂood control storage at B;Lker Lake would be the:

trol plan. The Federal Power Commiss i
¢ 1 W ssion License f 1
inalfer ‘};)]:'OJect contains provisions for additional flood coxczir(t)dl1 eAIc]cI()ESf
eragly’ e only action now required is for Congress to authorize Fed-
resulcéorggenrlxsattﬁgn a,gl{i 1lzluget1 f;“:’)fir for annual power losses that may
1 on, ‘
1nclukli)es thg following feattillres :o Pk e e -
.8 Urawdown of Baker Lake from 1 Oetober to 1 Nok “
:Ede 16,000 acre-feet of storage (EI 720.6) as mplacé?xvlggzbfiﬁ-tgalljf: .
f&iedlgsié Wheln (ghe project was eonstrueted. fo
b ongl drawdown of Baker Lake f
N,GVember. ta reach a lével at which a total of ?Zﬁnooé a}igi’t&?:egft:mﬁ
age capaciy (EL 707.8) would be available for flood: control,
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¢ Storage spaee of 74,000 acre-feet reserved until the first of March,
except when regulating for flood control. Puget Power could still draw
the reservoir below. elevation 707.8 during this period for power pro-
duction purposes. The required flood control storage capacity would
be gradually reduced during March to permit Puget Power to refill
to full pool, elevation 724, by 1 April.

d. The Baker River’s discharge into the Skagit River at Concrete
regulated, to a maximum of 5,000 cfs (present power generation capac-
ity of Upper Baker project) whenever the Skagit River is forecast to
rReach )90,000 cfs at gage near Concrete (located below mouth of Baker

iver)., .

e. Flood plain management by Skagit County and communities of
Burlington, Mount Vernon, etc., consistent with the State of Wash-
ington Flood Control Zone Act of 1935 and the State of Washington
Shoreline Management Act of 1971, as well as requirements of the
Department of Housing and Urban Development, Flood Insurance
Administration.

Value of lost power—The economic evaluation of annual power
losses resulting from the recommended plan was based on the cost.
providing replacement power from new alternative power plants simi-
lar te-the evaluation of power benefits attributable to new hydropower-
projects. Also included in the average annual costs was allowance for
administration of the additional flood control at the Upper Baker
project, the cost of preparing reservoir regulation manual and follow-
up environmental monitoring studies. An interest rate of 57 percent
was used in discounting future costs. The average annual value of lost
power was based on Federal Power Commission established unit costs
for alternative power production plants having similar ‘ca,pacit{?
factors on the Upper and Lower Baker projects. For this proposal,
values reflected a thermal power project having 75 percent public
(non-Federal) financing at 71/ percent interest rate and 25 percent
private financing at 10 perdent interest rate, The following tabulation
shows the evaluation for the recommended plan (58,000 acre-feet addi-
tional storage). :

Capacity : (6,300 kW maximum quantity) times ($64.29 per l;:W/,y.r-) ——- $405, 000
Energy: (1,117 kWX 8,760 hours) ($.00173/kW-hr) 17, 000

Total value ¢f power lost________ R L. T W T e . 422,000
Flood. cantrol adminISirAEon EOBEB. swewoonaat e 12, 000
Potal average annual costs.____ .. ... __ 434, 000

FPhe benefit-to-cost ratio would be 2.6 to 1.0.
Financial qosts—Ruget, Sound Power and Light Company will be

'(:Om'pgr’lsaﬁed for power losses with replacement poiwer, in kind. The
tosts.of these losses is presently estimated at $5Q,§ 0, annually. Other-
costs inclyde initial administrative costs of $21,000, $5,000 annually
for the first 5 years for envirormental impact.studies, and $9,000
arirually for administration. All costs would be borne by the Federal
Government, . . ; '

: :Pro;zegﬁ'é‘c, @mics.—Benefits of the recommended plan would be the:
téduction’in. fiityre flood damiagés thronghout the S aﬁ%f River flood
plain, downstreag ¥rom the mouth of the Baker River. Future average
annual flood ddmages pireventéd represent the difference in average
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annual flood damage that would be expected without the project
change and residual average annual damages which would exist with
the change. Average annual flood prevention benefits are based on
July 1974 prices and a 100-year period of analysis (1977-2077). Aver-
age annual benefits are estimated at $1,127,000. Benefit-cost ratio
would be 2.6 to 1.0.

Local cooperation—No actions are required on the part of Skagit
County or other local entities to implement the proposed project ex-
cept to reaffirm their intention of continuing sound flood plain man-
agement practices. This was done by the Skagit County Commissioners
by letter presented at the 8 April 1975 public meeting,

Swmmary of costs
First costs—Preparation of power loss agreement and reservoir
regulation manual—$21,000.
Annual costs—(Based on using a 100-year period for economic
analysis, a 574 percent interest rate, and 1974 prices).

Economic et - * $434, 000
Financial SARE : & 68, 000
Revenue forégotte SRR B . 2 (56,000)
Flood contrel: administration costs. " * (12, 000)

1Cost of providing replacement power from new alterative powerplant.

2 Cost of providing replacement power from Bonneville Power Administration.

* Includes $5,000 annually for first 5 years for environmental impact monitoring studies.

Environmental impact proposed project.—The recommended plan
would maintain and possibly enhance environmental values in the
Skagit River basin. Only a change in Upper Baker project operation
would be needed with no significant environmental effects expected.
Possibly some limited improvement in sockeye salmon production over
existing conditions would be gained incidental to flood control draw-
downs. Adult fish may be discouraged from spawning in the lake bot-
tom which is later exposed. Flood plain management aspects of the
plan should help insure that open space and green belt areas are re-
tained in the Skagit Valley. Flood plain management alone, while
helpful in stemming the growth of flood damages and preserving the
natural environment, would not have the attributes that the recom-
mended plan has.

Mobile Harbor, Alabama (Theodore Ship Channel)

Location—Mobile Harbor is located in Mobile Bay, Alabama.

Theodore Ship Channel runs from the main ship channel diagonally
into the western shore of Mobile Bay about 21/, miles south of the
Mobile, Alabama city limits.
. Authority.—Construction of Theodore Ship Channel was author-
ized in December 1970 under the authority of Section 201 of the 1965
Flood Control Act. However, preconstruction planning studies identi-
fied the need for significant changes in the scope and cost of the project.
Accordingly, a special report was prepared, recommending construc-
tion authorization of the current modified project.

Ewisting and authorized projects—The existing Federal project
for Mobile Harbor provides for an existing 40’ x 400’ channel in
Mobile Bay serving Mobile Harbor. The authorized Federal project
for Theodore Ship Channel provides for a 40’ X 400’ channel branch-
ing from the main ship channel, about 5.8 miles to the western shore
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of Mobile Bay, then a 40’ X 300" channel via land cut about 1.9 miles
to a turning basin within Theodore Industrial Park. The State has
constructed a barge canal from the Mobile Bay shoreline, about 2 miles
into the industrial park.

Needs—There is limited space in the main Mobile Harbor area for
expansion of terminal facilities. Theodore Industrial Park offers an
opportunity for expansion of port facilities. Development of this in-
dustrial area is a joint venture by the Alabama State Docks Depart-
ment and the Mobile City Industrial Development Board. Deep draft
navigation access is needed to facilitate development and to serve
existing industries. : .

Recommended plan of improvement—The project modification
would provide for a channel 40 feet deep and 400 feet wide branch-
ing from the main ship channel in Mobile Bay at a point about 2.8
miles north of Mobile Bay Light and extending north westerly about
5.3 miles to the western shore of Mobile Bay into an anchorage area
300 feet wide and 1200 feet long and a turning basin approximately
1200 feet wide and 2200 feet long to.be located adjacent to the pro-
posed ship channel near the existing bay shoreline, thence via land
cut 40 feet deep, 300 feet wide, and about 1.9 miles long, to a trapezoi-
dal turning basin 40 feet deep and approximately 42 acres in area with-
in the Theodore Industrial Park. The plan would provide for a barge
channel extension 12 feet deep, 100 feet wide and approximately 6000
feet long to a barge turning basin approximately 2 acres in area.
Before appropriation of funds for construction of the shoreline turn-
ing basin is requésted, responsible non-Federal entities would have
to provide assurances satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army, that
development making use of the Federal improvement will occur.

Estimated economic first cost :

Federal *$42. 800, 000
Non-Federal 13, 300, 000

Total : 56, 100, 000

* Includes $39,000 annually for aids to navigation.
Annual charges:

Federal —__ *$4, 690, 000
Non-Federal 1, 130, 000

Total ; ;o =4, : " 5, 820, 000

*Includes $39,000 annually for aids to navigation.

Annual benefits—Transportation Savings $15,714,000.

Benefit-cost-ratio—2.7. b

Economics of selected plan—Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970 (Public Law 91-646) ; and provide a cash contribution equal to
5 percent of the final dredging costs, not including brage channel
dredging, for the increased dredging costs necessary to contain the
dredged material in the bay disposal area. }

It is further recommended that before appropriation of funds for
construction of the shoreline turning basin is requested from Congress,
responsible non-Federal entities provide assurances satisfactory to
the Secretary of the Army in the form of firm plans, options, and other
evidence of intent that development that will make use of the Federal
improvement.
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Envirengnental, imﬁaat of recommended plan.~—Industrial develoFo
ment in the area would expand resulting in economic benefits but would
also increase the residential value as a result of noise, air, and water
pollution. Loss of benthic organisms interference with photosynthesis,
further segmentation of the bay floor, and minor alteration of the salin-
ity and circulation regimens would result from the project implemen-
tation. Habitat for both terrestrial and marine organisms would be
disrupted or destroyed. The major, adverse environmental effects
would be destroyed The major adverse environmental effects would
include the loss of bottom dwelling organisms, temporarily increased
turbidity, salinity intrusion, loss of physical habitat and aquatic vege-
tation adjacent to the inland channel, minor and localized modification
of circulation patterns in the bay, degradation of the local esthetics,
and displacement. of a limited number of people.

Lower Snake River Fish and Wildlife Compensation Plan

Location—Lower Snake River, Washington and Idaho.

Ezisting préjectsi—1ce Harbor, Lower Monumental, Little Goose
and Lower Granite Locks and Dams.

Needs.—To compensate for losses to fish and wildlife resources of
the region caused by construction of the four lower Snake River dams.

Recommended plan of improvement.—To compensate for losses to
fish and wildlife, é)le following plan is recommended :

a. Hatchery and assoeiated facilities to return 18,200 adult fall chi-
nook; 58,700 adult spring and summer chinook ; and 55,100 adult steel-
head to eomptnsaté for projected-cansed losses.

b. Hatohery facilities to produce 93,000 pounds of trout annually to
replace lost resident sport fishery. i '

c. Aoquisition of 760 acres of streambank access to replace lost steel-
head sport fishery.

d. Acquisition of 400 acres of off-project riparian habitat in fee and
8,000 acres of surrounding land in easement to partially compensate
project-caused losses to quail and pheasant. _

‘6. Development of wildlife habitat on project Jands to partially com-
pensate project-caused losses ¥o ghme and on-ghme W'ifd'ﬁfe’ A

f. Acquisition of 15,000 acres of land adjacent to projéét lands in
easement to partially compensate project-causéd losses for chukar
‘partridges.

g. Enter to agreement with Washington Department of Game to
provide 20,000 pheasants per year for a' 20-year period until habitat
-and brood stocks become established.

8. Estimated cost—Total first cost to the Government is estimated at
'$45.788.000 with annual operation and maintenance costs estimated at
$2.951.000 as of June 1974. Annual non-Federal eosts are estinrated at
_*.{515(.{)00 for operation and maintenance at fisherman and hunter access

ands.

9. Project economics.—Annual costs and benefits.

2
4 . 1 T LA LRE LA AAR] " § 5 1 T 1 T T

18A 0.&M. Benefits B/C
"Fish I;atchéries:

Fall chimook =LLOLCTOLO A0 a3 S1T00L 0y X $365, 495 $450,000  $1,748, 160 2.14:1
Spring-summer chinook_...____________ I 677, 867 900, 000 5, 601, 060 3.55:1
Steelhead and sport fishery access lands. _ 114 Y7200, 265 1, 510, 000 3, 476, 600 1.25:1
i, S SR SRR AR e s 165, 800 100, 000 607, 500 2.29:1
Wildtife fachlities - o s o cire e 361, 804 121, 000 452,495 0.94:1
Total 2,841,231 3,081,000 11,885,815 2.01:1

‘tia]l Federal funding for the recommen ompe
ject to the states agreement to fund any additional development they
-desire as well as the non-Federal annual operation and maintenance
-costs.
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10. Local Cgpperation—The reporting officers recommend that ini-
(%ed compensation plan be sub-

11. Environmental impaet of proposed project.—The major impact
will be to increase the populations of certain fish and wildlife in the
region to offset those losses caused by project construction, Y

Construction of hatcheries will require some disturbance to the exist-
ing landseape conditions at various sites to be selected. Increase in
hunters and fishermen in the wildlife habitat areas may result in an
increase in problems such as littering, indiscriminate shooting or tres-

ass on adjacent lands. There will be some loss to the local tax base.

here may be some adverse impact on agricultural production. .

When considering the construction of the hatcheries, the Corps is

-expected to provide that the bulk of this work is done in the state of

Idaho above the dams. To put them down river of the dams would
do nothing to mitigate the fisheries upstream, whereas mitigation up-
stream will indeed agsist fisheries throughout the river since the
migrating fish will provide fishing opportunities downstream.

The acquisition of mitigation lands is authorized in this project,
But these are not mitigation lands in the normal use of the word.
They are not lands for wildfowl cover or wetlands protection. Rather
they will be used to provide access to the river for fishermen. Becaunse
of this unusual feature, it is expected that the Corps will proceed only
on a wijlling-seller, willing buyer basis, and not acquire by condem-
nation.

Section j—Locks and Dam 26

This section creates a broad a ach to resolving the issues in-
volving Toocks and Dam 26, at Alton, 1llinois. The section authorizes
the reconstruction of the dam with a single, 1,200-foot lock. The sec-
tion also orders an evaluation of an altermative approach, creates a
mechanism for developing a master plan for the Mississippi River
System, and sets the channel of the Upper Mississippi River at a
depth no greater than 9 feet.

“The existing Locks and Dam 26, and the site of the proposed
replacement, are located on the Mississigpi River about 18 miles
upstream from St. Louis, Missouri. This facility is a key element in
the nation’s waterway system, as it is situated at a central location
in the inland navigation .-All waterborne commerce shi;gmd
between the Ohio River, Lower Mississippi River, and the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway and the Upper Mississippi and Illinois Rivers
must pass through these locks.

The present structure; completed in 1938, has two Jock chambers: one
‘600 feet Jong and the other 360 feet long. Major problems are currently
associated with this structure, centered on its deteriorating condition
and its capacity in relation to future traffic growth on the river. The
structure, founded on.wood friction piles driven into sand, has ex-
perienced settlement and some less of foundation material. While
are growing. The increase 1n river traffic at Locks and Dam 26 reached
about 53 million tons in 1974, and is expected to reach the project’s
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“estimated physical capacity of 73 million tons in the early 1980s.
Traffic delays are expected to increase significantly as capacity is
approached. If the existing capacity of other elements in the inland
navigation system were fully utilized, Locks and Dam 26 should
have an annual demand of at least 108 million tons.

A variety of solutions to the problem have been considered by the
Corps. Some of these solutions were :

1. Tmprovement of operational procedures at the existing facility.

2. Rehabilitation of existing facility with and without improve-
ments.

3. Complete replacement upstream of Alton, Illinois.

4. Complete replacement about 2 miles downstream of present site.

5. Complete replacement at present downstredam site of Locks and
Dam 27.

6. Complete replacement about 30 miles downstream of present site
(downstream of é)t. Louis).

The alternatives considered in greatest detail were those of reha-
bilitation of the existing facility, and the complete replacement about
two miles downstream of the existing site. These two alternatives
were investigated, utilizing a wide range of lock sizes and combina-
tions. Some of those considered are:

1. One 600" and one 360’ Iock (replacement in kind).

2. A single 1200’ lock.

3. One 1200’ and one 600’ lock.

4, Two 1200’ locks.

In addition to the new dam and single lock, the plan recommended
by the Corps calls for providing design space for a possible second
lock, the site of which would be decided and authorized later. This
solution was chosen by the Corps over the rehabilitation of the exist-
ing facility, which utilized a scheme of a canal and new temporary
lock on the Missouri shore.

Corps Recommended Plan :
Price level
January 1976 July 1974
Estimated cost:

Federal cost. _______ AT R - AN LEOINE e WLl AN AR $388,000, 600 $328, 625, 000
Non-Fedefsl eost.i_ ... ccoii ool ol it o AT T RO N 2, 000, 000 1,375,000
Mol . e ino: B IR Daliglie o) JL 2R (Hal=ds Lk 300000000 330, 000, 000

PROJECT ECONOMICS

[614 percent 1976 costs}
Federal  Non-Federal Total

chaiges: . - bayd i}y )

nterest and 8morfization 1, o - $30, 601, 000 $125,000  $30, 726, 000
pafatidr and Wlaintehdno8. . . L . o lo el 450 ¢ 926, 000 230, 000 1, 156, 000
Economic dosses,, . .« v .y . 130, 000 0 130, 000

...................................................... 30, 657, 000 355, 000 32,012, 000

11ncludes interest during construction,
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PROJECT ECONOMICS
[57% percent 1974 costs]

Federal ~Non-Federal Total
Annual charges:  _

i .- $24,8717, 000 101,000  $24, 978, 000
!)";::gﬁgﬁnfnsm.I‘_.'.,__:..'.-...':i_....; ........ 223 £ 865, 000 s195,000 1,060,008
ECOROMIC l08SBS o c o b comecomimcaimmdmnr e d i S 112, 000 0 112,00

Fodal IR _ULIW ey o il ALDIOE L L .. 25,854,000 296, 000 26, 150, 000

1 Includes interest during construction.
Anpual benefits : (1974 data)*:

Transportation rate savings_ $96, 151, 000

Delay redsietionl . .ol A iiiel SUUSR A4 i 49, 239, 000

Recreation e S g ggz, %

Area redevelopment; S ek A vt EE e et
Total 148, 349, 000

+Benefits have not been reestimated for 1976 condition.

Benefit-cost ratio.—3.9. A ; :

The Committee recognizes that there has been much discussion on
what form of corrective action should be undertaken. There was oppo-
sition to the 18-foot sill deg;(l)l of the new proposal, which was viewed
as a first step toward a 12-foot channel on the Upper Mississippi. It 1s
argued that this will result in irreparable harm to the Upper Missis-
sippi waterway environment. The railroad industry has objected to the
economics, especially as it applies to the loss of rallway traffic. Com-
mittee. members have directed the General Accounting Office to have
an independent report on the possibility of rehabilitation in lieu of
new construction. , g 4 }

The Committee believes that, with the constraints of this section,
proposals recommended by and listed in the report of the Office of
Management and Budget and the Chief of Er}g'meers appear to pro-
vide a logical approach to relieve the concerns for increased waterway
depth, environmental impacts, and bulk commodlti transportation
economics. However, the Committee notes that the rehabilitation plan
of the Illinois Departn;)enthof T{'a.nsportatmn merits further, brief

which is required by this section. ' :
Sm]%g’éause of th:qimportgnce of this project, this section also makes a
number of other modifications to make it acceptable. The Corps is
directed to replace and manage at Federal expense, the wildlife habitat
that will be inundated as a result of the construction of the project,
on an acre for acre basis, in Missouri and Illinois. The Corps is also
guthorized to provide project-related recreation development at Ellis
Island, Missouri, and include facilities such as roads, parking lots,
walks, picnic areas, a boat launching ramp, and a beach. The estimated
cost is $2,750,000, of which the State of Missouri will provide a portion.
These lands will be admmlstﬁzzd 12 aci‘i)rgance with the provisions
he Federal Water Project Recreation Act. : iy

Of’i‘}izahl;&(il:sﬁssippi River zzhannel above its confluence with the Tllinois
River is established at no greater than nine feet, and no Federal official
is authorized to study the feasibility of deepening the navigation
channels in the Minnesota River, the Black River, or the Saint Croix
River unless specifically authorized by a future act of Congress.
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A Mississippi River System Council is established, consisting of the
Secretary of '[ransportaiton, the Secretary of the Army, the Sec-
retary of the Interior, the Administrator of the Environmental Protec-

tion Agency, the Secretary of Agriculture, and the Chairman of the:

Council on Knvironmental Quality. The Council is to prepare a com-

prehensive master plan for the management of the Mississippi River
System. For that portion of the plan that deals with the Upper

Mississippi River System, the Council must work with and utilize
the Upper Mississippi River Basin Commission. A preliminary plan
is to be filed by Juty 1, 1980, and shall be subject to public hear-
ings in each affected State. The Council shall then review all comments
and make any appropriate revisions in the preliminary plan by July 1,
1981, and submit a tinal master plan to Congress. for approval. Ap-
proval of this master plan shall be granted only by enactment of the
&?ngress. Changes to the master plan shall require enactment by the
Tess.

';ﬁe master plan shall identify the various economic, recreational,
and environmental objectives of Federal, State, and local agencies
responsible for administration of the Mississipp1 River System, and
recommend guidelines to achieve the objectives. ‘L'here shall be methods.
proposed to assure compliance with these guidelines and coordination
of tuture management decisions affecting the Mississippi River Sys-
tem, including any legislative proposals which may be necessary to.
carry out the recommendations and objectives. ,

To achieve this, the Council is authorized to study and test methods.
for improved dredging, spoil disposal, and alternative uses for
dredged material. The Council may request that appropriate Federal,.
State, or local agencies prepare various studies, which shall include
ones on the environmental eifects of present and projected traffic lev-
els on fish and wildlife, water quality, wilderness, and public recrea--
tional opportunities, including a specific analysis of the environmental
effects of dredging in the Mississippi River System and the construc-
tion of any second lock at Alton. The studies will also concern the.
economic impacts of present and projected traffic levels, including an:
analysis of alternative methods for meeting future transportation
needs, and a specific evaluation of the economic effects and demand for-
any second lock at Alton. The Fish and Wildlife Service shall develop-
a compuferized, analytical inventory and system analysis of the Mis-
sissippi River system to facilitate evaluation of the comparative envi~
ronmental effects of alternative management proposals.

The Council is instructed to utilize the resources and results of the-
Upper Mississippi River Resource Management (GREAT) Study.

All construction activities by the Corps in the Upper Mississippi
gystem shall be initiated only in accordance with the guidelines set
forth in the master plan. The sum of $20,000,000 is authorized for this
study, of which $4,400,000 is set aside for the Upper Mississippi River-
Resource Management (GREAT) Study. ‘

Prior to any construction work on the new, single lock and dam at
Locks and Dam 26, authorized by this section, the Secretary of the
Army must appoint a board consisting of representatives of thres.
independent engineering firms to study the alternative of rehabilitat-
Ing the existing structure, with the inclusion of a 1200-foot lock im
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the center of that structure, as suggested by the Illinois Department
of Transpdrtation, The board must recommend to the Secretary
whether this alternative merits further consideration as a way to
achieve rapid improvements and the efficient use of Federal expendi-
tures. The board has to report to the Secretary within 120 days follow-
ing its appointment. If the board recommends against the alternative,
the Secretary may proceed with construction of the new facility. If,
however, the board recommends consideration or redesign of the proj-
ect to take into account such rehabilitation, the Secretary shall so
report to the Congress, together with his recommendations. If the
Congress fails to act within one hundred and twenty legislative days
after submission éf such recommendations, the Secretary may proceed
with the new project.

Section 6—User charges

This section establishes a system of user charges that would be paid
by the commercial cargo vessels that use the 25,000 miles of federally
built and maintained inland waterways. The schedule of charges, to be
implemented in phases over a 10-year period beginning July 1, 1978,
would recover eventually 50 percent of both the Federal costs of
waterway operations and new waterway construction costs, based on
the appropriations in each preceding fiscal year.

Phase-In Timetable

1. January 15, 1978, Administrative Regulations and an Independ-
ent Study to be submitted to the Congress.

2. A period of 60 legislative days is granted to give the Congress
an opportunity to review the charges and their impact and to disap-
prove the regulations.

‘3. If not disapproved, beginning on July 1, 1978, and each of the
following years, the percentage of costs noted below will be collected
by a method described by regulation :

Hn percent]
Operations
and
maintenance Capital

costs costs

1986,
1987 and thereafter. ...

This provision recognizes that varying levels of Federal subsidies
for differing modes of transportation have distorted the Nation’s
transportation policy, increasing costs to the Federal taxpayer. As
a matter of equity, it is declared that the commercial users of the
inland waterways should pay a portion of the costs of building, op-
erating, maintaining, and rehabilitating those waterways.
charges will establish greater equity, and will also help to demonstrate
the economic feasibility of new projects on the inland waterways.
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During a period of 10 months following enactment, the Secretary
of the Army, after consultation with the Secretary of Transportation,
is directed to study the problems and to publish preliminary user-
charge regulations. Not less than 45 days must be allowed for public
comment, at least one public hearing must be held on alternatives prior
to such publication to allow all interested parties to comment.

Following receipt of additional comments once the preliminary
regulations are published, the Secretary will, if appropriate, revise
tggsreglﬂations. He must publish. final regulations by January 15,
1978.

During the same 15-month period, the National Transportation
Policy Study Commission is directed by this section to review the
question of the waterway user charges and to make its own inde-
pendent recommendations to the Congress by January 15, 1978, on the
equity and form of such charges.

The user-charge regulations will take effect beginning July 1, 1978,
unless the Congress, in a period of 60 legislative days following Jan-
uary 15, 1978, votes to disapprove the regulations. This will give the
Congress time to examine the actual effects on waterways users and
the halance between competing forms of transportation.

The bill also provides general guidance to the Secretary on how to
establish user charges that are reasonable and equitable, noting that
various users and segments are to be treated equitably. He may also
consider traffic volumes and seasonal peaks. The Secretary is expected
to assure, to the greatest extent possible, that the rates are imposed
on users of various segments in a reasonable manner in order not to
lead to economic hardship for any area. He may establish user charges
through licensing fees, congestion charges, ton-mile charges, lockage
fees, c;_apacity fees, or any other equitable system or combination
thereof.

Two definitions are included in the section. The term “user charges”
is defined as charges to be paid by the owners of shallow-draft cargo
vessels. which includes both the tow vessel and barges, but excludes
recreational vessels and passenger craft. The term “inland waterways”
is defined to mean those waterways where the Corps of Engineers
undertakes improvements such as dredging and lock building for the
purposes of navigation, when those waterways are used primarily
by commercial vessels in the inland trade, rather than ocean going
vessels. The Great Lakes System is excluded from this definition.
Whenever a segment of waterway is used by a substantial volume of
ocean going vessels, but is not considered as primarily for the use of
ocean going vessels, then the costs of improvement, in computing the
user charge base, are to be reduced proportionally to reflect only that
portion of the expense utilized by bharge traffic. 3 _

In addition. the Secretary of the Army, in cooperation with the
Secretary of Transportation, is directed to make a study three years
after the date the user charges are effective and report to Congress
with an on-going analysis of the effects of the user-charge adoption.

Failure or refusal to pay any user charge under this section will
subject the violator to a fine of up to $5.000 per day, and prohibit any
vessels belonging to the violator from the use of any inland waterway
lock until the charge and any fines are paid.
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The section also includes a provision that assures that, should the
Congress in subsequent legislation impose any fuel or other special
tax in waterway users, then the revenues of that tax will be subtracted
from the sums to be used in computing the user charge.

Reasons for the provision.—The initial phase of improvements to
the existing waterways have been accomplished at full Federal ex-
pense: some $4 billion to build the system, plus approximately an
equal sum to operate and maintain it.

Free waterway transportation may have been a legitimate Federal
interest at a time when there was need to find a mode of transportation
to compete with the railroad monopolies. Half-free waterways are
sound public policy now that competing modes are experiencing finan-
cial difficulty and the Federal taxpayer is contributing more every
year toward waterway improvements.

To a great degree, the United States is about to embark on a major
program to rehabilitate its inland waterways, now consisting of 25,000
miles of improved waterways and 212 nuvi%ational locks and dams.
As the nation enters this second phase—the phase of major reconstruc-
tion typified by the proposals in this bill to rebuild Locks and Dam
26 at flbon, Illinois and Vermillion Lock and Dam in Louisiana—
the question of who pays for those improvements must be addressed.
Costs estimated at $3.4 billion in lock building remain to be completed
on proiects now underwav.

The Committee believes that participation by the users in the finane-
ing of waterway operations and improvements will lead to a more
realistic assessment of the needs for improvements, since the users will
no longer be asking for something “free.” It is expected that users
will limit their requests for new projects that will offer a:real benefit.
Once such an improvement is paid for, even in part by the users, the
Congress can be assured that the expense is more likely to be in the
nation’s interest. A user charge will provide a real-world market test
of a proposed project. If the users are willing to repay half the cost
of the project, then the Congress can, with far greater confidence,
assume the project is economically viable. By minimizing the current
subsidy advantage to the waterway users, the Committee also believes
it f_vill result in a more rational national approach to transportation

olicy.
< Th% barge industry has more than doubled its market share in recent
years. If achieved strictly through efficiency, this increase would be
commendable. But this increase has largely been due to the free system
provided to the industry, at the expense of competitors who must
eit]};er finance their own rights of way or pay user taxes toward their
upkeep.

pComplete subsidization has led to several problems. The traffic de-
lays at Locks and Dam 26 are symptomatic of the larger issues at stake.
The capacity problem is a direct function of free funding. As long
as a free system is provided, delays and future capacity problems are
to be expected.

Ewpected results.—Revenues of the barge industry average about 1
cent for every ton of goods hauled for 3 miles. Based on industry
revenues and the fact that the full user charge can be expected to re-
cover about 10 per cent of industry revenues—in line with the capital

17-174—76—-T
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investment of other modes in rights of way—the Committee provision
would add about 1 penny to the cost of shipping a ton of grain or coal
for 300 miles in the first year of applicabi})ity. Following the full, 10-
year phase-in, the uger charge would impose a cost of about a penny
for every ton shipped for 30 miles.

To be mote specific, this section would add a cost of about 4 cents to-
the cost of shipping a ton of grain over the distance of 1,200 miles
from a Midwest river port to the Gulf in the first year of applicability.

Since a bushel of wheat had an average price in New Orleans 1n
August of $3.44, and there are 33 bushe%s of wheat in a ton, a ton
of wheat had an average value of $113.50. Thus, this provision would
add about 4 cents to that $113.50 price. When fully implemented, the
bill would add about 40 cents to the cost of that ton of grain, or about
0.3 per cent of the price of the grain.

Given the savings to the Federal treasury and the benefits of a user
charge in fashioning a national transportation strategy, the Commit-
tee believes that the imposition of this section is reasonable and in the:
national interest.

OTHER PROVISIONS
SECTION 6

This section is similar to those in previous river and harbor and
flood control acts providing for authorization of needed surveys at spe-
cifically named localities. It authorizes the Secretary of the Army to-
make survey investigations for navi ation, flood control and allied
purposes at the following named localities:

Navajo Indian Reservation, Arizona, New Mexico and Utah.,

Hilo Bay, Hawaii.

Kailua-Kona, Hawaii,

SECTION %

This section ends the authorization for the Corps to construct Gays-
ville Dam on the White River in Vermont. While authorized mére.
than three decades ago, work on the dam has never been initiated. No-
funds have been appropriated since fiscal year 1969,

At the time of the most recent estimate ( 1989), the cost of the proj-
ect was set at $28,700,000. All that has been spent is $206.600 for
design work. No money has been spent to buy any of the 3,200 acres
needed for the project, a requirement that would remove many perma-
nent and vacation homes.

While the purposes of the project are listed as flood control, recrea-
tion, fish and wildlife mitigation, and low-flow atgmentation, the
Committee believes that the project is not necessary.

SECTION 8

This section modifies the New Londén, Connecticut, hurricane flood
protection project, authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1962,

This project was originally désigned to provide standard hurricane
flood level protection for the area. In 1972, however, the city of New
London requested that the project be modified in order to meet re-
quirements of the Department of Housing and Urban Development. It
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was felt that the project C(})luld be made an integral part of an urban
renewal plan designed for the area. e ) balon—;

Whilepthe pro?:ct design has been modified, legislative action is
required before construction can be initiated. 2

This section modifies the previous authorization to comply with the
altered scope and character of the project. ]

The committee wishes to emphasize the fact that the project changes
instituted in this section will result in protection from tidal floods up
to a 100-year recurring level. The original projeet plan provided pro-
tection not only from the greatest floods of record but from even
greater floods which hurricane storm and tidal surge studies indicate
may occur. . -

The committee understands that all interested State and local
parties are aware of this fact and still desire modifications which will
provide a lesser degree of protection. The Committee strongly urges
that local officials take steps to assure that the affected community will
not have a false sense of security concerning hurricane flood protec-
tion.

SECTION 9

This section declares a portion of the Hudson River, Hudson
County, New Jersey, to be nonnavigable waters of the United States.
It also grants the consent of Congress to the erection of permanent
pile-supported structures in, and the filling, of all or any part of the
speciﬁedp(;))ortion of the Hudson River. The Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Chief of Engineers, however, must first determine
that gle proposed project to be erected at the location is in the public
interest. L

‘The pertinent portion of the Hudson River includes an area covered
in a Department of the Army permit issued to ‘the North Hudsor
Hospital Association to authorize certain fill and rip-rap construction.
The purpose of the work authorized by the permit is to provide a
portion of a site for the construction of a hospital. | ;

The purpose of this section is to clear a technical impediment to title
for the land involved.

SECTION 10

This section declares a specified portion of the Hackensack River,
Hudson County, New Jersey, to be nonnavigable, and grants the con-
sent of Congress to the erection of permanent pile-supported struc-
tures in, and/or the filling, of all or any part of the designated portion.
The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers,
must find that the proposed project to be erected at the location is in
the public interest. iy y -

The pertinent portion of the Hackensack River is located within the
Hackensack Meadowlands. It includes areas covered in a Department
of the Army permit issued to Hartz Mountain Industries in Septem-
ber, 1975, to authorize at Secaucus, New J ersey, dredge and fill for the
construction of a 36-slip marina and a 632-unit residential develop-~
ment.

The purpose of this nonnavigability declaration is to remove the
navigation servitude and remove any cloud on title, in order to assure
title insurance and financing for the proposed development project.
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SECTION 11

This section directs the Secretary of the Army, acting through the
Corps of Engineers, to develop a plan that will lessen shoreline erosien
along Lake Ontario caused by artificially maintained high lake levels.

Until Congress receives and acts on the report, every Federal agency
that has responsibilities affecting the level of the lake are, consistent
with their existing authorities, directed to make every effort to mini-
mize damage and erosion to the Lake Ontario shoréline,

The Corps plan is to include recommendations on measures of pro-
tection and proposals for equitable cost-sharing, as well as recom-
mendations for regulating the lake level to assure maximum protection
of the natural environment and to prevent shoreline erosion.

It has been indicated to the Committee that owners of shoreline
property on Lake Ontario are being forced to bear the costs of erosion
2n_ order th:p plann;;rskcan eitrtici a few more kilowatts of hydroelec-

ric generation, or to keep the lake as deep as ible for shipping.
While these may be desirable goals, th:epeopl?:‘:ho work an%plliﬁa
along the lake must not be forced to sacrifice their interests.

Since _efforts over the past year have proven so ineffective, this
section 1s needed to assure that the lake’s level will be kept at a more
normal, traditional elevation.

SECTION 12

This section amends the Act of September 1, 1916, to repeal the
authority of the Chief of Engineers tI(’) enforce traffic regﬁgtion on
MacArthur Boulevard, in Montgomery County, Maryland.

The Federal Government has, since the Act of September 1, 1916,
assumed exclusive control over the regulation of vehicular traffic on
MacArthur Boulevard for the protection of the Washington Aqueduet
facilities, including the water supply conduit beneath the road. The
exercise of this responsibility, however, bears only a remote relation-
ship to the actual administration of these facilities, and has, instead,
become an administrative and financial burden. Nonetheless, under
present Federal law the Washington Aqueduct Authority is required
to maintain its own staff of eighteen law enforcement officers with
three patrol cars at an annual cost of $130,000. This activity diverts
time and resources away from the performance of the Aqueduct’s
primary mission which is to provide the Washington Metropolitan
region with an adequate supply of clean water, Tn s%mrt, the expendi-
ture of Federal funds for traffic regulation in this one area unneces-
sarily duplicates a service which could be provided from other non-
Federal sources at no expense to the Federal Government.

Montgomery County has entered into an agreement with the Corps
to take over the responsibility for maintaining and policing Mac-
Arthur Boulevard from the District of Columbia boundary line to
the entrance to Great Falls Park. The repeal of this portion of the
1916 Act will allow this agreement to take effect.

SECTION 13

This section provides that authority for the consttuction of a weir in
the Potomac River by the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commis-
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sion between the Maryland shore and Watkins Island. Construction
is authoriged only ‘after an allocation agreement is entered into be-
tween the Secretary of the Army, State of Maryland, Washington
Suburban Sanitary Commission, Fairfax County Water Author_ltﬂ
and towns of Lessburg, Virginia and Rockville, Maryland whic.
provides for water withdrawals during low flow periods on this
portion of the Potomac River. "

This section proyides the necessary authorization of the Congress
under section 9 of the Act of March 3, 1899, for the placement of a
strycture in the navigable waters of the United States. The plans for
the structure must be submitted to and approved by the Chief of
Engineers and the Secretary of the Army.

The provision in this section dealing with low flow allocation is
important for addressing the water use rights of all the jurisdictions
which use the area of the Potomac River for water supply. Equity
in the allocation of water is essential.

SECTION 14

This section authorizes the construction of a new lock at Gallipolis
T.ocks and Dam on the Ohio River in accordance with the report of
the Chief of Engineers to the Secretary of the Army dated July 14,
1975, The Committee modified this report by authorizing a single 1200
foot lock substantially in accordance with the recommendation of the
Hunington District Engineer. The estimated cost of a new single lock
1s $146 million. :

The Commiitee autharized construction of this replacement lock in
connection with its review of the general issue of replacement of
inland navigation structures. Traffic delays due to the limited capacity
of the existing 600 foot locks are having serious impact on the efficient
movement of traffic on the Ohio River. The Ohio River navigation
system has been under a modification program since the mid 1940’s.
Out of the 46 lock and dam structures on the river, 14 have been or are
ourrently being modernized, all have a main lock of 1200 feet and
an suxilary lock of 600 feet. Both the uipstream and downstream
locks from Gallipolis are 1200 feet. Therefore, construction of a 1200
foot lock is appropriate as part of an ongoing system modernization.

The Committee believes that the studies (including systems analy-
sis) currently underway by the District Engineer should be com-
pleted as the Corps currently anticipates. However, construction as
authorized by this section should begin as expeditiously as possible.

SECTION 15

This section modifies the project for Atlantic Intracoastal Water-
way Bridges, Virginia and North Carolina, authorized by section 101
of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1970, to provide that all first costs
of the bridges shall be borne by the United States. .

As originally authorized, 25 percent of the costs of these bridges
were to be paid by the State of North Carolina. The State is now
unable to pay thesé costs, estimated at approximately $7,600,000.

Because of the possibility of failure, and sinee the bridges are
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Federally constructed, owned, and operated, the Committ

Ku.sy shoud{d be replac’ed at F’edera.l expensé. The Departfn?efle:;elsft?ﬁg

thlixsnzi eavlv}. the Office of Management and Budget have concurred in
The plan as proposed by the Corps of Engineers follows:

AIWW Bridges, N.C.

Location—In eastern North Carolina in the vicinity of Pamli
gggéllg, at Coinjock, Fairfield, Wilkerson Creek, Hobucken, ang. Cgig
E’wi:stz'ng project.—All five bridges were provided at Federal ex-
pense to reconnect roads or highways that I\;fere, served b; t?lf: cgi-
struction of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway. Construction of the
eizglls‘§1;1gdb11'§g§estas authorized by dthe River and Harbor Acts of
2 an . Four were constructed duri i
th%) fifth Waicl:ionstructed in 1940. HEe W perion dial a1,
Arecommended plan of improvement.—The recommended pl -
vides that all first costs of the bridge replacements shall bepbg:'lngl‘.t?y
311: ISI::E:d Statis, px:mtnded that upon the completion of each bridge,
accept maintenance, replace d i
and the bridges remain toll f:':e. b 5, e A

Estimated
Federal ... gt Lo £ e i $30, 400, 000
Nou-Federal i p— N

Total 30, 400, 000

Praject economics, annual benefits, and benefit-cost ratio—A bene-

fit analysis and' B/C ratios are not applicable since a cost effective
analysis was made in lieu of benefit-cost analysis. The recommended
plan remains the most cost effective plan regardless of the cost shar-
ing provision.
- Local cooperation.—The recommended plan provides that all first
costs of the bridge replacements shall be borne by the United States,
provided that, upon the completion of each bridge, the State accept
maintenaxce, replacement, and ownership thereof, and the bridges
remain toll free.

SECTION 16

This section amends section 203 of the Flood Control Act of 1966,
authorizing the Richard B. Russell Dam and Lake (formerly the
Trotters Shoals Reservoir), by deleting the phrase which precluded
the inclusion of pumped storage power as a part of the project.

The Richard B. Russell Dam and Lake will provide hydropower,
recreation, flood control, and water supply to areas of Georgia and
South Carolina. Originally planned to include only a hydroelectric
generating: plant, it is now felt that the addition of pumped storage
facilities would be desirable.

_The Corps of Engineers has been conducting a study of the feasi-
bility of adding pumped storage power to the project. This report
has not yet been submitted to Congress.

This section removes the prohibition of authorized pumped storage,
thus eledring the way for consideration of the feasibility report when
it reaches Congress.
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The State of Georgia has transmitted its concern to the Committee
about environmental considerations associated with the addition of
pumped storage. The Committee expects that the Corps in the course
of its feasibility study and environmental impact statement, will ad-
dress environmental effects on fisheries and on the oxygen content
of this reservoir and other existing bodies of water in the area.

The Committee will consider the survey report on this project with
great interest when it is submitted.

SECTION 17

This section authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting through
the Chief of Engineers, to install a fifth hydropower unit at the Hart-
well Reservoir on the Savannah River, South Carolina and Georgia.

Hartwell Reservoir was originally authorized in the Flood Control
Act of 1944 as one of eight developments in the Savannah River basin.
Hartwell was authorized in accordance with the report of the Chief
of Engineers in House Document Numbered 657 of the 78th Congress.
That document was quite vague as to the developments envisioned at
Hartwell, and completely silent as to how many power units were to
be installed. |

Subsequent Acts of Congress clarified that four hydropower units
would be initially installed at Hartwell, and also clarified that a total
of 330,000 kilowatts would be ultimately achieved.

The four power units now installed at Hartwell produce 264,000
kilowatts. While it is clear that five power units were iritended, legis-
lative authority for the fifth unit is not clear. )

This section therefore authorizes the addition of a fifth power unit
to the project. This is an estimated increased cost of $15,700,000, which
Taises the total project cost to $110,000,000.

SECTION 18

This section authorizes construction of a local protection project on
Harris Fork Creek in northeastern Tennessee and southwestern Ken-
tucky. Approval is based on the recommendation of the Chief of Engi-
neers, except that the cost of all highway bridge relocations or altera-
tions shall be at Federal expense. {

There are no flood control projects authorized for construction by
the Corps of Engineers in the watershed. Two small flood water re-
tarding structures have been constructed upstream under a program
administered by the Department of Agriculture. Downstream on the
Obion River, the Corps has completed channel improvements as part
of the West Tennessee Tributary %roj ect. /

Harris Fork Creek and its tributary, South Fulton Branch, begin
outside the urban areas of Fulton, Kentucky, and South Fulton, Ten-
nessee, and flow through these towns and on through an agricultural
area to join the North Fork of the Obion River. Both Harris Fork
Creek and South Fulton Branch overflow frequently. Since June 1945
eight major floods, including the flood of record on March 12, 1975,
and numerous minor floods have occurred in the watershed. The con-
centrated business districts of Fulton and South Fulton are located

adjacent to the creek.
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The recommended plan of improvement consists of about 1.2 miles
of paved concrete channels in the urban areas on both Harris Fork
Creek and South Fulton Branch, and about 9.4 miles of earthen chan-
nel enlargement through the rural area downstream on Harris Fork
Creek to its junction with the North Fork of the Obion River. Flood
plain management is recommended to local interests in order to better
control fleod plain use and infoermation has been provided to serve as a
basis for the program.

As originally contemplated, and as contained in the 1971 interim
report on this project, the cost-sharing requirements were modeled on
those of the West Tennessee Tributaries project, of which this project
was to be a part. Under that umbrella, the Federal Government would
have paid the cost of the relocation of the highway bridges.

Subsequent to that time, the administrative policy has been changed
so that all local flood protection works are subject to the standard
conditions of local participation, which would include the relocation of
highway bridges. The final report on Harris Fork Creek, which has
been separated from the West Tennessee Tributaries project, requires
that the local interests pay for bridge relocations.

Because of this background, and the fact that the estimated cost of
the bridges is $900,000, approximately seven times the annual tax
receipts of the two communities, this section establishes the bridges as
a Federal expense.

SECTION 19

The 1974 Water Resources Development Act authorized the Corps
of Engineers to develop the Big South Fork National River and Rec-
reation Area in the States of ’lgemwssee and Kentucky.

In the two years sinee this projeqt was autborized, the Corps af
Engineers has conducted an extensive and thorough study of the
project’s design. This review generated several specific recommenda-
tions for modifications by the Corps of Engineers during the Com-
mittee’s hearing. Amendments in this section rov1.de several_mu_lor
changes in projeet design, and raise the level of project authorization
to reﬁect the Corps up-to-date cost figures, 4 y

Administrative Site Acquisition : This modification permits the Sec-
retary of the Army to acquire sites outside the actual area boundary,
which was described in the 1974 Act, if he determines such acquisitions
are necessary for administrative and visitor orientation purpose. The
Corps has indicated the need for an administrative headquarters to
be located in the vicinity of Oneida, Tennessee, and two visiter orien-
tation centers, one at the main western access to the project, near
Jamestown, Tennessee, and one at the northern end of the project, in
McCreary County, Kentucky. The total acreage invelved is estimated
at approximately 22 acres.

Rugby Lodge Site: The historic community ef Rugby, Tennessee,
is located adjacent to the project boundary and is presently under-
going extensive historic resteration through the efforts of the Rughy
Restoration Association, with State and Federal technical and finan-
cial assistance. The 1974 Act requires coordination of the project with
these restoration efforts. The Nashville District Office of the Corps has
carefully involved the Rugby Restoration Association and local citi-
zens in planning for the Big South Fork projeet, This coordination
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has led to the recommendation that the lodge to be constructed in the
southern portion of the project should be located in Rugby, Tennessee,
near the site of the historic Tabard Inn, and that the lo% should have
an architectural design similar to that landmark. The committee
amendment supports that position and provides authotity for a,c(}uis‘i-
tion of the site in Rugby, which is estintated to be approximately 20
acres.

Interim Administration: The entiré project will be transferred to
the Park Service for manggement, upon completion. This new lan-
guage authorizes the Secreta%;bf the Army to contract with the Sec-
retary of Interior to provide for management of portions of the proj-
ect by the National Park Service before completion. This provision
will obviate the need for the Corps to deyelop a separate administra-
tive capability during project development, The project authorization
includes funds for such management by the Corps of Engineers. Such
funds may be transferred to the Department of Interior to cover the
costs of interim management. _

Reimbursement for State Acquired Lands: The 1974 Act provides
that all state owned lands may be acquired only by donation. The lan-
guage of the amendment in this bill provides that this limitation shall
apply enly where these lands were in public owhetiship at the time of
enactment of this Act. This will allow the States of Kentucky and
Tennessee to acquire, under State authority, areas within the boynd-
ary prior to project ¢émpletion in order to provide protection for nat-
ural values, and then to sell these lands to the Corps of Engineers at
fair value. The amendment will not increase the costs of the project.

Motorized Transportation: The Committee amendment provides
for access by motorboats inté the gorge area upstream from the High-
way 92 bridge in Kentucky to a point one-tenth of a mile downstream
from the Devils Jumps. This area of the Big South Fork is a valuable
white bass fishery, and Kentucky state officials have requested that
motorboat access be continued so that fishermen may fish this area as
they have in the past. The limitations in the amendment assure that
the gorge area exclusion on motorized trahsportation remains appli-
cable for all white-water areas.

The Committee amendment also provides for continued operation of
the K & T Railroad. This facility is not detrimental to the values of
the project and discontinnance would foreclose development of min-
eral resources in an area immediately west of the project boundary.

Additional Secondary Access: The bill adds a sefondary access
route at the existing road that enters the gorge across from Station
Camp Creek. The Corps design studies indicate that this road would
serve as a valuable take out point for canoes.

Authorization: The 1974 Act authorization was based upon the
Interagency Report compiled by the Corps of Engineers, Department
of Interior, and the Department of Agriculture. The guidelines for
the authorization were based specifically upon the recreational alter-
native that was included in the report. which was developed by the
Department of Interior, Bureau of Ontdoor Recreation.

The Corps of Engineers recent design and cost studies indicate that
inflation in land values and construction costs have resulted in an in-
crease in project costs. The Committee améndment includes the Corps
of Engineers more realistic, up-to-date estimate of $103,522,000.




102

BECTION 20

This section seeks to assure adequatg flood protection for lands in
northern Lauderdale County, Tennessee, an area where serious flood-
ing has occurred several times annually during each of the past three
years. This section directs the Corps of Engineers to construct an ad-
ditional levee section, approximately 4 miles in length, along the
Forked Deer River, adjacent to a Corps constructed diversion chan-
nel of the Ohio River.

When other sections of the Mississippi River Levee system are com-
pleted, some 87,000 acres of land in Dyer and Lauderdale counties,
Tennessee will be protected from backwater flooding by the Missis-
sippi. But a portion of that levee in Lauderdale County will block the
natural flow of the Obion River. As a result, the Congress approved
as a part of an earlier flood control project a plan to divert the Obion
River channel around the south end of the main-stem levee into the
Mississippi.

As part of the diversion channel work and to protect partially lands
newly endangered by the existence of that channel, the Corps had
planned to use the material excavated from the new channel to form a
protective embankment along the channel, as far as the vicinity of
Highway 88. ‘

~While this embankment will be helpful, it nevertheless appears
inadequate. Local officials and landowners believe that the embankment
would not provide the full, necessary protection from headwater
flooding. They argue for the need of an additional segment, an east-
west levee, that extends from the north end of the proposed embank-
ment, near Highway 88, to the bluff near Porter Gap. This section
would correct this deficiency by directing that the Corps build the
extra segment to the bluff near Porter Gap. The Corps of Engineers,
estimates that the cost of this extension will run $750,000 to $1,000,000.

It is the intention of this section that the levee authorized by this
legislation, as well as that portion along the Obion River diversion
channel, be constructed to main-stem levee standards.

SECTION 21

“The Minority Business Enterprise Program for the Tennessee-
Tombighee Waterway project is not at present successful,” the Assist-
ant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works has informed members of
the Committee by letter. 2 N :

To correct that failing in the Corps’ largest single construction proj-
ect. which bisects an area with as heavy a minority population as any
in the nation, this section directs the Chief of Engineers to make a max-
imum effort to assure the full participation by minority persons, both
in jobs on this project and in contracting for project work.

The Committee Teceived testimony proposing the establishment of
a Minority Resource and Oversight Center for the Tennessee-Tombig-
bee Waterway. While the Committee has deferred action on this spe-
cifie proposal, its deep concern over the lack of full minority partiei-
pation in-the construetion of the project could lead in subsequent
legislation, if this present approach fails.
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To assist the Commiittee, the Chief of Engineers is directed to report
to the Congress by July 1 of each year on the implementation of this
section, together with legislative recommendations that may be needed
to assure that minority groups obtain fuller and more equitable partic-
ipation in Cotps’ civil works projeets.

SECTION 22

This section authorizes the Phase I design work on the Nonconnah
Creek project in Memphis, Tenn., at a cost of $350,000, and directs the
Corps to make a full review of alternative approaches to solving the
serious flooding problem during this Phase I review.

Nonconnah Creek is located in Southwestern Tennessee and North-
western Mississippi, draing parts of Shelby ard Fayette Counties,
Tennessee and Desoto and Marshall Counties, Mississippi. The basin
is about 32 miles long and drains an area of about 183 square miles.
About one-half of the City of Meniphis is within this drainage area.

The Flood Control Act of August 28, 1937, authorized a system of
improvements along Nonconnah Créek to protect against Mississippi
River backwater. In 1941 the Corps of Engineers completed 3 miles
of levee at the mouth of the ere¢k, and a pumping station to eliminate
interior drainage. During 1946 and 1950 the channel was straightend
to preclude damage to the levee system. No federal work has been done
upstream of the levee area.

The present flood plain is in transition from rural to urban and ex-
tensive areas are subject to flooding. Recently constructed areas are on
filled land to avoid flooding. Future Hoqds, howeyer, could exceed
these elevations due to increased runoff as the area urbanizes.

The alternatives considered by the Corps are both structural and
nonstructural. The most promising plans consist of various combina-
tions of reservoir, channel and flood plain management of overbank
flow, along with land treatment of upland areas to lessen erosion and
sediment problems, A total of 10 major alternatives were considered
in detail, and the Corps is directed to explore them in greater detail
during Phase I.

The tentative plan of improvement includes 12 miles of channel
improvement and 7 miles of channel cleanout, along with a 600 foot
floodway for overbank flow, and a reservoir about 20 miles upstream
of the mouth. The reservoir and floodway will serve the dual purposes
of floodwater control and recreation. In addition, the Soil Conservation
Service of the Department of Agriculture will construet three flood-
water reservoirs on the Johns Creek tributary and a basinwide pro-
gram of land treatment for erosion and sediment control on 35,000
acres.

ESTIMATED COST (1974 PRICE LEVEL)

Soil

Corps of Conservation
Engineers Service Total
Federal . oo e....___ $48,630,000  $9,161,000  $57,800,000
Nen-Federal_____ e e i e i s e e St s e 1 Ly 297,100 1,972,000 13, 269, 000
Fota)oo i v Sl b bhaatogias bl _Sbes | oo 17089,036, 0007 1 41,133,000 71,068, 008
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ANNUAL CHARGES (374 PERCENT INTEREST RATE)

Federa | Non-Federal Total
Anhnuel gh‘m 3 . i iF :

ization. . g ,185,000  $1,030, 000 $4, 215, 000
mgm:;ffm.lm -y IR 5 170, 000 742,290 912,290
Total. 3,355,000 1,772,290 5,127,290
Annual benefits: $5. 862, 800

Flood, prevention. oo, e 4 ’
Recreation . Py B v o N 2, 460, 000
Total 8, 322, 800

Benefit-cost-ratio.—1.6. o

A major unresolved issue is the need for the reservoir, and whether
the reservoir is desirable. Specifically at question are the depth and
the quality of water in the reservoir.

SECTION 23

This section authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting through
the 'Chief of Engineers, to conduct the Phase I design memorandum
stage of advanced engineering and design of the Sowashee Creek
project at Meridian, Mississippi. :

Sowashee Creek is a Soil Conservation Service project which was
approved by Public Works Committee resolution on May 31, 1974.
It is now felt that the project is of a magnitude more suitable for
implementation by the Corps of Engineers than by the Soil Conser-
vation Service.

This section therefore transfers the Phase I study of Sowashee Creek
to the Corps of Engineers.

SECTION 24

This section authorizes a modification of the Act of March 29, 1956,
to provide that agreed on conditions of local cooperation for the Mis-
sissippi River-Gulf Outlet project shall not apply. The provision
relieves local interests of their cost sharing responsibility for a high-
way and a railroad bridge which will be severed by the land-cut navi-
gation chanmnel of the authorized plan. The estimated Federal cost is
$71,500,000.

Prior to waiving the local share, the Corps is to explore with the
Secretary of Transportation the funding of this bridge project by
section 132 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1976. Section 132
authorizes the Secretary of Transportation to construct bridges over
Federal projects.

If such funding is unavailable, the Corps may waive the cost sharing
and construet the two bridges as part of the Mississippi River-Gulf
Outlet projeet. The local cooperation requirements of section 221 of
the Flood Control Act of 1970 shall be applicable to this project.

The land-cut channel was not specific part of the original project
and the severing of these two bridges was not anticipated. The Com-
mittee believes that because of the project modification for this
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channel, these bridges should now be excluded from the cost sharing
agreement.

SECTION 25

This section modifies the project for navigation and bank stabili-
zation in the Red River Waterway, Louisiana, Texas, Arkansas, and
Oklahoma, authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1968, to pro-
vide that non-Federal interests shall contribute 25 percent of the
construction costs of retaining dikes, bulkheads, and embankments
required for initial and subsequent disposal of dredged material.

The section further provides that these non-Federal requirements
shall be waived by the Secretary of the Army upon a finding by
the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency that such
non-Federal interests are participating in and are in compliance with
an approved plan for water pollution control and water quality stand-
ards for areas subject to construction of dredged material facilities.

The original authorization for the Red River waterway project
required that non-Federal interests pay for these works as a part of
their items of local cooperation.

The Red River Waterway Commission, which serves as the State
agency providing local assurances for this project, is deeply con-
cerned over its financial capability to meet the rapidly expanding
costs of providing its share of project costs. Increased costs for rights-
of-way, utilities, pipelines, and other relocation items have resulted
In the commission requesting relief from part of its obligation for
the dredge spoil disposal costs.

This section relieves the non-Federal interest of 75 percent of their
responsibilities with regard to this item of local cooperation.

SECTION 26

This section amends section 107(b) of the River and Harbor Act
of 1970 to extend the demonstration program for the extension of the
navigation season on the Great Lakes and the St. Lawrence Seaway,
and to increase the program appropriation authorization from
$9,500,000 to $15,584,000.

Navigation on the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Seaway is historically
limited to eight and a half months, April 1 to December 15. Due to ice
conditions, navigation shuts down for the winter. Navigation interests
and shippers desire to extend the navigation season.

The 1970 Act authorized a program to demonstrate the feasibility
of extending the navigation season. This program wasg extended to the
fild of calendar year 1976 by the 1974 Water Resources Development

et. .

Current studies being conducted under the demonstration program
are still being conducted. The latest report, now in the office of the
Secretary of the Army, saggests a need for additional time and money
to conduct the necessary remaining demonstration activities.

This section provides an interim measure until submission of study
reports and recommendations to Congress. The demonstration pro-
gram is extended to September 30, fég?l9, and the appropriation au-
thorization is increased. The Committee recommends that no less
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than $384,000 of this increase be allocated to extended operations of
the Soo Locks and appurtenant facilities in the Saint Marys River,
Michigan.

SECTION 27

This section authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting through
the Chief of Engineers, to carry out a project for flood prevention
and development of incidental recreation, preservation of the natural
floodways, and protection of soil resources in the North Branch of the
Chicago River Watershed in Cook and Lake Counties, Illinois.

The project would be undertaken in accordance with a plan pro-
posed by local organizations. Participation of the Corps of Engineers
with regard to structural works of improvement would be subject to
cooperating local government entities adopting and implementing ap-
propriate sediment and erosion control ordinances, furnishing assur-
ances that a flood plain management program is being accomplished,
and assuring that an adequate land treatment program will be in-
stalled to protect watershed land and planned structural measures.

The Corps of Engineers did not prepare the plan for the proposed
project, but has had an opportunity to participate in a review of its
engineering features and economic justification. The plan is respon-
sive to the needs of the area and appears to be economically justified.
Tt reflects a substantial investment of time and effort and enjoys
widespread support. Federal costs, as set forth in the Proposed Imple-
mentation Program document, are estimated to be $23.2 million at
the 1978 price levels.

This section, therefore, authorizes the phase I study of such plan.
Project data follows:

North Branch of the Chicago River, Cook and Lake Counties, ITl.

Location.—The North Branch of the Chicago River watershed study
area covers 102 square miles in Cook and Lake Counties, Illinois. The
study area consists of all of the natural drainage area of the North
Branch of the Chicago River north of the city of Chicago.

Authority—Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act
(Section 6. Public Law 566, 83rd Congress (68 Stat. 666), as
amended. A2

Ewisting projects—The Metropolitan Sanitary District of Greater
Chicago has constructed a 600 acre foot capacity floodwater retarda-
tion structure on the North Branch at the Lake-Cook County line.

Needs.—The major need in the basin is flood damage reduction.
There is also the need for additional recreation, and fish and wildlife
opportunities. \

Recommended plan of imprommmé.—Thz recommended plan in-
cludes seven single-purpose excavated floodwater retarding structures,
referred to as structure Numbers 4, 7, 15, 18, 27, 29 and 82, which
provide a total combined storage capacity of 7,488 acre feet. The seven
floodwater retarding. structures will require a total of about 809 acres
of land. The plan also includes a pumping plant and conduit to divert
Lake Michigan Water into the Botanic Gardens, Skokie Laggons, and
Skokie River, land treatment measures, flood proofing, stream channel
operation and maintenance program, and flood plain use regulations.
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Estimated ¢ost.—(Price level of 1978).

Total estimated installation cost of structural measures..________ 1$36, 224, 000
Bstimated cost of other measures tig

Total cost of recommended plan. A X 13

1 Cost sharing will be determined during the Phase I study.
2 Estimated cost to be determined during the Phase I study.

Project economics.— (Interest rate of 67 percent).
Annual charges:

Amortization of installation cost¥._. d i $2, 493, 000
Operation and maintenance cost8. ... . 5 71, 850

Total 2, 564, 850

Annual benefits:

Floodwater réd@uction__. ; 2, 614, 400
Recreation 261, 600
Improvement of water quality 294, 000
Net income from project installation., 418, 000
Land treatment program.__.._. 30, 000

MotaldLlo b VARLE Q0L S0, T8 Pl RCsios o8t I RERD, 3, 758, 000

Benefit-cost ratio—1.5.

Enwironmental impact of recommended plan—An Environmental
Impact Statement will be prepared, and the environmental effects
dtetermlned, during the Phase I advanced engineering and design
stage.

SECTION 28

This section modifies the flood protection project at Mankato-North
Mankato-Le Hillier, Minnesota River, Minnesota, authorized by the
Flood Control Act of 1958, to authorize the Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Chief of Engineers, to alter or relocate three bridges
at Federal expense.

As originally authorized, bridge alterations or relocations were a
non-Federal responsibility. However, the design of the project has
been altered since the original authorization to provide for greater
flood protection. The increased capacity is to be accomplished by rais-
ing levees and floodwalls, which in turn requires the raising of three
bridges.

The cost of these bridge raisings is estimated to be over $8,000,000.
The three small communities of Mankato, North Mankato, and Le
Hillier are unable to meet this obligation, which they did not expect at
the time of original project authorization.

This section, therefore, makes these bridge alterations a Federal
responsibility.

SECTION 29

This section modifies the project for flood control on the Souris
River at Minot, North Dakota, authorized by resolutions of the Com-
mittees on Public Works of the House and Senate under authority
of section 201 of the Flood Works of the House and Senate under
authority of section 201 of the Flood Control Act of 1965, and modi-
fied by section 105 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1974.
This modification authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting
through the Chief of Engineers, to reimburse non-Federal interests for
expenses exceeding those agreed to in the original authorization. The
original project design for the Souris River channel improvements,
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authorized in 1970, included provisions for clearing and snagging the
Souris at a point near Logan, North Dakota; raising two railroad
bridges and one county bridge. The estimated Federal cost of this
portion of the project was $583,000, The estimated local contribution
was to be $49,000.

A recent re-evaluation of the channel work led to design changes
which lower the Federal responsibility to $172,000—a savings of $411,-
000. These same design changes, however, increase the local share of
project costs by $131,000—to a total of $200,000. This change works a
financial hardship on the local sponsors not expected when the cost
sharing agreement was negotiated. The Committee believes that the
increased local share attributable to the change in Federal plans should
be assumed by the Federal government and has so provided in this
section. A net saving to the Federal government amounting to $280,-
000 will still accrue by virtue of the recent project design changes.

SECTION 30

This section authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting through
the Chief of Engineers, to relocate certain water intgiies, lofated onga
pier of the Lewis and Clark Bridge on the Missouri River, at the re-
quest of the City of Williston, North Dakota.

The municipal water intake facilities for the City of Williston are
located on the Missouri River. In the late 1950’s, the uppermost reaches
of Lake Sakakawea, a multiple purpose reservoir authorized by the
Flood Control Act of 1944, threatened the intake facilities. Actin
under section 111 of the River and Harbor Act of 1958, the Chief o
Engineers entered into an agreement with the City of Williston
whereby the Federal government assumed the cost of relocating the
intake facilities. The work was completed in 1961. The structure had a
design life of 50 years.

Thirteen years later, the relocated municipal water supply structure
was blocked by siltation of this portion of Lake Sakakawea. The City
of Williston was forced to take emergency action to keep some measure
of water available to its citizens and has spent considerable sums since
1974 to maintain its water supply. These measures can only be a tem-
?(?ra(riy solution to the city’s problem. A long term solution must be

und.

Evidence has been submitted to the Committee which clearly dem-
onstrates the involvement of the Corps of Engineers in. the de-
sifn and location of the failing intake structure. Had the Corps
adequately predicted the siltation rate of the reservoir the intake facil-
ities should have functioned normally for at least 50 years. This sec-
tion thus directs that the Corps deve\‘l’op and the Federal government
pay for an intake which will operate successfully for at least this
period of time.

SECTION 31

This section authorizes construction of a bridge and two miles of
road in Marshall County, Kansas.

In 1973, flooding on the Little Blue River closed two existing bridges
located between Waterville and Blue Rapids, Kansas, situated north-
west of the Tuttle Creek Reservoir, which was completed in the early
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1960s. One of the bridges is outside the project’s boundaries, but is
subject to project flooding.

en this bridge is closed, the remaining access routes to the area
that lies in the fork of the Little and Big Blue Rivers are not practical
for normal farming implements, school buses, or fire trucks.

Normal activities in the area, particularly farming trade, are severely
disrupted when the bridge is closed. Local citizens have concluded
that their problems could adequately be resolved through reconstruc-
tion of the Whiteside Bridge, along with construction of a new two-
mile road. That road would efficiently connect Waterville, Blue
Rapids, and the areas in between through linkage with existing roads
which run north of the Little Blue River. $

SECTION 32

This section anthorizes the project for flood control and other pur-
poses on the Red River below Denison Dam, Arkansas, Louisiana, and
Texas, in two separate subsections. !

Subsection (a) authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting
through the Chief of Engineers, to undertake the Phase I design
memorandum stage of advanced engineering and design of the Days
Creek unit of the project, substantially in accordance with the report
of7the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors dated August 30,
1972. ‘
This part of the project would include enlargement and rectifica-
tion of approximately three miles of Days Creek, four miles of Nix
Creek, three miles of Swampoodle Creek, six miles of Wagner Creek
and three miles of Calhoun Creek.

These creeks flow through the City of Texarkana in both Texas and
Arkansas. Some 5,500 acres of urban land is subject to inundation at
least once a year, causing extensive damages to residences and com-
mercial establishments. This periodic flooding has prevented the de-
velopment of the city. Substantial develo;i%l);ant benefits will be
realized from the completion of the project. This is particularly im-
portant due to the fact that the city has one of the highest growth
rates in the nation and is expected to double in size within the next
50 years. {

Business economic loss is also a significant consideration in this
project. Losses of major proportion occur during frequent high-water
periods when practically all commercial activities in the entire urban
area of Texarkana are curtailed due to impassable roadways and
congested traffic conditions.

The report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors rec-
ommended the entire project. The Chief of Engineers, however; deter-
mined that the Days Creek portion was not' economically feasible.
The Office of Management and Budget concurred with the Chief of
Engineers in this regard. g o

The Committee recognizes that the Days Creek unit of this project
was not recommended for authorization by the Chief of Engineers.
The Committee believes, however, that the severity of the damages
being suffered by this community are such that the project merits a
more detailed scrutiny.
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Subsection (a), therefore, authorizes the Phase I design memo-
randum stage of advanced engineering and design of the Days Creek
unit of the project. Construction cannot proceed until authorized by
future Act, of Congress.

Subsection (b) authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting
through the Chief of Engineers, to construct the remainder of the
project for flood control and other purposes on the Red River below
Dension Dam, Arkansas and Louisiana, in accordance with the report
of the Chief of Engineers dated August 3, 1976.

A deseription of the project in its entirety follows:

Red River below Denison Dam West Agurs Levee, Louisiana; Days
Creek and tributaries, Arkansas and Louisiana; McKinney
Bayou, Arkansas and Louisiana

Location.—The Red River Basin below Denison Dam is located in
southwestern Oklahoma, northeastern Texas, southwestern Arkansas,

and northwestern Louisiana, and comprises an area of about 29,500

square miles. The West Agurs Levee lies immediately adjacent to the

northern limits of Shreveport, Louisiana. Days Creek is a small trib-
utary located in northwestern Texas and southwestern Arkansas.

The city of Texarkana is located within the Days Creek watershed.

McKinney Bayou rises in Texag about five miles northwest from Tex-

arkana and flows east then south to enter the Red River north of the

Arkansas-Louisiana state line.

Ewisting project-—~The flood control project in the general area pro-
vides for a leveed floodway on the mainstem of the Red River from
Index, north of Texarkana, downstream beyond Shreveport more than
300 miles to the north. The integrity of the levee system will be pre-
served by construction of the bank stabilization works authorized in
1968. The West Agurs levee was constructed by local interests on
Twelve mile Bayou north of Shreveport in 1961. The existing Federal
levee unit of the Red River levee system protects Agurs but excludes
the West Agurs area. About 4 miles of Days Creek channel have been
enlarged and -realigned south of Texarkana under the authority of
Section 2 of the Flood Contrel Act of 1987. The existing flood control
project for McKinney Bayou includes about 41 miles of levee and chan-
nel improvement on the main stem and Barkman Creek. Also, modifi-
cation’ of the existing McKinney Bayou project to provide additional
leves construction and channel enlargement has been authorized but
not constructed.

Needs~The West Agurs area is subject to potential levee failure in
a large flood due to underseepage with extensive damage to existing im-
provements now valued at about $500,000. One Days Creek anﬁ its
tributaries in Texarkana about 5,500 acres of urban land is subject to
ifitindation’ onie or more occasions each year during periods-of heavy
rainfalh Land and improvements in the flood prone areas are walued
at more than $33,000,000. Within the McKinney Bayou basin about
50,000-acres of cleared, fertile alluvial bottomlands remain subject to
headwater overflow and/or drainage problems. Cotton, grain sorghum,
sqypeans, hay and pasture are damaged by frequent ﬂoog -
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Alternatives to satisfy needs

West Agurs—The West Agurs area, which is presently protected by
a locally constructed levee, is presently undergoing industrial dgvelog-
ment. Consequently, the alternatives were structural means to bring the
local levee to Federal standards to reduce potential hazards.

Days Creek—Nonstructural solutions including evacuation and
flood plain zoning, as independent measures, were determined to be
impractical because of the patterns of municipal development and as-
sociated land values. The alternative of “no action” to retain the ex-
isting environmental setting would restrict urban and industrial
growth within and adjacent to Texarkana. The construction of reser-
voirs, levees, and flood walls were found impracticable because the
problem area is located within the headwaters of several streams, as
well as within a metropolitan area. J :

McKinney Bayou—Nonstructural solutions and “no action” as al-
ternatives would result in continued flooding of existing agricultural
lands and substantial crop losses. The construction of reservoirs or
levees are not practicable or economically feasible. Other structural
alternatives that were considered singly and in combinations include
modification of existing channels and outlets and construction of new
channels and outlets.

Recommended plan of improvement Y

West Agurs Levee—Installation of 232 relief wells along the bot-
tom of the existing drainage canal; incorporation of the existing West
Agurs Levee (constructed by non-Federal interests) into the project
“Red River below Denison Dam, La., Ark., Okla., and Tex.,” and
deauthorization of the existing Federal levee paralleling the Texas
and Pacific Railway between its junction with the West Agurs Levee
and its intersection with Hearne Avenue.

Days Creek—Enlargement and rectification of portions of Days
Oreek, Nix Creek, Swampoodle Creek, Wagner Creek, and Cowhorn
Creek all in the Vicinity of Texarkana was considered. However, re-
examination considering only those flood damage benefits creditable
as a net loss to the national economy showed that the annual costs of
flood protection exceed the annual benefits. :

McKinney Bayou—Enlargement of the main stem between miles 2.5
and 13.3, and 22.7 and 27.5, construction of new outlets to the Red
River at Buzzard Bluff and the Arkansas-Texas state line consisting
of gated control structures all in lieu of the plan of improvement au-
thorized by the Flood Control Act approved July 14, 1960. In addition,
the plan includes acquisition of 8,500 acres of woodlands adjacent to
the Bois d’Arc Game Management Area and development as a green
tree reservoir area to mitigate wildlife losses attributed to construction
of the McKinney Bayou inprovements and also the improvements pre-
viously authorized for construction on Posten Bayou in Arkansas. In
addition to the improvements recommended for construction by the
Corps of Engineers the plan includes about 50 miles of interior drain-
age channels and four flood-flow retarding structures to be reported on
and installed under programs administered by the Soil Conservation
Service, of the Department of Agriculture.
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ESTIMATED COST
[Price level of July 1975]

s ETer sy o

McKinney

Bayou
Waest Agurs (Corps of Posten
Levee Engineers) Bayou Total
fodorg).. .. — 0 ) s s LRI -¥271,000  $3,530, 300 $186,800  $3,988, 100
o Fiilaral ) ol o il L110,700 25,200 1,137,900

Yot LRI O g ol 3 o 271,000 4,641,000 214, 000 5, 126, 000

PROJECT ECONOMICS
[Interest rate of 634 percentj

Federal  Non-Federal Total

L2

Annual charges (Wests rs’):. = AV il B . n’-ﬂ“ S

+ Interest and amo 14569 abmbamah Frpel e 1 T N SRR B Rl
Operation and mai g =5 i $1,300 1,300
L[, BPNEREI RN AR ol A e AT BRSNS Ty 16, 700 1, 300 18, 000
Annual charges (McKinney Bayou—Corp¢ pfan only): ;
lntnustlané amortization_. . FooeoRlad wakhn 227, 800 78,700 306, 500
Operation and maintenance.. . - 12,100 12, 100

Tobal., cee- - 227, 800 90, 800 318, 600

Annual benefits
West Agurs Levee:

Flood darhages firévented_._. _: ; RECRL STV IR 3480000

Area redevelopmient. ./ : X i L : 8, 600

Total z 44, 600
McKinney Bayou:

* TFlood damages prévéntet_. S i oo sy 65, 000
Intensified land use i A OETIE 532, 800
Area redevelopment.i. . L LR ' : 54, 800
Wildlife & recrdation e : —en 69, 500

Total 722, 100
Benefit-Cost Ratio:
West Agurs Levee_____ B i e e oo T e e B NCE: A 2.5
McKinney Bayou : : i 2.3
Posten Bayou Project (Including mitigation costs)-_.__. ! 1.5

E'nvironmental impaoct—Implementation of the proposed West
Agurs Levee project will not impose any significant physical altera-
tion to the existing environment., }E)and use changes within this urban-
izing area would be the same with or without the project. Major ad-
verse impacts associated with the McKinney project will result from
the clearing of 8,600 acres of alluvial bottom forest for agricultural
Egiductlon. These impacts include losses associated with the forest,

, and water resources and/or the aesthetical values contained
therein. Huntable wildlife resources will be reduced by 4,785 man-days
hunting annually. Mitigation measures will compensate for these
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losses as well as the losses allocated to an earlier project on McKinney
Bayou.

Lssues

The Department of the Interior believes that the plan outlined in
the proposed report of the Chief of Engineers, sent to agencies for
review, to mitigate anticipated losses of about 6,170 acres of valuable
fish and wildlife habitat from the McKinney Bayou, and also Posten
Bayou (authorized in 1970) is not adequate. Therefore, the Depart-
ment recommended the acquisition of about 2,600 acres of land within
the 250-foot contour in the vicinity of the Bois d’Arc Game Manage-
ment Area.

The Corps of Engineers subsequently undertook further coordina-
tion with the Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department of the
Interior concerning mitigation of fish and wildlife losses. The addi-
tional study showed that these losses could be greater than anticipated
in earlier studies. Also, that there is a need for a larger amount of
land, together with certain facilities, to mitigate those losses. There-
fore, the Chief of Engineers recommends the acquisition of land
within the 250-foot contour to a blocked perimeter, about 3,500 acres,
to mitigate the project induced fish and wildlife losses.

SECTION 33

This section modifies the flood control project for the San Antonio,
Texas, channel improvement, authorized by the Flood Control Act
of 1954, to authorize and direct the Secretary of the Army, acting
through the Chief of Engineers, to construct such additional flood
control measures as are necessary to preserve and protect the Espada
Acequia aqueduct, located in the vicinity of Six Mile Creek.

The Espada Acequia Aqueduct was built between 1730-1745 and
is the only remaining original, operational Spanish aqueduct in the
United States. It has been designated as a National Historic Site b
the Interior Department and as a National Civil Engineering Land-
mark by the American Society of Civil Engineers. The site represents
one of the earliest recorded examples of water supply and irrigation
systems in the Nation.

. However, increased water flows are threatening to destroy this his-
toric structure. Concerned about this situation, local interests, with the
support of private fundinf, contracted with private engineering firms
to study the feasibility of improvements to the project to protect it.
However, it was determined that unless water flows of 6-mile creek
could be adjusted, any such improvements would be futile. It was
also determined that the damage was of such a nature that immediate
action was necessary to preserve the facility. From a structural stand-
gomt,‘ considering the age, desi%n and carrying capacity of the aque-

uct, it is inevitable that it will be destroyed by flood-waters in a rela-
tixl;ely short time if protective flood control measures are not under-
taken.

The drainage area of Six Mile Creek is 14.6 square miles and the
100 year design flood flow is 16,000 cubic feet per second. The aqueduct,
under present oon_dltlor?, will only pass 2,000 cubic feet per second
without overtopping. In 1974, the structure was overtopped on
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> ecoasions résulting in significant deterioration, Increased de-
i};fg;mogiisinnihe Wa.tergshed, i%cluding Kelly Air Force Base and
Stenson Field, hap resulted in accelerated runoff and more frequent
flooding. In additlon, to correct local flood problems, the City of San
Antonio is contrdcting with the Army Corps of Engineers to con-
struct a 28-mile system of watershed channelization and loeal drainage
improvements that are expected to cost about $43.4 million. Although
these flood contrel measures will alleviate the suburban flood dama%;
in the upper watershed of the San Antonie Creek they will intensi :
peak flood flows past the aqueduct and pull increased amounts o
water from Six Mile Creek thus again increasing the flood waters
ueduct. .

thll'gélcga}tlxgs ?)? t e%‘ederal involvement with the air base and the channel
improvements, the Corps of Engineers compiled a compreh.en.sll.ve
study entitled “San Antonio Channel Improvement, Texas: Feasibility
Report for the Espada Aqueduct Flood Protection, San Antonio,
Texas,” dated June 1975. This report outlined the means whereby
erosion of the facility could be eased. These would include construc-
tion of channel improvements on Six Mile Creek, at an estimated
cost of $1,761,000. . S . a

The Committee believes that it is in the national interest to pre-
serve unique historic structures such as this. This section therefore
authorizes the Corps of Engineers to undertake such remedial meas-
ures as are needed to protect the Espada Agequia Aqueduct.

SECTION 34

is section authorizes the Secretary of the Army, aeting through

th;mCl}?ie; of Engineers, to implement the nonstructural flood control
project on Galveston Bay at Baytown, Texas, generally in accordance
with the final report of the Chief of Engineers. = B e

The Committee has been aware of the ﬁoodln% situation in the
Baytown area for some time and addressed it in 1974 in the passage
of the Water Resources Development and River Basin Monetary
Authorization Act of 1974. In the report accompanying that legisla-
tion the Committee recognized that the eurrent flooding is resulting
in adverse economic and social conditions beyond the capability of
the local interests to cope with either on a physical or economic level.
The Committee recognized the uniqueness of the situation and felt
that correction of the situation was well within the jurisdiction of the
Secretary of the Army due to the recurrent flooding and the exposure
to destruction from hurricanes. y ]

Several alternatives were studied for the relief of the flooding con-
ditions; however, in its feasibility report the Galveston District Engi-
neer recommended a non-structural solution. The Committee concurs
with this solution. The pro&ect would consist of purchasing homes
and land within the 50-year flood plain and relocating all residents. 4

All owners would receive relocation assistance through the Uni-
form Relocation Assistance Act, the area would then be reclaimed, and
the City of Baytown would then manage the project lands as a park
land or nature area. \

It is the Committee’s understanding that for purposes of relocation
assistance current replacement values will be used. In addition, non-
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Federal cost-sharing shall be in accordance with Section 73 of Public
Law 93-251, limiting such cost-sharing to not more than 20 percent
of the project cost.

SECTION 35

This section alters the procedures under which various components
of the Arkansas-Red River Basin Chloride Control Project can go
forward in the future. The new language allows work to go forward
on compenents if approved by the Secretary of the Army and the
Congress. With the new language the Committee intends that regular
procedures will be followed with respect to this project. Whenever a
design memorandum is completed, as a portion of the whole, the Com-
mittee expects that it will be submitted to the Congress for review.

This full project was authorized in the 1966 and 1970 Flood Control
Acts. The project is designed to remove natural salt pollution from
the Arkansas and Red River Basin, offering the op ortunity to make
an enormous additional quantity of water available for municipal,
industrial, and agricultural uses.

But because of the nature of the authorization of the full project,
it has been difficult to move components of it forward, pending the
final repert and design on the full project. The comprehensive restudy
of the Red River Basin has just been completed at the District level.
The comprehensive restudy of the Arkansas Basin will not be accom-
plished for about two more years.

Beeause of the projeet’s scope, invalving some 15 salt sources in two
states, the Committee believes that some of the smaller control struc-
tures on the Arkansas River should be accelerated in advance of com-
pletion of all these studies, just as some structures were initiated on
the Red River in the 1974 Water Resources A ct. The Coxps is directed
to accelerate its review of the so-called Area IV struetures in the
61131{&}?8% Basin, a small, relatively low-cost structure near Olkeene,

ahoma.

SECTION 36

This section re-anthorizes the Arcadia Reservoir near Edmend,
Oklahoma. The reservoir was originally authorized in 1970 as a, multi-
purpose project, including flood control, recreation, fish and wildlife
enhancement, and water quality. "Fhe subsequent passage of the 1972
Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments and the Water
Resources Development Act of 1974 requires reauthorization of the
reservoir because water quality releases are no longer permitted as a
project purpose. This section deletes those benefits for water quality,
and includes benefits for water supply, for which the city of E mond,
Oklahoma, has contracted.

It is expected that the Corps will design the final project in a
manner that keeps the pool elevation at as low an elevation as prac-
ticable, consistent with project purposes.

SECTION 37

This section authorizes a multi-agency study of water resources n
the area of the Ogallala aquifer. The economy of the High Plains
region, which encompasses large areas of Colorado, Kansas, New
Mexico, Oklahoma, exas, and Nebraska, is largely dependent for
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water on the aquifer. Economic activity, particularly irrigated agri
culture, has led to the withdrawal of water at rates far in excess of
the rate at which the Ogallala is being recharged. wd,

If present trends continue, widespread abandonment of irrigated
agriculture will commence in the 1990s. The potential impact on the
economic and social fabric of the region is further heightened by de-
elining o0il and gas reserves. The very ability of the region to survive
as a productive section of the nation is at stake.

Time exists to take corrective action, if steps are taken now. The
Economic Development Administration within the Deépartment of
Commerce has already begun efforts to develop a strategy for the
region. EDA has fashioned a plan for studying the preblem which
simply awaits the funding provided in this section.

One important caveat is in order: that portion of the study dealing
with water transfers, which will be conducted by the Corps of Engi-
neers for EDA, does not contemplate long range transfers from either
the Mississippi or the Pacific Northwest. Rather, the Corps is to study
the feasibility of transferring water from untapped sources within
the High Plains region or eontiguous areas.

The study provides for an initial draft to be available in mid-1978
and a final report in 1980. The initial draft is to be given wide circula-
tion and subject to critical review within the Executive branch, the
Congress, affected States and localities, and the academic community.
The final study, due to 1980 should provide a concrete program in the
form of specific recommendations for action for Congress to take to
solve the problems of the High Plains region.

SECTION 38

This section directs the Secretary of the Army-to construct, for pub-
lic recreation purposes, an access road from United States highway
numbered 85 to Cochiti Reservoir in New Mexico. The sum of $1,500,-
000,000 is authorized for this 8.3-mile road.

An existing road to the recreation area runs across Indian lands
and is not open to free passage. The alternate access road, authorized
by this section, would be constructed by the New Mexico State High-
way Department.

SECTION 39

This section directs the Corps to construct a projeet for local flood
protection on the Santa Fe River and Arrpyo Mascaras in the wicinity
of Santa Fe, New Mexico, at an estimated cost of $8,200,000. There are
two limitations on this aythority: First, no impoundments can be
built under this authority east of the existing Nichols Dam. Second,
the Corps and its contractors are directed to select. the routes for earth-
moving operations and the sources of material in a way that minimizes
any adverse impact on Santa Fe’s normal transportation movements.

This section is the result of a study of the Santa Fe River watershed,
which is an east bank tributary of the Rio Grande in north-central
New Mexico. There are no existing flood control projects constructed
by the Corps of Engineers in the Santa Fe River watershed, and none
have been authorized by the Congress, Emergency repair work on the
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Arroyo Mascaras floodway, however, was accomplished in 1959 at a
;“li%e(r)%}) cost of $104,400 and repeated in 1971 at a Federal cost of

Residents of the study area desire flood protection, a more plentiful
and dependable water supply, and increased opportunities for water-
oriented recreation.

. The plan that was recommended by the Corps consists of construc-
tion of a flood control reservoir on the Santa Fe River, in addition to
raising the Apartment Drive Bridge and replacing the College Street
Bridge and the channelization of 6,300 feet of the Arroyo Mascaras
through the city of Santa Fe.

As originally designed, the project called for construction of a dam
that would have backed water into National Forest lands. The Forest
Service has opposed that recommended plan. This section directs the
Corps to go forward with the alternative that would impose the least
environmental impact, possible including the acquisition and raising
of the existing Nichols Dam. In whatever plan 1s selected, no struc-
tures may be built east of Nichols Dam.

SECTION 40

This section amends existing authority for the Corps of Engineers
to construct, operate, and maintain a fish hatchery to mitigate fish
losses attributable to the Libby Dam project, Kootenai River,
Montana. '

Libby Dam was authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1950. This
Act did not provide for fish and wildlife mitigation. The 1970 River
Basin Monetary Authorization and Miscellaneous Civil Works
Amendment Act authorized the Corps of Engineers to participate
with the State of Montana in the construetion, operation, and main-
tenance of fish hatchery facilities to mitigate fish losses caused by the
project. The amount of Federal participation was limited to $750,000,
which was intended to cover the construction cost of hatchery facili-
ties capable of producing 25,000 poitnds per year of west slope
cutthroat trout and approximately ten years of operation and
maintenance. e I

This 1970 authority was amended in section 48 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1974. The major change effected by this
amendment was to increase the limit on Federal participation m the
hatchery from $750,000 to $4,000,000 primarily because of increased
costs attributable to pollution control and water reuse requirements.

The State of Montana now asks that the Federal Government con-
tribute $6,500,000 for construction of the fish hatchery, operation and
maintenance for the life of the facility, and conveyance of the hatchery
to the State. ; "

This section. authorizes $5,500,000 or half the cost, whichever is less,
for the construction of a 50,000 pound cutthroat trout hatchery and
for the acquisition of necessary lands. : .

The Committee feels that this is appropriate Federal compensation
for. fish Iosses caused by the Libby Dam project.
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SECTION 41

This section directs the Secretary of the Army to construct a four-
lane, high-level bridge, to be located about two miles upstream from
the existing U.S. Highway 12 bridge, between Lewiston, Idaho, and
Clarkston, Washington. This provision is necessary because of the
impact on the two cities created by navigational improvements on the
Snake River. The bridge is a legitimate ]sg:deral expense because it was
io)hngederal navigation project that creates the basic need for the new

ridge.

The Highway 12 bridge, built in 1939, is the only direct link between
the two communities. Though designed in the 1930s with a lift-span to
permit passage of large river boats, it had until now provided suffi-
cient clearance for existing river traffic, without use of the lift seetion.

The recent completion of the Lower Granite Lock and Dam has
changed the situation significantly. The river level, backed up behind
the dam, has reduced clearance at the existing bridge to about 13 feet,
which will require regular and frequent use of the lift. According to
testimony to the Committee, this will create serious interstate traffic
problems, and could lead to critical health and safety hazards if the
lift bridge is open or inoperative during an emergency situation, as the
two communities share huspital and fire fighting facilities.

It is also estimated that there will be substantially increased high-
way and river traffic as a result of the Lower Granite project. The cost
of the span is beyond the financial capability of the states, the cities,
and the counties involved, either within the framework of their re-
spective highway programs or from other resources available to them.

Preliminary estimates by the Corps of Engineers place the cost of
the bridge at about $20 million. While requiring Federal financing for
the construction of the bridge, this section makes non-federal agencies
responsible for providing the lands, easements, and rights of way for
the bridge and its approaches, and for bridge maintenance following
construction.

SECTION 42

This section directs the Corps to install a second outlet for flows
from the Lucky Peak Dam, Idaho. This will allow continued flows of
water from the dam when the main outlet pipe must be closed annually
for inspection and maintenance.

This second outlet has importance to the metropolitan area of Boise,
Idaho, and to the water quality of the Boise River, downstream from
Lucky Peak Dam to its confluence with the Snake River. Lucky Peak
Dam has only had a single river outlet. During the dam’s two decades
of operation, the river flows virtually cease when the outlet is closed,
except for the sewage releases from the Boise metropolitan sewage
treatment plants. This condition creates severe problems for the fish
resources of the Boise River, and violates national pollution control
standards.

While this section in no way is a replacement for adequate sewage
treatment, as required by Section 102(b) of the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act Amendments of 1972, the Committee recognizes that
continued river flows are the only method to maintain water quality in
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the River, no matter how the level of treatment from the Boise sewage
treatment facility.
SECTION 43

Section 50 of the 1974 Water Resources Act authorized the Secre-
tary of the Army to reimburse Boundary County, Idaho, for the $350,-
000 cost of rebuilding a bridge necessitated by high water behind
Libby Dam. This work has been interrupted due to the existence of a
water line, which must be relocated.

This section increases the existing authorization by $30,000 to allow
for the relocation of this water line, including approximately 900 feet
of the City of Bonners Fer?’s water line. The cost of water-line relo-
cation was not included in the 1974 estimate by Boundary County be-
cause its exact location in relation to the bridge work was not known
at the time the estimate was prepared.

BECTION 44

This se¢tion authorizes the Secrotary of the Army, acting through
the Chief of Engineers, to provide temporary school facilities for
dependent children of workers on the Chief Joseph Dam hydroelectric
power project. Funds for this function would be available from exist-
ing funds authorized for construction of such project.

Bridgeport and Brewster, Washington school districts have been
severely impacted by the construction of this project and must be
granted relief from the financial burden of these extra school children.

Rather than providing school facilities, the Corps may make a cash
contribution to the school districts for their use in educating this
influx of students.

. Prior to providing the financial assistance authorized by this sec-
tion, the Secretary of the Army is directed to investigate the possi-
bility of education funds from the Federally-impacted assistance pro-
gram being available for use to provide the necessary school facilities.

SECTION 45

This section authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting through
the Chief of Engineers, to provide maintenance dredging of certain
works constructed by the Port of Portland at Oregon Slough, Oregon.

Such assumption of maintenance dredging has been recommended
by the Chief of Engineers and approved by the Office of Management
and Budget.

Project data follow.

Oregon Slough (North Portiand Harbor), Oregon

. Location—Oregon _Slou%l;, also known as North Portland Harbor,
is within the city limits of Portland, Oregon, and is a side channel of
Columbia River, formed by Hayden and Tomahawk Islands and the
Oregon mainland.

Ewisting projects

a. Federal. There are two Federal navigation projects in Oregon
Slough one at the downstream end and one at the upstream end. The
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lower, or downstream project provides for a channel 20 feet deep and
900 feet wide at low water, extending from deep water In Columbia
River to a point above Portland Union Stockyards, about 3% miles.
The project at the upper entrance to the slough provides for a channel
10 feet deep and 300 feet wide, extending from mile 5.8 in Oregon
Slough to deep water in Columbia River, at approximately river mile
109.

b. Non-Federal. The Port of Portland is actively developing the
North Portland Peninsula into a planned port expansion known as
Rivergate Industrial Park. Fill material is being obtained from
dredging operations in Oregon Slough within the limits of the pro-
posed channel modification. In connection with construction of the
terminal facilities the Port of Portland completed dredging of the
slough to mile 1.5 to a depth of 40 feet or more and completed dredg-
ing of a turning basin. These actions were done to the dimensions of
the recommended plan as described below :

Needs—The Port of Portland, local sponsor, desired that a portion
of the existing project be modified to provide for a channel 40 feet
deep with suffictent width at low water to allow one-way ship move-
ment. The channel would extend from the existing 40-foot-deep
Columbia River shipping channel to Oregon Slough mile 1.5.

The proposed project would provide the Portland area with an ad-
ditional 362 acres of water-oriented industrial land on a deep raft (40
feet) channel. The development would result in the cash flow of ap-
proximately $9 tmillion, an increase of approximately $1 million in
annual property taxes, and between 9.000 and 11,000 jobs generating
between $25 and $75 million in total annual payroll,

Recommended plan of improvement—The existing project for Ore-
gon Slough, North Portland Harbor, Oregon, be modified to provide
Tor a 40 foot deep by 400 foot wide channel from Columbia River to
slough mile 1.5 (average length of 1.8 miles) with a triangular turn-
ine basin about 3.000 feet long, by an average width of 1,000 feet by
40 feet deep.

ESTIMATED COST
Summeary of first costs (3d quarter 1973)

Item
Federal costs: 40-foot channel cost
Initial dredging eosts_ 2__ 21 :; ¢ AL e $634, 800
Aids to navigation_________ . ____._ 513 vd_Dalair 211 4,
TTOLA] 25t o SEEE s e i syt ol tor e o 8 L T 1 639, 300
Non-Federal:
Dredging and retaining dikes T Ay Gk 844, 000
Total _—— = % 993, 300
Use L _ 2984, 000

1 Does not, include preanthorization study costs of $68,000. .
b :n’.(l;lexg P(f;’}l‘ ogiPoxr':;i and héasl reclently tsdedged the %l;%n%‘eldandl tur?tlf baixin to the recom-
mension at local costs. Recommen eder Q.
would be limited to maintenance dredging. Nel o 01‘1 AE %l tn
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PROJECT ECONOMICS, RECOMMENDED PLAN

As Usin
formulated current values

Interest rate (percent) : SIOGORG < % &
Period of analysis™(yeats) - . 4ucssar: TR LT 53% Sg%
Planﬁw 1 ' &
2) Trans jo reduction :
= $574, 000 620, 000
in; wm-. 36, 000 s35, 000
Total =
Plan - Annual berfefits_ 5 610, 000 656, 000
3) Total investment_.__ : BT, Pyt 7
ih} Inkerest aid authorization_ .. - ! srroty %6, 000 %3000
) Maintanapce.... ‘ PRPr LTI TN e 190, 000 )
Tobil ahBal Sost . - coeuan ooyt UL LR LUl NI e 4 160, 000 153, 000
Benefit-cost Aol 420 Oyl e A '3 8 '4.3

iy - is

aruﬁ'ﬁ'}f’“ $69,600 annual Federal costs for maintenance dredging and SZO,;)OO local annual costs for maint;nanco
_ Environmental impact of proposed project.—Proj -
s1der%1 t(()1 be most sOigniﬁcant Werezz fosah: SR
a. Dredging in Oregon Slough will result in a net I
acres of benthic habitat a.nnuallgy. e kriogare d
b. Disposal areas will be required for maintenance dredging.

SECTION 46

The Committee recommends authorization of $250,000 i
planning and additional economic analyses requisfed i)y' tlfg gg?égilll:ge
study review and to continue long-range water quality studies begun
during the Phase I stage of the advanced engineering and design on
the Days Creek Dam, South Umpqua River, Oregon. This additional
authorization is needed as an interim measure in this instance because
the Corps has yet to determine whether section 1 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1974 provides sufficient authority sub-
sequent to the completion of phase ]E.)in the field and prior to authori-
zation of phase II to permit the continuance of analyses which may
assist Qox:f'ress and the State in deciding whether phase II should be
authorized.
SECTION 47

_ This section modifies the monetary limitation on Federal participa-
tion for flood control storage in the Del Valle Reservoir, Alameda
Creek, California, as authorized in the Flood Control Act of 1962.

Pursuant to Section 203 of the Flood Control Act of 1962 the Secre-
tary of the Army entered into a contractual agreement with the State
of California to contribute toward the cost of flood control storage
in the Del Valle project. The Federal contribution to the State con-
sisted of 30.7 percent of the actual project cost but not to exceed
$4,080,000. In addition, the Federal Government would contribute
$776,000 for the present worth of the Federal share of the estimated
annual cost of maintenance and operation for 50 years allocated to
flood control. Full payment of $4,856,000 has been made to the State.
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At the time of this agreement the estimated Del Valle project cost
exclusive of recreation facilities was $12,370,000. Actual construction
cost was -about $25,700,000. Because of this cost increase the State
requested and the U.S. Congress authorized a study to re-evaluate the
cost-sharing aspects of the Del Valle project.

Location—The Alameda Creek Basin 1s located in the Coast Range
adjacent to the southeast side of San Francisco Bay. The multiple-
purpose Del Valle dam and reservoir project is located on Arroyo Del
Valfe about 11 miles upstream from its confluence with Arroyo de la
Laguna, a tributary of Alameda Creek.

Ewzisting projects—Federal local protection works on Alameda
Creek across the Coastal Plain, from Niles Canyon to San Francisco
Bay. A nen-Federal State owned multiple-purpose Del Valle dam
and reservoir for flood control water supply, and recreation.

Recommended action.—On the basis of actual construction cost for
the Del Valle project and the estimated benefits to be derived there-
from, it is determined that the Federal contribution toward the first
cost of the project should be $4,650,000. There is no change in the
present worth of the Federal share of estimated annual maintenance,
aperation, and replacement costs allocated to flood control. It is there-
fore recommended that the Federal Government enter into a su;iple-
mentary agreement with the State of California increasing the Fed-
eral contribution by $570,000.

PROJECT COSTS

Project
document  Reevaluation
(1962) report (1972) Difference

First cost{exclusive of specific cost far recreation lands and facilities and
utherizati :

prea o skidy $12,370,000  $25,700,000 --$13,330,000
P al i or flood Qo] - o 0.7 18,1 ~12.6
PRI 5 hiati e puatrivytion s flend .00 54,650,000 5570, 000

Presant worth of operation O.M. & R. 80 yrs 776, 000

PROJECT ECONOMICS
[254 percent interest rate Interest rate at time of authorization.)

Flood c;'mtro; Water supply Recreation Tota

{Dollars in thousands]
Allocated annual charges. ... ... $200 1;;2 $1,321 $2,021

Annual benefits..., S 318 2,485 4,197
Bongit-colt JHD., . o o S <y b Pyr S P <Py == 1.4
SECTION 48

This section authorizes a modification for the Port San Luis project
San Luis Qbispe, California. The modification recommended reduces
the size of the project and reflects a saving to the Federal govern-
ment of $900,000.

The Corps of Engineers concurs in this modifieation and recom-
mends that it be appreved by legislation since it invelves a significant
change in the project, .
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SECTION 49

This section. modifies the project for naviﬁation improvements,
Cook Inlet, Alaska (Anchorage ]Harbor), authorized by the River
and Harbor Act of 1958, to provide that the Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Chief of Engineers, maintain the harbor depth of
85 feet for a length of 3,000 feet at the existing Port of Anchorage
Marine Facility.
The existing Federal harbor preject has an authorized pier face
length of approximately 2,000 feet. The City of Anchorage, under
ermit authority of the Corps of Engineers, has dredged an additonal
;000 feet past the Federal project limitation. 1
This section expands the Corps authority to provide that the Fed-
eral Government maintain the new dredged depths in addition te those
depths already authorized.
SECTION 50

This section authorizes and directs the Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Chief of Engineers, to conduct a study of the
feasibility of removing debris and obsolete buildings from the vician-
ity of Metlakatla and Annette Island in southeastern Alaska.

Between 20,000 and 30,000 U.S. troops were quartered on Annete
Island during World War II. An airfield, support installatiens, and
additional facilities were constructed. The Coast Guard subsequently
took over the facilities, but will be abandoning the island next year.

Section 35 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1974 author-
ized a debris removal study for several of the Aleutian Island in
Alaska. This section amends that existing law to provide a similar
study for Annette Island.

SECTION 51

The Crater-Long Lakes division of the Snettisham project, Alaska,
was authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1962 to provide hydro-
electric ﬁower and flood protection in the area of Juneau. The projeet
was authorized to be constructed by the Corps of Engineers. The
Department of the Interior was given the authority to eperate and
maintain the project and market the power.

The project has been subject to severe problems sinee its beginning.
In the course of construction, eontract difficulties, construction delays,
and cost escallations turned an estimated $48,000,000 prejeet into one
now contemplated to cest over $90,000,000. A design deficiency in part
of the eompleted project has caused power failures of menths-long
duration tothe Citl); of Juneau.

This seetion seeks to reduee some of the hardships caused by these
factors to the people of Juneau.

Subsection (&) of the section makes the cost of replacing and re-
locating the Salisbury Ridge Section of the transmission line for the
Snettisham project nonreimbursable.

Due to Corps of Engineers error, the Salisbury Ridge portion of the
transmission line was placed on top of the ridge, in a location ex-
tremely vulnerable to ice and high winds.
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Since its completion in 1972, this section of the line has suffered
serious damages, resulting in power outages which have denied power
to consumers for months at a time. - N 3

The Corps of Engineers is now in the process of relocating the line
at a lower level. This subsection requires that the cost of such reloca-
tion be a Federal responsibility. w3 ,

Subsection (b) restructures the repayment provisions for the Snet-
tisham project by providing for: (1) a repayment period of sixty
years, instead of fifty; (2) an initial annual payment of 0.1 percent
of the total principal to be repaid; (3) subsequent annual payments
to be increased by 0.1 percent of the total principal until the tenth
year; and (4) annual payments thereafter for the remaining fifty
years to be one fiftieth of the balance remaining after the tenth year.

The purpose of this subsection is to provide temporary relief to
Juneau power users by altering the repayment schedule and amounts.
Lower payments during the first ten years of the proposed sixty-
year repayment period would be made possible by deferring the inter-
est for tlzxis Yeriog. : 01195

The total obligation (capital costs, plus interest) will still be met,
as the interest deferred during the first ten years will be recovered in
the next fifty years. 9199 A5

This temporary relief is necessary in view of the additional standby
generating facilities which local interests had to install because of the
numerous power outages experience since 1972.

8ECTION 52

This section declares three specific lakes as non-navigable for the
purposes of Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, the
provision of law requiring a Corps of Engineers permit for any
wharf or pier constructed in the navigable waters of the United
States.

Because of recent Court decisions, the Army Corps of Engineers
has had to broaden its regulatory control under Section 10 to control
the construction of private boat docks and similar facilities on bodies
of water that this Committee believes were never intended for such
control. This new authority is not a result of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972, and this section is in
no way associated with that controversy. )

The Committee has evaluated this problem in relation to the three
specific bodies of water listed in the bill-—Lake George, New York,
Lake Oswego, Oregon, and Lake Coeur d’Alene, Idaho—and found
them not to be navigable for the purposes of regulai interstate com-
merce, This section is needed to clarify that they are non-navigable
for the purposes of section 10 of the 1899 Act.

The declaration of this section is only for the purposes of regulating
boat docks and similar structures that might impede navigation. It
affects no other aspects of the jurisdiction of the United States, such
as those that may be administered by the Environmental Protection
Agency, the Coast Guard, the Fish and Wildlife Service, or even the
Corps of Engineers under other pravisions of law. .

Because of the possibility that this is a broader problem, the Com-
mittee intends, in the next Congress, to hold hearings in an effort to
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establish a more defined nation;tl policy that will clarify this distine-
tion for these and other lakes. '

SECTION 53

This section establishes a new procedure for the financing of hydro-
electric power projects planned and constructed by the Army Corps
of Engineers. This new procedure is directed toward projects of which
90 percent or more of the benefits are for hydroelectric power. ;

The traditional method of planning, Congressional authorization,
and construction of these projects has proven to be extremely time
consuming. It is expected that this new procedure will speed the im-
plementation of such projects to the extent that they will be built as
expeditiougly as construction schedules permit and at less cost.

At the direction of Congress, the Corps of Engineers now conducts
a study of a specific geographic area with a view toward developing
a plan to meet the required power needs of that area. If it is deter-
mined that a-hydroelectric power project is the most acceptable alter-
native to satisfy those needs, and the Corps determines that a specific
plan for such project is economically feasible, a survey report out-
lining the plan, with an environmental impact statement, is submitted
to the Congress for consideration.

The project is then authorized by the Public Works Committees of
the House and Senate for the phase I design memorandum stage of
advanced engineering and design. .

The new procedure authorized by the Hydroelectric Power Develop-
ment Act would not come into play until after the above procedure is
completed. It is after the authorization of Phase I that non-Federal
interests can become an active participant in the implementation of a
project. It should be made clear that this new procedure is initiated
purely at the initiative of non-Federal interests. If such interests
prefer to have projects built in the traditional manner, they may do so.

Section 53 (b) establishes a Hydroelectric Power Development Fund
for the dpur oses of this Act. The Fund shall consist of payments by
non-Federal public authorities to the Secretary to finance the cost of
construction of projects under this new procedure and Federal funds
for the Secretary to draw on for use in Phase I of a project if the local
authorities have a.%reed to repay such costs.

If a non-Federal public authority, approved by the Secretary of the
Army, agrees in writing to repay the Secretary for all separable and
joint costs of preparing the Phase I resign memorandum, if such
report is favorable. The Secretary is authorized to withdraw funds
from the H{droelectric Power Development Fund for such work. The
non-Federal authority must repay the Federal Government in full for
such costs prior to the submittal of the Phase I report to Congress.

After authorization for construction by Congress, the Secretary and
the non-Federal authority shall enter into a contract that the non-
Federal authority will pay the full, anticipated costs of constructing

the project at the time such costs are incurred, together with norma
contingencies and related administrative expenses of the Secretary.

The agreement must be submitted to the Committees on Public
Works and the Committees on Appropriations of the House and
Senate for review. Congressional approval is required after Committee
review and favorable report on such agreement. :
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By establishing a procedure to submit proposed construction agree-
men¥é to the Commitr’zees on Public Works and on Appropriations and
to the full Senate and House of Representatives for consideration and
approval and by making Federal liability for acts of God and for
cost overruns subjects to the appropriations process, the Committee
seeks to restore to Congress a measure of control over Federal spend-
ing. The Committee is concerned that over 75 percent of the Federal
budget is now deemed «uncontrollable.” The Committee believes that
by subjecting spending proposals to closer Congressional scrutiny the
spirit as well as the letter of the new budget process is honored.

Non-Federal payments for construction can either be.depgmted in
the Fund or hel£ by the Secretary for payment on obligations incurred
on the project. ] ’

The total non-Federal obligation must be discharged on or before
the estimated date that the project is available for generation of all
or a substantial portion of t e authorized hydroelectric power.

Upon the project’s availability for a substantial portion of the
power, the Secretary is authorized and directed to conyey all title,
rights, and interests of the United States to the project, its lands and
water areas, and appurtenant facilities to the non-Federal public au-
thority. The authority then assumes ownership of the project and
responsibility for its performance, operation, an maintenance, as well
as any necessary replacement. R '

Tn recognition of the substantial investments which will be made by
non-Federal public authorities under this procedure, the United
States is to assume the responsibility for all costs over those fixed in
the agreement which are occasioned b Acts of God, failure of the
Secretary to adhere to the agreed schedule of work, or failure of de-
sign. Payments by the Secretary of such costs shall, however, be subject
to appropriations acts.

“Xcts of God” for the purposes of this section, is defined in the same
manner as “emergency” and “major disaster” in section 102(1) and
(2'}1(1& the Disaster Relief Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-288).

o Committee expects that the non-Federal public authority would
finance their efforts under this new procedure from the sale o bonds.
The Committee believes that this new method of public payment for
Federal projects will provide a virtual “testing of the market” which
will demonstrate the accuracy of Corps of Engineers estimates of eco-
nomic viability and cost effectiveness of Federal projects. The bond
market will provide a “real-world” testing ground for the viability of
the project. 1f the project is not viable, the bonds will not sell.

In summation, the Committee believes that implementation of the
Hydroelectric Power Development Act will result in a speedier imple-
nlxlentation of needed projects at a cost significantly lower than is now
the case.

The Committee looks forward with interest to the first project ex-
pected to move forward under this procedure, which is the project for
hydroelectric develoiment on the Susitna River in Southeentral
Alaska, Phese I of which is authorized in section 2(c of this Act.

General authority is provided in section 53 (i) authorizing negoti-
ations by the Secrefary of the Army and the Secretary of the Interior
for the sale of previously constructed projects to non-Federal public
interests under conditions protecting the affected public from any proj-
ect purpose loss of flood control, navigation, recreation, and hydro-
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electric power benefits. It is conceived that sales price would reflect the

:vailtlllle t?h only thoie assetts to be {:)Il'ansferred and that the price together
the means to protect public interest i

bt p P erests would be arrived at by

SECTION 54

This section amends section 32 of the Water Resource
' s Development
Act of 1974, the Streambank Erosion Control Evaluation and Dg,mon-
;gl;ngon Ac:,, ti? clarify t}tle existing authorization; to add a new site

emonstration projects; to provide for additi :

authorize additional fli'ndin’g. 7 ik
In the existing program, the Corps of Engineers was authorized to
conduct a five-year program to demonstrate streambank erosion con-
trol techniques and to develop more effective protective measures.
Demonstration projects were mandated at multiple sites on the Ohio
River, the delta and hills area of the Yazoo River Basin and on two
reaches of the Missouri River. Twenty-five million dollars was author-

ized over 5 years and a report of program findings and y
tions was to be sent to Congress. progra, g recommenda

The Committee has learned that the program has not been i -
mented as intended. Minimal attention lll)as %een 'vzlil to tlggge lcl:fq::ll?e
four demonstration areas, even though sufficient funds have been ap-
propriated to begin work at all areas. As a result, it appears that the
S)oxg)s (')tfl Et}I:gT.eers w%l not }l:e a;lble to complete the work it is required
o i e time and with t
aubhorig). 7 ! e money remaining under the 1974
The Committee believes that the program can id : in-
formation and assist tlfle hCongresspingmeeting grozzbﬁeg;;ﬁfhl?s
severe in many areas of the country. Section 54, therefore ides
that Section 32 be extended for three additional years. Qp;ggxlr(iide
the Corps sufficient resources to accomplish the work required, the pro-
gr%m sfmt}éorillty is 1;ncreased from $25 to $50 million.
_ No funds have been programmed for the reach of the Missouri Ri
in North Dakota at or gel_ow Garrison Dam, authorized in ;:he 1115’1721 ng
The severity of the erosion problem in that area has increased. The
Committee recommends that the Corps giVe this area special attention
and has included language to facilitate the Corps’ work. |
In addition, the Committee notes that no work has been initiated on
the Misgouri River between Fort Randall Dam, South Dakota, and
%3;);1§ City, Iov(;a,t:}ils ;nandated in the 1974 Act. The Committee there-
ecommends that a porti f iti i i
secI%i_onﬁe us}eld St areIa; . ion of additional funds mandated in this
inally, the Committee has added to the list of mandato
f?)r:]zz’t a portion of the Yellowstone River in Montana a,nr gg]r%l‘;
a. . ‘

SECTION 55

This section amends section 216 of the Flood Control A i
which relates to annual expenditures by the Secretary of Afrc'; ?(fu%t?lfgé
(f)c;x;) :}Igirge?cy ;v(irk in gaﬁmheds wlhich have been impaired by floods

natural elements. The annual limitation is rai '
. %1}?,000,000. nhual limitation is raised from $300,000
e annual limitation of $300,000 was established in 1950 i
amount has been inadequate for m,any years. In fact, $41(I)1 milliénva}s::
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appropriated in 1969, $3.7 million in 1970, $16.5 million in 1972, $20.0
million in 1973, and $22.5 million in 1974.

A proposal was presented to the Committee which would have
removed the annual limitation entitrely on such work, and would have
established a revolving fund in an amount determined by the Con-
gress to be necessary for emergency watershed protection works.

The Committee recognizes that $300,000 annually is totally inade-
quate, The Committee is reluctant, however, to remove the celling en-
tirely. Moreover, it is inappropriate to establish a revolving fund for
a Federal program such as this, when expenditure of such funds would
not be subject to the usual appropriations process.

This section raises the annual limitation for emergency watershed
works to $10,000,000.

The Committee directs that these funds are to be used for true
emergency works such as removal of sediment and debris, repair or
replacement of structural facilities, and repair to banks which are
eroding as a result of storm damages or other natural catastrophies.
These funds should not be used for new permanent works of con-
struction.

SECTION 56

This section amends section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960
to raise from $1 to $2 million the individual project limitation on small
navigation projects initiated by the Corps ofgﬂngineers.

Under existing law, the Corps of Engineers 1s authorized to expend
up to $25,000,000 in any one fiscal year for construction of small navi-
gation project not specifically authorized by Congress. These projects
must result in substantial benefits to navigation and must, in the
opinion of the Chief of Engineers, have a favorable cost-benefit ratio.
The individual monetary limitation for such projects is $1 million.

Raising this single project limitation to $2 million is justified by
normal cost increases and other inflationary effects since 1970, when
Congress last authorized increased cost limitations.

This section will not affect the overall project limitation of $25,000,-
000, but it will assure that the projects initiated under this program
can be carried out in accordance with the intended purposes of the
Act. The Department of the Army has recommended enactment of
this amendment.

This section shall not apply to any project under contract for con-
struction on the date of enactment of this Act.

SECTION 57

This section establishes a procedure to assure that on any water
resources project in which a single land owner can be expected to
receive at least 10 percent of the project’s benefits, that owner shall be
required to agree to contribute half the cost of those portions of the
improvements that relate to his benefits. The actual cash contribution
need not be made prior to construction, but no construction can go
forward without agreement from the landowners that he will make
the contribution either initially or no later than the time he realizes
the benefits, either through development, sale or more intensified land
use.
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A number of projects in this bill involve aspects that create windfall
benefits to the owners of land adjacent to those projects. This is par-
ticularly evident in the case of one project where the Corps has esti-
mated that the single owner of land in the project area can expect to
receive a $3,124,000 windfall benefit as a result of the project.

The Committee believes that it is an equitable national policy that
such recipients be required to share directly in the project’s costs, since
they will be direct and major beneficiaries.

It is recognized that the 10 percent figure is arbitrary. But it is
expected that the Corps will make a study of this question, possibl
proposing future legislation that will assume equitable treatment to all
recipients of such windfall land enlhiancement benefits. When such
benefits are widely distributed among many land owners, the Com-
mittee recognizes that there may be no practical way that the Federal
taxpayer can be relieved of some of those costs.

SECTION 58

This section augments the responsibility of Congress over the work
under the direction of the Chief of Engineers. The section restrains
the present broad discretion of the Corps to move forward on reha-
bilitation of navigation projects, without specific Congressional ap-
proval, and prescribes that this discretion is limited to projects that
cost less than $10,000,000. In line with the user-charge provisions in
this bill, this section also removes the outdated prohibition in the 1909
Act against the charging of tolls at locks operated by the Chief of
Engineers.

The authorizing Committees of Congress have been bypassed in the
past in decisions in planning and constructing of major navigational
replacement facilities. This 1ssue became most evident when the courts
halted reconstruction of Locks and Dam 26 at Alton, Illinois, because
it had proceeded illegally under the 1909 Act. The Secretary of the
Army has stated that he will not continue to use this discretionary
authority, until clarified by Congress.

Under the new procedures in this bill, the Chief maﬁ only rebuild a
project on his continuing authority if it will cost less than $10,000.000,
and if the work in no way alters the capacity of location of the project.
This section makes 1t clear that any such “rehabilitation” that costs
more than $10,000,000 must be submitted to Congress for full author-
ization, as if it were a new project.

SECTION 59

This section directs the Corps of Engineers to estaplish a procedure
to accelerate local cooperation in solving urban flooding dangers,
allowing compatible local work to go forward without endangering
the cost-benefit ratio of the potential Federal project.

The Committee has long recognized that it takes many years, some-
times decades, to complete a floed-control project once a survey report
ig initiated. This is particularly critical when the problem involves
flooding in a growing urban area. This section is intended to aecelerate
work to meet this problem, without committing any future Federal
expenditures.

77-174—76—10
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The section directs the Chief of Engineers to develop a procedure
that allows District Engineers under the Chief to consider a local
proposal for compsatible action to lessen flood damages prior to the
time that a full Corps study may be authorized by the Congress. This
provision would therefore encourage local responsibility and enable
local agencies to go forward with work they might otherwise be re-
luctant to undertake. ) ! 1

A city or other local agency, for example, might consider raising
and wi(ganing a bridge, or plan some work to clean out and widen the
flood-prone river. If the Cg;ss of Engineers has a study underway, the
District Engineer is ex to review the local %m)posal. If that pro-
posal is compatible with the anticipated scope of the Federal project,
then the District Engineer should so certify. Once the District Engi-
neer makes such a certification, the city can go forward with the assur-
ance that its certified works can be expected to be incorporated within
the project design, should the project ever be authorized.

Tgis flexibility should in no way be interpreted as a Federal assur-
ance of later approval of any project. While it is in no way a Federal
commitment, this provision assures the city that the work it under-
takes, once certiﬁe£ will not be removed from the cost-benefit analysis.
And 1t assures the city that such local work will be credited toward the
local costs of cooperation, should the project be later authorized. This
will not, however, qualify the community for any ¢ash refunds. If the
local costs on such certified work exceed the local share, when later
computed, the local government must assume that extra cost.

The need for this approach was brought to the Commiittee’s atten-
tion by the situation involving Mingo Creek in a rapidly growing
area of Tulsa, Oklahoma. The c¢ity, confronting the serious flood prob-
lem, discussed the Corps studies, and went forward, using local funds,
with works that it believes are compatible. This substantially lessened
the danger of flooding, and may have produced dramatic savings in
lives and property in a disastrous flood in recent months.

The Committee believes that the decision of Tulsa to move forward
is commendable, and that the city should not be penalized by the pos-
sibility its works may have skimmed off the benefits from the proj-
ect’s heretofore favorable cost-benefit ratio. Therefore, this section
also directs that the city of Tulsa receive credit for this work, should
the present Corgs study of Mingo Creek be later developed and au-
thorized as a Federal project.

SECTION 60

This section establishes a three-member Water Resources Mitigation
Agdvisory Board that will assist the Congress and the Corps of Engi-
neers in resolving issues and problems surrounding Corps projects.
One member of the Board shall be a Federal employee. The other two
shall be members of the public, appointed by the President, to serve for

three year terms. The only limitation on the public members is that -

they must never have served with the Corps of Engineers. The public
members are not expected to serve full-time, but will be compensated
on a per-diem basis and given travel expenses.
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. The Board is required to meet at least quarterly to review mitiga-
tion requests, and then the Board is expected to recommend a solution
to any mitigation requests by local agencies. These reports shall be
:ﬁlqupltted to the Congress and the Corps of Engineers and shall be

sory.

. For the purposes of the section, mitigation is defined as any change
1n project operations or construction og new facilities to alleviate any
possible dgma.%es, or any change in local cost sharing involving estab-
lished national policy. The Board shall review requests for mitigation
presented by either State or local public agencies, the Corps of Engi-
neers, or the Public Works Committee of the Congress, and then issue
advisory opinions. The Board would be authorized to consider contro-
versies surrounding Corps projects whether it be a request concern-
ing damages, project scope, or Federal-local cost sharing.

The Board 1s expected to report to Congress from time to time with
recommendations for changes in Congressional or Corps of Engineers
practices and procedures, to prevent such problems?rom arising in
Tuture authorized projects.

The Committee on Public Works has long wrestled with the diff-
culties inherent in mitigating damages related to projects of the Army
Corps of Engineers. Such difficulties arise in this way : The Congress’
directs the Corps to survey a water resources problem. The Corps does
so, and recommends a structural answer. The Congress authorizes the
project, which might involve a dam or a channel or s levee, Then the
Corps constructs the project. Then problems appear as unexpected or
undesired side effects from the project. On review, the Corps may
argue that no relationship between the project and the local problem
can be established. Therefore, the Corps says, the Federal taxpayer
should not be expected to assume the responsibility to repair or replace
the local problem, But local residents are convinced £ ey are faced
with costs imposed by the Federal project built for national benefits.

Under present procedures, there is no recourse for an independent.
evaluation, There is no way for the community to obtain & fair study
gfugliteypmbli? ‘and msdrﬁlatjionghip to lt;.lhe project. At best, the com-

can ootain an ad hoc decision, which
un%il:stan(éjng of !;hei1 facts and policy’. SZOCRPaE el
I'hls section provides a mechanism to resolve such mitieation
This issue was addressed during Committee hearings mf]: %1(1’: (1}33;1;:,
The Corps discussed the reasonableness of creating a body somewhat
‘1‘1ke its Board of Contract Review, to review requests for mitigation.
If there were some group which would arbitrate . . . wWe certainly
fivsollll(-llg }})mg,l mé problem . , "tIf sutlzg aln arbitration group was estab-
1ed by the Congress . . . it wou i iti
ga%ﬁn,;’jthe Corpsgi:restiﬁed. also, I think, tend to reduce liti-
e Committee emphasizes that the three-member board wi
no power to direct a course of action. But the Committee inziili;?t:
gllgt Ct-he board’s reqox}liplendﬁtions will be useful to the Corps and to
ongress in weighin quiti justificati iti-
gagon p?oposed. gb g the equities and justification for the miti-
reation of such a board, of course, does not relieve the Corps o
I()J'ggl ice:; gftl}fn:: rgsponmbﬂltjflsl. Such a bogrd &vill merely pro%sid: g‘llg
nd ongress with expert and inde i
what decision appears to be fair ang reasonable. IR ETidati dn
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SECTION 61

This section establishes the authority for the Chief of Engineers
to develop projects to remove drift and debris from publicly main-
tained commercial boat harbors of the United States and from the
land and water areas immediately adjacent to such harbors. The
Gorps would be responsible for developing projects to collect and re-
move drift and debris in harbors, and coul({) undertake such projects
without speeific Congressional approval when the total Federal cost
for the project is less than $400,000. No more than $4,000,000 would
be expended in any one fiscal year for the Federal share of projects
under this continuing small-project authority.

This- section also requires that on new projects the identifiable
owners of sources o0f drift be required by 1%1(.3& interest to pay for
tHeir removal of repair as a part of the project.

Non-Federal interests would be required to provide all lands, ease-
ments and right-of-way necessary for the project.

The bill also amends Section 91 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1974 (88 Stat. 39), which authorized Federal participa-
tion in the collection and removal of drift in New York Harbor, by
raising that authorization to $28,713,000, in place of the $14,000,000
set as the Federal share of the cost of the New York Harbor project.
The new figure is based upon 1976 price levels, reflecting substantial
cost inflation since the earlier estimate. The provisions and require-
ments of the new program are not retroactive to the existing project
for New York Harbor. )

This section is an effort to prevent a problem that is a Corps re-
sponsibility—the removal of floating debris from shipping lanes. The
source of this debris can often be removed at less Federal expense than
its periodic clean up. This bill would at the same time encourage
local communities to act cooperatively with the Federal Government
in projects to spruce up harbor-front areas.

The cleaning of drift miterial off shorelines and the removal of.

dilapidated piers and other sources of future drift is not a minor
problemn. The U.S. Ariny Corps of Engineers has estimated that
10,000 vessels collide annually with drift material; these accidents
cost the owners $5,900,000. The Corps of Engireers has estimated
annual benefits to marine safety and in improved harbor environments
totalinig $23.768,000. The removal of dilapidated wharyes and the rais-
ing of vessels and other sunken objécts would bring benefits, for ex-
ample, in the Detroit area of $3,800,000 a year, the Corps has esti-
mated. Annual benefits to the Galveston, Fexas, area would total
$640,000; the total would be $850,000 in the Seattle area; they would
exceed $220,000 in Alaska. : S

‘While the Army Corps of Engineers has broader authority in five
specific harbors, including New York, to collect material in the water
that may float into a shipping channej, the Federal Government lacks
the general responsibility to remove material that can be expected to
fal] into the harbor, where it would prove far more troublesome and
costly to collect and remove.

This section would, for. the first time, allow the Corps to remove
the cause of harbor drift. Tt will reduce future collection costs, which
now run to several millions a year under the Corps’ general authority
to remove hazardous obstructions from Federal navigation channels.
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SECTION 62

. When submitting any report to the Public Works Committee that
involves the construction of.a dam, the Corps of Engineers and the
Soil Conservation Service are required to provide information in the
report document on the possibility of failure of the facility due to
design or geologic factors. This information must identify the poten-
tlal'lmg)act of a failure, as well as information on those features in the
project’s design that will prevent or lessen the [fossibility of such a
failure. The Committee believeés this will provide valuable informa-
tion to assure against future dam failures.

BECTION 63

Under the provisions of the Watershed Protection and Flood Pre-
vention Act (Public Law 83-566, as amended), the Secretary of Agri-
culture, through the Soil Conservation Service, submits watershed
workplans to the Congress. Those containing structures of more than
4,000 acre-feet capacity are referred to the Public Works Committees
of the House and Senate; those with structures of smaller capacity are
referred to the Committees on Agriculture. All these watershed work-
plans are approved by Committee resolution.

Under section 201 of the 1965 Flood Control Act, Corps of
Engineers projects for which the Federal share is less than $10,000,000,
and which meet cértain other requirements, can be approved by Com-
mittes resolution. But any project for which the Federal share is more
than $10,000,000 may only be authorized after eompletion of the full
legislative process.

Soil Conservation Service projects under the Public Law 566 pro-
gram have traditionallv been ggricultural in nature and small in cost.
The Committee notes that, in recent years, an increasing number of
these projects have been in excess of $10,000,000. This is attributable
not only to inflation and higher construction costs, but also to the
fact that the program is now in¢luding urban areas which requires a
higher degree of flood protection (i.e. larger structures), as well as
agricultural areas.

The issue of urban versus agricultural benefits is addressed in sec-
tion 65 of this legislation. o

This section requires that Public Law 566 watershed workplans

submitted to the Public Works Committees shall be authorized by
resolution if the Federal cost of such workplans is less than
$10,000,000. All plans with Federal costs in excess of $10,000,000 will
be authorized by specific legislation.
. In addition, thé¢ Committee notes that the Public Law 566 program
is limited to small watershed or subwatershed areas (i.e., areas not
exceeding 250,000 acres). The Department of Agriculture has sub-
mitted several workplans to this Committee which have either severed
a small portion from a total watershed in order to make the project
area less than 250,000 acres, or divided a watershed in half so the cost
of each segment would not be excessive.

The Committee on Public Works will not accept such obvious
attempts to make what was intended as an agricultural program in
small watershed areas a much more far-reaching effort.
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Watersheds or subwatersheds thereof in which Public Law 566
rojects are planned and for which workplans are submitted to this
gommit:be'e, shall not be “trimmed,” fractionalized, or otherwise
divided into “upper’”’ or “lower” either to meet the existing 250,000
acre limitation or the $10,000,000 Federal cost limitation instituted by
this section.
SECTION 64

This section directs the Corps of Engineers and the Soil Conserva-
tion Service, when making any project report to the Public Works
Committees that involves recreational benefits, to analyze the impact
of the proposed new recreation facilities on other recreational projects
in the general project area. This is neeessary because it appears that
many recreational “benefits” may sometimes be overstated because of
competing recreational opportunities, or may prove to be simply a
transfer of recreational benefits from other facilities, and thus not
truly an increase in recreational benefits for the nation. ;

For the purposes of this section, the “general area of the project”
means an area within driving distance for a family that might rea-
sonably be expected to use the existing alternative site, if the proposed
recreational site were not constructed.

SECTION 65

The Small Watershed projeet law, known as Public Law 566, was
established to assist the agrieultural areas of our nation, For many
years, this pregram, under the direction of the Soil Conservation
Service in the Department of Agriculture, retained that agricultural
focus.

However, in recent years the Committee has become concerned that
an increasing number of the projects that it has been asked to consider
have come to hear little resemblance to agricultural problems. Projects
are being developed by the SCS that are heavily urban in benefits, or
heavily recreational. The Committee believes that this was not the
intent of Public Law 566, ;

In an effort to assure that the program continues as it was intended,
this section prohibits the Committees of Publiec Works of the Congress
from considering any Public Law 566 project that fails to have clearly
defined agricultural benefits of at least 20 pereent of the project’s
total benefits.

SECTION 66

This section directs the Secretary of Agriculture to.study and report
to the Congress on the preblems involving the lack of public access
to lakes built with public funds uder Public Law 566 and to make rec-
ommendations on how greater access might be assured. ]

A typical small watershed project under Public Law 566 may in-
volve tﬁe construction of many small dams and reservoirs. Though
many or all may be stocked with fish as an aspect of the project, it
is quite normal that all or most of these lakes are closed to the public.
In effect, public funds are used to build private lakes, even in connec-
tion with private housing developments and golf courses. In an effort
to develop a consistent national policy that protects the interest of the
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taxpayers who helped to pay for these facilities, the Committee directs
the Secretary to make a study to determine how public access can be
facilitated.

The Public Law 566 program has largely been an ignored, step-
child of the Congress. It is the Committee’s intention fo undertake
a major oversight review of the Public Law 566 program, in coopera-
tion with other interested committees, as soon as practicable. This
report would aid in that review.

SECTION 67

The Committee has authorized all funds in the bill for fiscal year
1978 and beyond. No fiscal year 1977 funds have been authorized.
Hence, the bill will not place any new, unanticipated demands for
funds upon the ceilings established by the Second Budget Concurrent
Resolution for fiscal year 1977. This Resolution assumed no funding
in fiscal year 1977 for the programs authorized in this bill other than
approximately $2 million in budget authority that has already been
appropriated, or use of funds under general study authorities.



Commrrree - VIEWS

After thorough review and consideration of each section of the bill,
it is the Committee’s view that each of the new projects authorized,
each of the modifications made in previously authorized projects, as
well as the changes in substantive policy, are justified on the record es-
tablished before the Committee. While questions were raised on the
propriety of including a number of modification and mitigation direc-
tives to the Corps of Engineers, it is the belief of the Committee that
the adjustments recommended are in keeping with long-standing Con-
gressional policy and that the requested amendments are beneficial to
the Nation as well as the areas directly affected.

The actions of the Committee were based on an examination of the
facts in each case. Different responses are the natural result of differ-
ing situations. Rather than make determinations based on broad
classifications or statements narrowly defining “special interest”, the
Committes took what it believed to be justified corrective action
necessistated by errors in original authorizations, program adminis-
tration or project execution.

The bill, as reported, deals fairly with the people, States and regions
of the Nation, and the legislation as reported represents a wise invest-
ment in our water resources. -

It 1s the Committee’s recommendation that the bill be adopted.

Hearinoes

Provisions of this legislation, exclusive of Locks and Dam 26, were
addressed in fourteen days of hearings in Washington in May, June,
July, and August of this year. The issue of Locks and Dam 26 was
considered in five days of hearings in June and July. In addition, the
Water Resources Subcommittee held one-day field hearings in QOkla-
homa in April and New York in June to determine whether certain
projects in those States should be included in the legislation.

Cost oF LreeisLatioNn

Section 252(a) (1) of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970
requires publication in this report of the Committee’s estimate of the
costs of the reported legislation, together with estimates prepared by
any Federal agency. Estimates of the cost of activities authorized by
the bill were prepared by the Corps of Engineers in preparation of the
project document and were accepted by the Committee in authorizing
the project.. This bill anthorizes the Corps to plan, construct, modify
or otherwise participate in the provision of flood control, navigation,
water conservation, and other water resource development projects
representing an estimated Federal cost of $1,112,000,000.
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Section 403 of the Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control
Act requires each bill to contain a statement of the cost of such bill
prepared by the Congressional Budget Office. Because of time factors
involved in filing this report so as to provide time for Senate consid-
eration before adjournment, this report does not contain the cost esti-
mate. The Congressional Budget (ggice‘is preparing a report which
will be available to Members prior to consideration of this bill.

Rortcarrt Vores

The Committee conducted seven rolleall votes during the considera-
tion of this legislation, Three of those votes were conducted in the
Subcommittee on Water Resources, Pursuant to section 133 of the Leg-
islative Reorganization Act of 1970 and the Rules of Committee on
Public Works, these votes are announced here.

On September 8, 1976, during consideration of this bill by the Sub-
committee on Water Resources, Senator Burdick moved to strike item
5(user charges) from the proposal of Senator Domenici on Locks and
Dam 26. This motion was defeated, 45 with Senators Bentsen, Bur-
dick, Gravel and Morgan voting in the affirmative and Senators Culver,
Domenici, Hart of Colorado, McClure, and Stafford voting in the
negative.

Senator Hart moved during Subcommittee consideration to defer
any action by the Subcommittee on Locks and Dam 26 until February
1, 1977. This motion failed, 1-7 with Senator Hart voting in the affirm-
ative and Senators Bentsen, Burdick, Culver, Domenici, Gravel, Mec-
Clure, and Morgan voting in the negative.

The last rollcall vote taken in Subcommittee was on Senator Dome-
nici’s motion to authorize the replacement of Locks and Dam 26 with
user charges, study of alternatitve rehabilitation proposal and Upper
Migssissippi River studies. The motion carried, 7-1 with Senators Bur-
dick, Culver, Domentci, Gravel, McClure, Morgan, and Stafford voting
in the affirmative and Senator Hart of Colorado voting in the negative.

During full Committee consideration, Senator Domenici offered a
substitute proposal to the Burdick amendment which authorized the
National Transportation Policy Study Commission to study user
charges and report by January 15, 1978, and modified bill language
on user charges to require regulations be submitted by January 15,
1978, Substitute agreed to by vote of 9-4, with Senators Baker, Buck-
ley, Culver, Domenici, Gravel, Hart, McClure, Muskie, and Stafford
voting in the affirmative and Senators Bentsen, Burdick, Morgan and
Randolph voting in the negative

Subsequently, Senator Hart of Colorado moved to defer action on
Locks and Dam 26 until February 1, 1977. This motion failed, 3-7
with Senators Hart, Muskie, and%a,ndolph voting in the affirmative
and Senators Baker, Burdick, Culver, Domenici, Gravel, McClure and
Morgan voting in the negative.

Senator Hart moved during full Committee consideration to sever
the Locks and Dam 26 authorization from this bill and report it as a
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separate bill. This motion failed, 2-8 with Senators Hart and Ran-
dolph voting in the affirmative and Senators Baker, Buckley, Burdick,
Culver, Domenici, Gravel, McClure, and Muskie voting in the negative.

Senator Gravel moved to report the bill. The motion carried 11-1
with Senators Baker, Bentsen, Buckley, Culver, Domenici, Gravel,
McClurey, Morgan, Muskie, Randolph, and Stafford voting in the
affirmative and Senator Hart voting in the negative.



SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS OF MR. HART OF COLORADO

My objections to S. 3823 stem primarily from the Committee’s deci-
sion to authorize the Army Corps of Engineers to build a brand new
expanded Locks and Dam 26 rather than repair the existing structure
at Alton, Illinois. This project has been the focus of national debate
for a number of years. .

The Committee has left unanswered a number of important ques-
tions and has proceeded as if there were some reason to rush this

roject.
P T}here is no rush. S. 3823 is an authorization for fiscal year 1978.
The funds authorized cannot be spent for a full year. There is plenty
of time to answer serious questions before going ahead with this
project,

The chief controversies clouding this issue are:

(1) The soundness of the existing structure.

(2) The cost and feasibility of rehabilitating the existing structure.
structure.

(3) The estimated capacity of the existing structure and the esti-
mates of future capacity demands.

In these remarks, I will only mention the equally important issues
of the environmental impacts of this project and the effects of compet-
ing transportation modes. These and related controversies also deserve
more attention before proceeding with the Locks and Dam 26 question.

1. Soundness of the existing structure—There are a number of
components of the existing facility which are in need of repair, includ-
ing the scour hole in the stilling basin. Nevertheless, the Corps has
found that both the dam and the two locks are in good condition. A
variety of Corps reports bear this fact out :

The lock had experienced excessive movements. It would
appear, however, that the remedial efforts undertaken in
1970 have been successful in halting these excessive move-
ments. (1974 Corps report). i

. . . there is no evidence of imminent structural failure
nor evidence that the dam is not performing its function.
(Corps report in December of 1975).

The dam which is pile-supported, is surprisingly free of
any cracking or signs of deterioration. {Corps report in Sep-
tember of 1974).

In addition, the Illinois Department of Transportation has com-
pleted its own study of the existing facility and concluded that the
facility appears to be structurally sound.

2. The cost and feasibility of rehabilitating the existing structure.
The Corps claims that the cost of rehabiltation of the existing dam and
two locks is equal to or greater than the cost of building the proposed
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new facility several miles downstream. The Corps estimate for repair
is over $400 million. -

But, the Corps’ cost estimates for repair have been disputed by both
the Illinbis Department of Transportation and the Western Railroad
Association, Both the. Illinois DOT and the WRA have submitted
complete rehabilitation proposals at an estimated cost of between $46
million and $60 million—a mere fraction of the cost as estimated by
the Corps.

While this issue is by no means the only important challenge to the
Corps proposal, it is perhaps the easiest one to investigate. 1 suspect
that I am not the only Subcommittee member who was at a loss to
reconcile the three conflicting cngineering proposals and cost esti-
mates, In what must be acknowledged as a commendably honest ad-
mission of the Subcommittee’s inability to reconcile this issue, the Sub-
committee Chairman and Ranking Minority Member requested, on
July 1, 1976, that the General Accounting Office review the three con-
flicting engineering proposals in terms of both engineering feasibility
and cost. %‘he GAOQ retained the engineering firm of Tippetts-Abett-
MeCarthy-Straton (TAMS) to carry out this request.

As of this date, the GAO investigation has not been concluded. In a
September 10, 1976 letter to Senator Gaylord Nelson, the Acting
Comptroller General, Robert F, Keller stated :

In summary, TAMS has not completed its review; addi-
tional information has been obtained which must be evalu-
ated; no final conclusions have: been reached; and the work
will not be completed by. Septenber 30,.1976, as originally
planned. TAMS expects to have a final report ready for our
release by October 31, 1976. ' '

Nevertheless, with the hard data on these three proposals conspicu-
ously absent, the Committee has gone .ahead with an authorization for
the replacement facility without waiting for the GAO report.

3. Estimated capacity of the existing structure and the estimates of
future capacity demands.—After the question of the cost of rehabilita-
tion versus the cost of replacement, perhaps the second largest con-
troversy is the question of capacity and demand. Simply put, what is
the capacity of the existing facility and what is the anticipated
demand ? e S ,

In addition to forming the basis of the benefit analysis of the pro-
posed replacement project, these figures are used to justify the im-
portance of immediate authorization of the project.

According to the Corps, traffic 'volume through Locks and Dam
26, in 1975, was 54 million tons, the capacity of the facility is 73
million tons, the volume of traffic in 1985 will be 86 million tons, and
traffic volume in 2035 will be 192 million tons.

These figures have been disputed by a wide range of expert wit-
nesses including the U.S. Department of Transportation, the Western
Railroad Association, and several expert transportation economists.

First, the alleged present capacity of the two locks of 73 million tons
has been challenged as too low. It was suggested in testimony before
the Committee that a number of improvements in operating procedure
could increase this number far beyond the anticipated 1985 demand.
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Second, the short and long range forecasts of demand are disputed
as being far too high both by the U.S. Department of Transportation
and by other experts.

There are a number of examples cited to bear this out, but most
often cited is the projection for coal and residual fuel oil. The Corps
projects that the movement of these two commodities through Locks
and Dam 26 will increase from 8.4 million tons in 1973 to 33 million
tons in 1985.

This forecast was made before the radical price increases in fuel
oil and ignores the fact that the movement of these two commodities
through the facility has actually declined over the past several years.

With the increasing availability of Western coal, which will not
travel through Locks and Dam 26, and considering the price increases
for fuel oil which have occurred since the commodity forecast was
made, it has been estimated by several economists that the movement
of these two commodities through this facility will total, at a maxi-
mum, 11 million tons in 1985, a far cry from the Corps estimate of 33
million tons.

To the extent that these projections are incorrect, the calculation
of annual benefits will also be incorrect. The Illinois DOT estimates
that the Corps has exaggerated the annual benefits on this project
by over 1000 percent.

In addition to these three areas of controversy, at issue are the
adequacy of the Corps’ assessment of the impaet of the proposed new
facility on competing transpertation modes, and the adequacy of the
Final Environmental Impact Statement.

With respect to the environmental impacts, the Council on Environ-
mental Quality, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, and a wide range of state agencies have
indicated that their environmental concerns have not yet been satis-
factorily resolved.

Until all of these controversies are settled, the Congress would be
irresponsible in authorizing this project. The search for this informa-
tion ought to precede authorization, not follow it, as the Committee

would do.
Gary Harr.

CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW
In the opinion of the Committee, it is necessary to dispense with the

requirement of subsection (4) of rule XXTIX of the Standing Rules
of the Senate in order to expedite the business of the Senate.

O



S. 3823

Rinety-fourth Congress of the Wnited States of America

AT THE SECOND SESSION

Begun and held at the City of Washington on Monday, the nineteenth day of January,

one thousand nine hundred and seventy-six

An Act

Authorizing the construction, repair, and preservation of certain public works
on rivers and harbors for navigation, flood control, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled,

Srctron 101. (a) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the
Chief of Engineers, is hereby authorized to undertake the phase I
design memorandum stage of advanced engineering and design of the
following water resources development projects, substantially in
accordance with, and subject to the conditions recommended by the
Chief of Engineers in, the reports hereinafter designated.

Mmpre Atvantic CoastanL RecioNn

The project for beach erosion control, navigation, and storm pro-
tection from Iereford Inlet to the Delaware Bay entrance to the
Cape May Canal, New Jersey : Report of the Chief of Engineers dated
September 30, 1975, at an estimated cost of $2,062,000.

The project for beach erosion control, navigation, and storm pro-
tection from Barnegat Inlet to Longport, New 'Jersey : Report of the
Chief of Engineers dated October 24, 1975, at' an estimated cost of
$2,396,000.

WarLLEILL River Basin

The project for flood control of the Black Dirt Area, Wallkill
River, New York and New Jersey: House Document Numbered
94499, at an estimated cost of $330,000.

Passaic River Basin

The project for flood control in the Passaic River Basin, New Jersey
and New York: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated February 18,
1976, at an estimated cost of $12,000,000.

SusQUuEHANNA River Basin

The project for flood control at Lock Haven, Pennsylvania: House
Document Numbered 94-577, at an estimated cost of $430,000.

The project for flood control at Wyoming Valley, Susquehanna
River, Luzerne County, Pennsylvania: House Document Numbered
94-482, at an estimated cost of $450,000.

JAaMES River Basin

The project for flood control at Richmond, Virginia : Report of the
Chief of Engineers dated January 7, 1976, at an estimated cost of
$800,000.

, Soura Atrantic CoasTal REGION

The project for navigation at Brunswick Harbor, Georgia: Report
of the Chief of Engineers dated August 18, 1976, at an estimated cost
of $300,000, except that the Secretary of the Army, acting through
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the Chief of Engineers, shall include as part of the phase I stud
consideration of dredging a navigation channel to Colonel’s Island.

Coorer River Basin

The project for navigation improvements at Charleston Harbor,
South Carolina: House Document Numbered 94-436, at an estimated
cost of $500,000.

CommonwearTH oF Purrro Rico

The project for navigation improvements at San Juan Harbor,
Puerto Rico: House Document Numbered 94-574, at an estimated cost
of $300,000.

Urper Mississrepr River Basiw

The p‘roject for local flood protection and other purposes at La
Crosse, Wisconsin, on the Mississippi River: House Document Num-
bered 94-598, at an estimated cost of $400,000.

GreaT Laxes Basin

The project for beach erosion control for Presque Isle Peninsula
at Erie, Pennsylvania: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated April 8,
1976, at an estimated cost of $700,000. At the expiration of the
authorization provided in section 57 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1974, the Secretary of the Army, acting through the
Chief of Engineers, may provide periodic beach nourishment in
accordance with the cost sharing provisions of section 103(a)(2) of
the Act of October 23, 1962 (76 Stat. 1178).

The project for flood control and other purposes on Little Calumet
River in Indiana: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated July 19,
1976, at an estimated cost of $1,400,000.

Srustaw River

The project for navigation improvements on the Siuslaw River
and Bar at Siuslaw, Oregon: In accordance with the final report of
the Chief of Engineers, at an estimated cost of $50,000. This shall
take effect upon submittal to the Secretary of the Army by the Chief
of Engineers and notification to Congress of the approval of the
Chief of Engineers,

Parnron Creex Basin

The project for local flood protection on Papillon Creek at Omaha,
Nebraska: In accordance with the final report of the Chief of Engi-
neers, at an estimated cost of $75,000. This shall take effect upon
submittal to the Secretary of the Army by the Chief of Engineers
and notification to Congress of the approval of the Chief of Engineers.

Onro River Basin

The project for abatement of acid mine drainage in the Clarion
River Basin, Pennsylvania: Report of the Secretary of the Army
dated April 1971, entitled, “Development of Water Resources in
Appalachia”, at an estimated cost of $600,000.
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Lower Mississteer River Basix

The project for flood protection for St. Johns Bayou and New
Madrid Floodway, Missouri: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated
September 26, 1975, at an estimated cost of $300,000.

The project for flood protection for Nonconnah Creek, Tennessee
and Mississippi: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated June 23,1976,
and ag an independent part of this project, improvements for flood
control and allied purposes on Horn Lake Creek and tributaries,
including Cowpen Creek, Tennessee and Mississippi, at an estimated
cost of $400,000.

Texas Gurr Coast Recion

The project for natural salt pollution control in the Brazos River:
Report of the Chief of Engineers dated June 1, 1976, at an estimated
cost of $650,000.

Rio Granpe Basiv

The project for flood control and other purposes, on the Rio Grande
and Rio Salado (Rio Puerco), New Mexico: Report of the Chief of
Engineers dated September 27, 1976, at an estimated cost of $1,500,000.

Missourr River Basiy

The project for flood protection for Jefferson City on Wears Creeks,
Missouri: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated October 21, 1975,
at an estimated cost of $50,000.

CorumBiA River Basiy

The project for construction and installation of a second power-
house at McNary Lock and Dam, Columbia River, Oregon and Wash-
ington: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated June 29, 1976, at an
estimated cost of $1,800,000,

Pevmpixa River Basiwv

The project for flood control on the Pembina River at Walhalla,
North Dakota: Report of the Division Engineer dated May 24, 1976,
at an estimated cost of $930,000. This shall take effect upon submittal
to the Secretary of the Army by the Chief of Engineers and notifica-
tion to Congress of the approval of the Chief of Engineers.

Carrzovas CreEx Basix

The project for flood control and other purposes on Calleguas Creek,
Simi Valley to Moorpark, Ventura County, California: Report of the
Chief of Engineers dated June 21, 1976, at an estimated cost of
$1,060,000.

SacraMENTO-SAN JoaqQuin Basin

The project for flood control and other purposes on Morrison Creek
Stream Group, California: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated
March 2, 1976, at an estimated cost of $750,000.

Nortr-Eastery Atrantic Coastar Region

The project for navigation improvements in New London Harbor
and Thames River at New London, Connecticut : Report of the Chief
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of Engineers dated February 20, 1975, at an estimated cost of
$8,022,000.
Rep River or tHE NortH Basin

The project for local flood protection at Grafton, North Dakota, on
the Park River: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated June 11, 1976,
at an estimated cost of $10,973,000.

(b) The Secretary of the Army is authorized to undertake advanced
engineering and design for the projects in subsection (83 of this sec-
tion after completion of the phase I design memorandum stage of
such projects. Such.advanced engineering and design may be under-
taken only upon a finding by the Chief of Engineers, transmitted to
the Committees on Public Works of the Senate and Public Works and
Transportation of the House of Representatives, that the project is
without substantial controversy, that it is substantially in accordance
with and subject to the conditions recommended for such project in
this section, and that the advanced engineering and design will be
compatible with any project modifications which may be under con-
sideration. There is authorized to carry out this subsection not to
exceed $5,000,000. No funds appropriated under this subsection may
be used for land acquisition or commencement of construction.

(¢) Whenever the Chief of Engineers transmits his recommenda-
tions for a water resources development project to the Secretary of
the Army for transmittal to the Congress, as authorized in the first
section of the Act of December 22, 1944, the Chief of Engineers is
authorized to undertake the phase I design memorandum stage of
advanced engineering and design of such project if the Chief of
Engineers finds and transmits to the Committees on Public Works and
Transportation of the House of Representatives and Public Works
of the Senate, that the project is without substantial controversy and
justifies further engineering, economie, and environmental inves-
tigations. Authorization for such phase I work for a project shall
terminate on the date of enactment of the first Water Resources Devel-
opment Act enacted after the date such work is first authorized. There
is authorized to carry out this subsection not to exceed $4,000,000 per
fiscal year for each of the fiscal years 1978 and 1979.

Sec., 102. Sections 201 and 202 and the last three sentences in sec-
tion 203 of the Flood Control Act of 1968 shall apply to all projects
authorized in this section. The following works of improvement for
the benefit of navigation and the control of destructive floodwaters
and other purposes are hereby adopted and authorized to be pros-
ecuted by the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, substantially in accordance with the plans and subject to
the conditions recommended by the Chief of Engineers in the respec-
tive reports hereinafter designated.

Urpper Mississippr River Basin

The project for local flood protection and other purposes at Chaska,
Minnesota, on the Minnesota River: Report of the Chief of Engi-
neers dated May 12, 1976, at an estimated cost of $10,498,000.

Jamres River Basin

The project for flood control at the Richmond, Virginia, filtration
plant: House Document Numbered 94-543, at an estimated cost of
$4,617,000.
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Lower Mississiper River Basix

The project for flood control for Harris Fork Creek, Tennessee
and Kentucky : House Document Numbered 94-221, except that high-
way bridge relocations and alterations required for the project shall
be at Federal expense, at an estimated cost of $5,000,000.

NEecues Basin

The project for salt water control on the Neches River and Tribu-
taries, Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas: Report of the Chief
of Engineers dated April 12, 1976, at an estimated cost of $14,300,000,
except that the non-Federal share for such project shall not exceed
$2,100,000.

WesterN Coastar REcioN

The project for navigation in Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbors,
California: House Document Numbered 94594, at an estimated cost
of $16,850,000.

Corumpia River Basin

Fish and Wildlife Compensation Plan for the Lower Snake River,
Washington and Idaho, substantially in accordance with a report on
file with the Chief of Engineers, at an estimated cost of $58,400,000.

Sec. 103. The flood control project for San Antonio Channel
improvement, Texas, authorized by section 203 of the Flood Control
Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 1260) as a part of the comprehensive plan for
flood protection on the Guadalupe and San Antonio Rivers, Texas, is
hereby modified to authorize and direct the Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Chief of Engineers, to construct such additional
flood control measures as are needed to preserve and protect the
Espada Acequia Aqueduct, located in the vicinity of Six Mile Creek,
at an estimated Federal cost of $2,050,000. Construction of such flood
control measures shall be subject to the same conditions of local coop-
eration as required for the existing flood control project.

Src. 104, The project for flood protection on the Minnesota River
at Mankato and North Mankato, Minnesota, authorized by section
203 of the Flood Control Act of 1958, as modified, is hereby further
modified to provide that changes to the highway bridges in Mankato-
North Mankato at United States Highway 169 over the Blue Earth
River and at Main Street over the Minnesota River, including rights-
of-way, changes to approaches and relocations, made necessary by
the project and its present plan of protection shall be accomplished
at complete Federal expense, at an estimated cost of $8,175,000.

Sec. 105. The general comprehensive plan for flood control and
other purposes for the White River Basin approved by the Flood
Control Act of June 28, 1938, as amended, is hereby modified to pro-
vide that an amount not to exceed $6,000,000 may be used for the
construction at Beaver Dam, Carroll County, Arkansas, of trout pro-
duction measures (including a fish hatchery) in compensation for the
reduced number of fresh water fish in the White River and other
streams in Arkansas which has resulted from the construction of the
Beaver Dam and other dams in the State of Arkansas, and for the
acquisition of necessary real estate, construction of access roads and
utilities, and performance of services related thereto, as deemed appro-

riate by the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
ngineers,
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Sec. 106. (a) The project for hurricane-flood control protection at
New London, Connecticut, authorized by the Flood Control Act of
1962 (76 Stat. 1180) is hereby modified to delete the Powder Island-
Bentleys Creek hurricane protection barrier; and to authorize con-
struction of the Shaw Cove hurricane protection barrier, pressure
conduit, and pumping station works substantially in accordance
with the revised plan “New London Hurricane Protection”, dated
June 1976, on file in the Office of the Chief of Engineers and esti-
mated to cost $7,745,000; with such modifications as the Chief of
Engineers may deem advisable.

(b) Prior to initiation of construction of the project, appropriate
non-Federal interests shall agree—

(1) to provide without cost to the United States all lands, ease-
ments, and rights-of-way necessary for construction and opera-
tion of the project ;

(2) to hold and save the United States free from damage due
to construction, operation, and maintenance of the project not
including damages due to the fault or negligence of the United
States or its contractors;

(3) to accomplish without cost to the United States all modifi-
cations or relocations of existing sewerage and drainage facilities,
buildings, utilities, and highways made necessary by construction
of the project not to include sewerage and drainage facilities at
the line of protection;

(4) to maintain and operate all features of the project after
completion in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary of the Army; and

(5) to bear 30 per centum of the total first cost.

(¢) Notwithstanding subsection (b) of this section, or any other
provision of law, non-Federal interests shall bear no part of the cost
of any design for this project rejected or otherwise not accepted by
such interests prior to the date of enactment of this section.

Sec. 107. Section 107(b) of the River and Harbor Act of 1970
(84 Stat. 1818, 1820), as amended, is further amended by striking out
“December 31, 1976” and inserting in lieu thereof “September 30,
1979” and striking out “$9,500,000” and inserting in lieu thereof
“$15,968,000”. Such section 107 (b) is further amended in the second
sentence thereof by striking out “environmental and ecological inves-
tigation;” and inserting in%ieu thereof “environmental and ecological
investigations, including an investigation of measures necessary to
ameliorate any adverse impacts upon local communities;”.

Sec. 108. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to undertake the phase I design memorandum
stage of advanced engineering and design of the Chicagoland unde--
flow plan project for flood control and other purposes in accordance
with the report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harhors
dated July 27, 1976, at an estimated cost of $12,000,000. This shall
take effect upon submittal to the Secretary of the Army by the Chief
of Engineers and notification to Congress of the approval of the Chicf
of Engineers.

Skec. 109. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to undertake the phase I desion memoran-
dum stage of advanced engineering and design of the project for flood
control and other purposes on the Santa Ana River, California, in
accordance with the recommendations of the division engineer dated
February 27, 1976 at an estimated cost of $700,000. This shall take
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effect upon submittal to the Secretary of the Army by the Chief of
Engineers and notification to Congress of the approval of the Chief
of Engineers.

Sec. 110. The project for navigation for the Atlantic Intracoastal
Waterway Bridges, Virginia and North Carolina, authorized by sec-
tion 101 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 1818) is
hereby modified in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief
of Engineers in House Document Numbered 94-597 with respect to
Wilkerson Creek Bridge, North Carolina, and Coinjock Bridge, North
Carolina, at an estimated cost of $2,875,000.

Sec. 111, The project for the Saylorville Reservoir on the Des
Moines River, Iowa, authorized by section 2038 of the Flood Control
Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 810) is hereby modified in accordance with the
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in House Document
Numbered 94487 at an estimated cost of $7,374,000. The Secretary
of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, may carry out
each segment of such recommendations independently if he deems
appropriate. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers is further authorized to (1) undertake such measures,
including renegotiating existing easements and the acquisition of
additional interests in land, as are appropriate to operate Saylorville
Lake and Lake Red Rock projects, singly or as a system, to obtain
the maximum benefits therefrom in the public interest and to prop-
erly indemnify owners of such easements or interests in land ; and (2)
provide for the full development of campground and other recrea-
tion sites and access thereto for the Lake Red Rock and Saylorville
Lake projects at Federal cost, including the improvement of existing
county or State roads outside the project limits to provide better access
into recreation areas.

Skc. 112. The project for navigation improvements on Mobile Har-
bor, Theodore Ship Channel, Alabama, approved by resolutions of
the Committee on Public Works of the Senate and the Committee on
Public Works of the House of Representatives dated December 15,
1970, is hereby modified in accordance with the report of the Board
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors dated May 28, 1976, at an esti-
mated cost of $42,800,000.

Sec. 113. The flood control project for Del Valle Reservoir,
Alameda Creek, California, authorized by section 203 of the Flood
Control Act of 1962 is hereby modified in accordance with the report
of the Chief of Engineers dated July 27, 1976, to increase the contri-
bution made by the United States to the State of California toward
the cost of construction, maintenance, and operation from $4,080,000
to $4,650,000.

Sec. 114. The project for the replacement of Vermilion Lock,
Louisiana, on the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway is hereby authorized
substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief
of Engineers in the report dated August 3, 1976, at an estimated cost
of $20,683,000.

Skc. 115. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to undertake the phase I design memorandum
stage of advanced engineering and design of modification of the
Gallipolis Locks and Dam project, Ohio River, limited to a single
1,200 foot replacement lock, in accordance with the recommendations
of the Chief of Engineers dated July 14, 1975, at an estimated cost of
$2.800,000.

Src. 116, The last sentence of section 91 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1974 (88 Stat. 39) is amended to read as follows:
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“There are authorized to be appropriated not to exceed $28,725,000 to
carry out such project.”.

Sec. 117. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to investigate and study, in cooperation with
interested States and Federal agencies, through the Upper Mississippi
River Basin Commission the development of a river system manage-
ment plan in the format of the “Great River Study” for the Mississippi
River from the mouth of the Ohio River to the head of navigation at
Minneapolis, incorporating total river resource requirements includ-
ing, but not limited to, navigation, the effects of increased barge traffic,
fish and wildlife, recreation, watershed management, and water quality
at an estimated cost of $9,100,000.

Skc. 118. (a) Whenever the Secretary of the Army finds that—

(1) the Intracoastal Waterway is no longer routed along a part
of the segment of the Louisiana-Texas Intracoastal Waterway
right-of-way described in subsection (b) of this section;

(2) maintenance of such part of the right-of-way has been
abandoned by the Corps of Engineers; and

(3) such part of the right-of-way is no longer navigable by
watercraft; '

he shall convey, without monetary consideration, any easements or
other rights or interests in real property which the United States
acquired for the construction, operation, or maintenance of such part
of the right-of-way to each owner of record of the real property which
is subject to such easements, rights, or interests of the United States.

(b) The segment of the Louisiana-Texas Intracoastal Waterway
right-of-way referred to in subsection (a) of this section is that seg-
ment of the right-of-way for the Louisiana-Texas Intracoastal Water-
way, Calcasieu-Sabine section, which (1) is within the portion of the
right-of-way for the old Intracoastal Waterway channel (known
locally as the “East-West Canal”) extending from the east bank of the
Calcasieu River at a point approximately twenty miles south of Lake
Charles, Louisiana, to the Choupique Cutoff in the Intracoastal Water-
way, and (2) is located on the southeast quarter of the southeast quar-
ter of section 25, township 11 south, range 10 west, and in the west half
of the southwest quarter of section 30, township 11 south, range 9 west,
Calcasieu Parish, Louisiana.

Skc. 119. Section 4 of the Act of June 21, 1940, as amended (54 Stat.
498 33 U.S.C. 514), is amended in the first sentence by striking out
“It shall be the duty of the bridge owner to prepare and submit to the
Secretary, within ninety days after service of his order” and inserting
in lieu thereof “After the service of an order under this Act, it shall
be the duty of the bridge owner to prepare and submit to the Secretary
of Transportation, within a reasonable time as prescribed by the
Secretary”.

Sec. 120. (a) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, 1s authorized to contract with States and their political
subdivisions for the purpose of obtaining increased law enforcement
services at water resources development projects under the jurisdiction
of §h§ Secretary of the Army to meet needs during peak visitation

eriods.
P (b) There is authorized to be appropriated $6,000,000 per fiscal year
for the fiscal years ending September 30, 1978, and September 30, 1979,
to carry out this section.

Skc. 121. (a) The project for flood protection on the North Branch
of the Susquehanna River, New York and Pennsylvania, authorized
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by section 203 of the Flood Control Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 306) is hereby
modified to authorize and direct the Secretary of the Army, acting
through the Chief of Engineers, in connection with the construction
of the Cowansque Dam to relocate the town of Nelson, Pennsylvania,
to a new townsite. .

(b) As part of such relocation, the Secretary of the Army, acting
through the Chief of Engineers, shall (1) cooperate in the planning
of a new town with other Federal agencies and appropriate non-Fed-
eral interests, including Nelson, (Qfaccglire lands necessary for the
new town and to convey title to said lands to individuals, business or
other entities, and to the town as appropriate, and (3) construct neces-
sary municipal facilities.

(c) The compensation paid to any individual or entity for the tak-
ing of property under this section shall be the amount due such indi-
vidual or entity under the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 less the fair market value
of the real property conveyed to such individual or entity in the new
town. Municipal facilities provided under the authority of this section
shall be substitute facilities which serve reasonably as well as those in
the existing town of Nelson, except that such facilities shall be con-
structed to such higher standards as may be necessary to comply with
applicable Federal and State laws., Additional facilities may be con-
structed, only at the expense of appropriate non-Federal interests.

(d) Before the Secretary of tEe Army acquires any real propertg
for the new townsite appropriate non-Federal interests shall furnis
binding contractual commitments that all lots in the new townsite
will be either occupied when available, will be replacements for open
space and vacant lots in the existing town, or will be purchased by non-
Federal interests at the fair market value.

Skc. 122. (a) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, 1s authorized and directed to review the requirement of
loeal cooperation with respect to providing a spoil disposal ares for the
project at Deep Creek, Warwick County (now within the city of New-
port News), Virginia, authorized by the Act of August 26, 1937 (com-
monly referred to as the River and Harbor Act of 1987, 50 Stat. 8486),
to determine if (1) such requirement should be eliminated, and (2)
Craney Island disposal area should be used as the spoil disposal area for
dredged material from such project. Such review shall be completed
and submitted in a report to Congress within two years after the date of
enactment of this section.

(b) Beginning on the date of enactment of this section, (1) the re-
quirement of local cooperation described in subsection (a) shall be
suspended, and (2) Craney Island disposal area shall be used as the
spoil disposal ares for dredged material from such project, until Con-
gress, by a statute enacted after the date on which the report required
by subsection (a) is submitted, removes such suspension.

Skc. 123. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to operate and maintain the Los Angeles-
Long Beach harbor model in Vicksburg, Mississippi, for the purpose of
testing proposals for the improvement of navigation in, ang the envi-
ronmental quality of, the harbor waters of the ports of Los Angeles
and Long Beach to determine optimum plans for future expan-
sion of both ports. Such testing shall include, but not be limited to,
investigation of oscillations, tidal flushing characteristics, water qual-
ity, improvements for navigation, dredging, harbor fills, and physical
structures.
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Skc. 124. (a) The Corpus Christi ship canal project for navigation in
Corpus Christi Bay, Texas, authorized by the Rivers and Harbors
Act of 1968 (P.L. 90-483) is hereby modified to provide that the non-
Federal interests shall contribute 25 per centum of the costs of areas
required for initial and subsequent disposal of spoil, and of necessary
retaining dikes, bulkheads, and embankments therefor. Credit shall be
allowed in connection with the above project in an amount equal to the
reasonable expenditures made by non-Federal interests in the acqui-
sition of spoil areas and construction of necessary retaining dikes, bulk-
heads, and embankments prior to the effective date of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1976.

{b) The requirements for appropriate non-Federal interests to con-
tribute 25 per centum of the construction costs as set forth in subsection
{2a) shall be waived by the Secretary of the Army upon a finding by
the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency that for
the area to which such construction applies, the State of Texas, inter-
state agency, municipality, and other appropriate political subdivisions
of the State and industrial concerns are participating in and in com-
gliance with an approved plan for the general geographical area of the

redging activity for construction, modification, expansion, or reha-
bilitation of waste treatment facilities and the Administrator has found
that applicable water quality standards are not being violated.

Sec. 125. For the purposes of section 9 of the Act of March 3, 1899
(80 Stat. 1151; 33 U.S.C. 401), the consent of Congress is hereby given
to the State of Louisiana to construct such structures across any navi-
gable water of the United States as may be necessary for the construc-
tion of the following highways:

(1) Ivanhoe-Jeanerette, State project numbered 431-01-01 and
431-01-02 in Iberia and Saint Mary Parishes, Louisiana;

2) Larose-Lafitte Highway, State Route La 8134 in Jefferson
and Lafourche Parishes, Louisiana, starting at Estelle in Jeffer-
son Parish and proceeding southwesterly to Larose in Lafourche
Parish; and :

(8) United States 90 Relocated (La 3052), in Saint Mary,
Assumption, Terrebonne, and Lafourche Parishes, Louisiana,
starting at United States 90 west of Raceland and proceeding
westerly to a connnection with United States 90 at or near Morgan
City, Louisiana.

Sec. 126. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to undertake the phase I design memorandum
stage of advanced engineering and design of a project for flood pre-
vention and development of incidental recreation, preservation of the
natural floodways, and protection of the watershed’s soil resources, at
an estimated cost of $370,000, substantially in accordance with the
Floodwater Management Plan, North Branch of the Chicago River
Watershed, Cook and Lake Counties, Illinois, dated October 1974,
and also substantially in accordance with the watershed implementa-
tion program dated February 1974.

Sec. 127. The project for Wister Lake, Arkansas River Basin,
Oklahoma, authorized by section 4 of the Act of June 28, 1938, entitled
“An Act authorizing the construction of certain public works on rivers
and harbors for flood control, and for other purposes” (52 Stat. 1218)
is hereby modified to authorize and direct the Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Chief of Engineers, to recover and preserve impor-
tant data from significant archeological sites located on project lands
which will be adversely affected as a result of a change in seasonal
pool operations. The costs of such work shall not exceed $250,000.

Sec. 128. (a) The Secretary of the Army is authorized and directed
to convey by quitclaim deed to C. B. Porter Scott and Dorothy Boren



S. 3823—11

Scott of the county of Randall, State of Texas, all rights, title, and
interest of the United States in and to the following desecribed tract
of land acquired as part of the project for Belton Lake, Texas, author-
ized by the Flood Control Act of 1946:

A tract of land situated in the county of Bell, State of Texas, being
part of the Stephen P. Terry Survey (A-812), and being part of a 271-
acre tract of land acquired by the United States of America from
Frank Morgan, and others, by Declaration of Taking filed Septem-
ber 11, 1952, in Condemnation Proceedings (civil numbered 1311)
in the District Court of the United States for the Western District of
Texas, Waco Division, and being designated as “Tract Numbered
¥-505 for Belton Lake”, and being more particularly described as
follows, all bearings being referred to the Texas Plane Coordinate
System, Central Zone:

Beginning at Government marker numbered F-503-2, situated
in a northeasterly boundary line for said tract numbered F-505
for the point of beginning, said point of beginning being the south-
east corner for a 0.25 acre tract of land acquired by the United
States of America from Edward Cameron, et ux, by deed dated
January 13, 1953, and recorded in volume 679 at page 456 and by
correction deed dated May 25, 1955, and recordeg in volume 722
at page 550 of the deed records of Bell County, Texas, and being
designated as “Tract Numbered F-508 for Belton Lake”, said point
of beginning also being located south 74 degrees 21 minutes east,
38.3 fge;let from a point on top of the bluff for a re-entrant corner
for said tract numbered F-505;
thence along the boundary line for said tract numbered F-505
as follows: south 74 degrees and 21 minutes east, 271.70 feet to a
point;
thence south 45 degrees 14 minutes west, 154.5 feet to a point;
thence south 28 degrees 09 minutes east, 185 feet to a point;
thenece north 73 degrees 45 minutes west, 324.23 feet to Govern-
ment marker numbered A-65-9 for a northeast corner for a
79.70-acre tract of land acquired by the United States of America
from Eleanor M. Paulk, and others, by deed dated July 28, 1952,
and recorded in volume 672 at page 233 of the deed records of
Bell County, Texas, and being designated as “Tract Numbered
A-65 for Belton Lake”;
thence departing from the boundary line for said tract num-
bered F-505, north 27 degrees 53 minutes west, 169.85 feet to a
point;
thence north 55 degrees 26 minutes east, 184 feet more or less,
to the point of beginning, containing 1.87 acres, more or less.
- (b) The grantees shall, as a condition to the conveyance authorized
by subsection (a), pay to the United States an amount equal to the
sum originally paid by the United States for the tract of land
described in subsection {a) of this section.

Sec. 129. (a) The project for Blue Marsh Lake, Berks County,
Pennsylvania, a part of the plan for the comprehensive development
of the Delaware River Basin, as authorized by section 201 of the
Flood Control Act of 1962 (76 Stat. 1183), is hereby modified to
authorize and direct the Secretary of the Army, acting through the
Chief of Engineers, to relocate and restore intact the historic struc-
ture and associated improvements known as the Gruber Wagon Works
located on certain Federal lands to be inundated upon completion of
the project, at an estimated cost of $922,000.
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(b) Upon completion of the relocation and restoration of the Gruber
Wagon Works at a site mutually agreeable to the Secretary of the
Army and the County of Berks, title to the structure and associated
improvements and equipment shall be transferred to the County of
Berks upon condition that such county agree to maintain such historic
property in perpetuity as a public museum at no cost to the Federal
Government.

Src. 180. The authorized McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River naviga-
tion system is hereby modified to provide a nine-foot deep navigation
channel, one hundred feet in width, extending approximately ten miles
from the McClellan-Kerr navigation sailing line upstream on the Big
Sallisaw Creek and Little Sallisaw Creek to and including a turning
basin, near United States Highway 59, in a location generally con-
forming to Site I, as described in the Tulsa District Engineer’s Project
Formulation Memorandum entitled “Big and Little Sallisaw Creeks,
Oklahoma, Section 107 Navigation Project” dated August 1978, at an
estimated cost of $1,200,000,

Src. 131, (a) The first sentence of section 201(a) of the Flood Con-
trol Act of 1965 (Public Law 89—298) is amended by striking out
“$10,000,000.” and inserting in lieu thereof “$15,000,000.”.

(b) Section 201(b) of such Act is amended by striking out
“$10,000,000” and inserting in lieu thereof “$15,000,000”.

Skc. 132. The project for flood protection on the Souris River at
Minot, North Dakota, approved by resolutions of the Committee on
Public Works of the Senate and the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation of the House of Representatives under authority of
section 201 of the Flood Control Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 1962-5), and
modified by section 105 of the Water Resources Development Act of
1974 (88 Stat. 42), is hereby further modified to authorize and direct
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers,
to reimburse the designated non-Federal interest for the estimated
additional expense (exceeding that set forth in such section 105)
incurred by such non-Federal interest in undertaking its required
cooperation for the proposed channel realinement in the downstream
area of the project near Logan, North Dakota, except that such reim-
bursement shall not exceed $250,000.

Sec. 133. (a) Subsection (b) of section 107 of the River and Harbor
Act of 1960 (74 Stat. 480) is further amended by striking out
#$1,000,000” and inserting in lieu thereof “$2,000,000”.

(b) Section 61 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1974
(88 Stat. 12) is-amended as follows:

(1) By striking out “$1,000,000” and inserting in lieu thereof
“$9.000,000”.

(2) By striking out “$2,000,000” and inserting in lieu thereof
«“$3 (00,0007,

(¢) The amendments made by this section shall not apply to any
project under contract for construction on the date of enactment of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1976.

Skc. 134. (a) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, is authorized and directed within ninety days after
enactment of this Act to institute a procedure enabling the engineer
officer in charge of each district under the direction of the Chief of
Engineers to certify, at the request of local interests, that particular
local improvements for flood control can reasonably be expected to be
compatible with a specific, potential project then under study or other
form of consideration. Such certification shall be interpreted to assure
local interests that they may go forward to construct such compatible
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improvements at local expense with the understanding that such
improvements can be reasonably expected to be included within the
scope of the Federal project, if later authorized, both for the purposes
of analyzing the costs and benefits of the project and assessing the
local participation in the costs of such project. This subsection shall
cease to be in effect after December 31, 1977.

(b) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engi-
neers, is authorized and directed to include in the survey report on
flood protection on Mingo Creek and its tributaries, Oklahoma,
authorized by section 208 of the Flood Control Act of 1965, the costs
and benefits of local improvements initiated by the city of Tulsa for
such flood protection subsequent to Januwary 1, 1975, which the Chief
of Engineers determines are compatible with and constitute an inte-
gral part of his recommended plan. In determining the appropriate
non-Federal share for such project the Chief of Engineers shall give
recognition to costs incurred by non-Federal interest in carrying out
such local improvements.

Skc. 135. The project for Port San Luis Obispo Harbor, California,
authorized by section 301 of the River and Harbor Act of 1965, is
hereby modified substantially in accordance with the plan described
in the Los Angeles District Engineers report on “Port San Luis, Cali-
fornia” dated April 1976, and the conditions of local cooperation
specified in subparagraphs L.a. through Lo. of appendix 7 thereof, at
an estimated cost of §6,040,000.

Szec. 186. {a) The project for flood control on the Napa River, Napa
County, California, authorized by section 204 of the Flood Control
Act of 1965, is hereby modified to authorize and direct the Secretary
of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to acquire
approximately 577 acres of land for the purpose of mitigating adverse
impacts on fish and wildlife occasioned by the project. The non-Fed-
cral share of the cost of such lands shall be the percentage as that
required for the overall project.

(b) Such project is further modified to include construction by the
Secretary of the Army acting through the Chief of Engineers, of the
Napa Creek watershed project of the Soil Conservation Serviece
approved June 25, 1962.

(¢) No part of the cost of the modified project authorized by this
section shall include the cost of the Secretary of the Army, acting
through the Chief of Engineers, performing maintenance dredging
for the navigation project for the Napa River.

Sec. 137, The project for flood control in East St. Louis and vicin-
ity, Illinois, authorized by section 204 of the Flood Control Act
approved October 27, 1963, is hereby modified to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to construct
the Blue Waters Ditch segment of the overall project independently
of the other project segments. Prior to initiation of construction of
the Blue Waters Ditch segment, appropriate non-Federal interests
shall agree, in accordance with the provisions of section 221 of the
Flood Control Act of 1970, to furnish non-Federal cooperation for
such segment.

Skc. 138. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, shall continue studies and construction of bank protection
works pursuant to the project for the Sacramento River, Chico Land-
ing to Red Bluff, California, authorized by the Flood Control Act of
1958, notwithstanding the completion of the remaining ten sites pro-
posed for construction at the time of enactment of this Act.
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Sec. 139. The project for Waurika Dam and Reservoir on Beaver
Creek, Oklahoma, authorized by the Act of December 30, 1963 (P.1L.
88-253), is hereby modified to provide that the interest rate appli-
cable to the repayment by non-Federal interests of the cost of the
water conveyance facilities shall be the same as the interest rate
established for repayment of the cost of municipal and industrial
water supply storage in the reservoir. ~

Sec. 140. In the case of any authorized navigation project which
has been partially constructed, or is to be constructed, which is located
in one or more States, and which serves regional needs, the Secretary
of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, may include in
any economic analysis which is under preparation at the time of
enactment of this Act such regional economic development benefits
as he determines to be appropriate for purposes of computing the
economic justification of the project.

Sec. 141. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is hereby authorized and directed to make a study and
report which shall include his conclusions and recommendations to
the Congress on the advisability and feasibility of providing flood
protection by dredging the Susquehanna River in the Wyoming
Valley, Pennsylvania, and the surrounding region.

Skc. 142. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized and directed to investigate the flood and
related problems to those lands lying below the plane of mean higher
high water along the San Francisco Bay shoreline of San Mateo,
Santa Clara, Alameda, Napa, Sonoma and Solano Counties to the
confluence of the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers with a view
toward determining the feasibility of and the Federal interest in
providing protection against tidal and fluvial flooding. The investi-
gation shall evaluate the effects of any proposed improvements on
wildlife preservation, agriculture, municipal and urban interests in
coordination with Federal, State, regional, and local agencies with
ga.rticular reference to preservation of existing marshland in the

an Francisco Bay region.

Sro. 143. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is hereby authorized and directlelg to make a study in
cooperation with the government of the Territory of American Samoa
with particular reference to providing a plan for the development,
utilization, and conservation of water and related land resources. Such
study shall include appropriate consideration of the needs for flood
protection, wise use of flood plain lands, navigation facilities, hydro-
electric power generation, regional water supply and waste water
management facilities systems, general recreation facilities, enhance-
ment and control of water quality, enhancement and conservation of
fish and wildlife, and other measures for environmental enhancement,
economic and human resources development, and shall be compatible
with comprehensive development plans formulated by local planning
agencies and other interested Federal agencies.

Sec. 144. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, in cooperation with the State of Hawaii and appropriate
units of local government, shall make a study of methods to develop,
utilize, and conserve water and land resources in the Hilo Bay Area,
Hawaii, and Kailua-Kona, Hawaii. Such study shall include, but not
be limited to, consideration of the need for flood protection, appro-
priate use of flood plain lands, navigation facilities, hydroelectric
power generation, regional water supply and waste water manage-
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ment facilities systems, recreation facilities, enhancement and conser-
vation of water quality, enhancement and conservation of fish and
wildlife, other measures for environmental enhancement, and eco-
nomic and human resources development. Based upon the findings of
such study, the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, shall prepare a plan for the implementation of such find-
ings which shall be compatible with other comprehensive development
plans prepared by locanIa.nning agencies and other interested Fed-
eral agencies.

Skc. 145. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized upon request of the State, to place on the
beaches of such State beach-quality sand which has been dredged in
constructing and maintaining navigation inlets and channels adjacent
to such beaches, if the Secretary deems such action to be in the public
interest and upon payment of the increased cost thereof above the cost
re%uired for alternative methods of disposing of such sand.

Ec. 146. The project for harbor improvement at Noyo, Mendocino
County, California, anthorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1962
76 Stat. 1173), is hereby modified to authorize the Secretary of the
rmy, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to construct such break-
waters as may be needed to provide necessary protection, but not more
than two, and to construct such additional channel improvements,
including, but not limited to, deepening, widening, and extensions, as
he deems necessary to meet applicable economic and environmental
criteria.

Sec. 147. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized and directed to conduct hydrographic sur-
veys of the Columbia River from Richland, Washington, to Grand
Coulee Dam for the purpose of identifying navigational hazards and
preparing maps of the river channel at an estimated cost of $500,000,
and providing information necessary for establishment of aids to
navigation.

Skc. 148, The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, shall utilize and encourage the utilization of such manage-
ment practices as he determines appropriate to extend the capacity
and useful life of dredged materia}) disposal areas such that the need
for new dredged material disposal areas is kept to a minimum. Man-
agement practices authorized by this section shall include, but not be
limited to, the construction of dikes, consolidation and dewatering
of dredged material, and construction of drainage and outflow
facilities,

Sec. 149. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is hereby authorized and directed to remove Shooters’
Island located north of Staten Island, New York, at the mouth of
Arthar Kill and to utilize such removed material for fill and widen-
ing of Arthur Kill

Sec. 150. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to plan and establish wetland areas as part
of an authorized water resources development project under his juris-
diction. Establishment of any wetland area 1n connection with the
dredging required for such a water resources development project
may be undertaken in any case where the Chief of Engineers in his
judgment finds that—

(1) environmental, economic, and social benefits of the wetland
area justifies the increased cost thereof above the cost required
for alternative methods of disposing of dredged material for such
project; and
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(2) the increased cost of such wetland area will not exceed
$400,000; and

(8) there is reasonable evidence that the wetland area to be
established will not be substantially altered or destroyed by
natural or man-made causes.

(b) Whenever the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, submits to Congress a report on a water resources devel-
opment project after the date of enactment of this section, such report
shall include, where appropriate, consideration of the establishment
of wetland areas.

(c{ In the computation of benefits and cost of any water resources
development project the benefits of establishing of any wetland area
shall be deemed to be at least equal to the cost of establishing such area.
Al costs of establishing a wetland area shall be borne by the United
States.

Skc. 151, The project for the Chief Joseph Dam authorized by the
Act of July 2, 1946 (Public Law 525, 79th Congress) is modified to
authorize the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, to provide such temporary school facilities as he may deem
necessary for the education of dependents of persons engaged in the
construction of additional hydroelectric power facilities at Chief
Joseph Dam and Reservoir, Washington. When he determines it to be
in the public interest, the Secretary, acting through the Chief of Engi-
neers, may enter into cooperative arrangements with local and Federal
agencies for the operation of such Government facilities, for the expan-
sion of local facilities at Federal expense, and for contributions by the
Federal Government to cover the increased cost to local agencies of
providing the educational services required by the Government.

Sec, 152, The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to participate in the construction of a levee
and protective seawall at Liberty Park, New Jersey, at an estimated
cost of $12,600,000, Appropriate non-Federal interests shall furnish
all necessary lands, easements and rights-of-way necessary for such

roject and shall contribute 80 per centum of the total cost exclusive of
and costs,

Sgc. 153. The last sentence under the center heading “ARRANSAS-RED
RIVER BASIN™ in section 201 of the Flood Control Act of 1970 (84 Stat.
1825) is amended to read as follows: “Construction shall not be ini-
tiated on any element of such project until such element has been
approved by the Secretary of the Army.”,

Ec. 154. The prohibitions and provisions for review and approval
concerning wharves and piers in waters of the United States as set
forth in section 10 of the Act of March 3, 1899 (30 Stat. 1151) and the
first section of the Act of June 13,1902 (32 Stat. 8371) shall not apply
to any body of water located entirely within one State which is, or
could be, considered to be a navigable body of water of the United
States solely on the basis of historical use in interstate commerce.

Suc. 155. (a) Subsection (¢) of section 32 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-251) is amended by striking
out the period at the end thereof and inserting in lieu thereof a semi-
colon and by adding at the end thereof the following:

“(5) the delta of the Eel River, California.

“(6) the lower Yellowstone River from Intake Montana, to the
mouth of such river.”.,

(b) Subsection (e) of such section 32 is amended to read as follows:
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“(e) There is authorized to be appropriated not to exceed $50,000,000
to carry out this section.”.

Skc. 156. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to provide periodic beach nourishment in the
case of each water resources development project where such nourish-
ment has been authorized for a limited period for such additional
period as he determines necessary but in no event shall such additional
period extend beyond the fifteenth year which begins after the date
of initiation of construction of such project.

Skc. 157. (a) Section 12(b) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1974 (88 Stat. 17) is amended by striking out “one hundred and
eighty” each time it appears and inserting in lieu thereof “ninety”.

(b) The amendment made by subsection (a) of this section shall
take effect on January 1, 1977.

Skc. 158. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized and directed to make a comprehensive study
and report on the system of waterway improvements under his jurisdic-
tion. The study shall include a review of the existing system and its
capability for meeting the national needs including emergency and
defense requirements and an appraisal of additional improvements
necessary to optimize the system and its intermodal characteristics. The
Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, shall
submit a report to Congress on this study, within three years after
funds are first appropriated and made available for the study, together
with his recommendations. The Secretary of the Army, acting through
the Chief of Engineers, shall, upon request, from time to time make
available to the National Transportation Policy Study Commission
established by section 154 of Public Law 94280, the information and
other data developed as a result of the study.

Sec. 159. The Marysville Lake project, California, authorized by
the Flood Control Act of 1966 (80 Stat. 1405), is hereby modified to
authorize the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, to undertake the phase I design memorandum stage of
advanced engineering and design for a multiple-purpose project
located at the Parks Bar site, including power development with
pumped storage, at an estimated cost of $150,000.

Skc. 160. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to undertake the phase I design memorandum
stage of advanced engineering and design of the project for hydro-
electric power on the Susitna River, Alaska, in accordance with the
recommendations of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors
in its report dated June 24, 1976, at an estimated cost $25,000,000.
This shall take effect upon submittal to the Secretary of the Army by
the Chief of Engineers and notification to Congress of the approval of
the Chief of Engineers.

Sec. 161. Section 32 of the Water Resources Development Act of
1974 (88 Stat. 12) is amended as follows:

(1) In subsection (c¢)(3) strike “; and” and add “, including areas
on the right bank at river miles 1345; 1310; 1311; 1316.5; 1334.5;
1341; 1343.5; 1379.5; 1385; and on the left bank at river miles 1316.5;
1320.5; 13823; 1326.5; 1335.7; 1338.5; 1345.2; 1357.5; 1360; 1366.5;
1368; and 1374;";

223 A new subsection (f) is added as follows:

f) The Secretary of the Army shall make an interim report to
Congress on work undertaken pursuant to this section by Septem-
ber 30, 1978, and shall make a [final] report to the Congress no later
than December 31, 1981.”,
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Src. 162. For the purposes of section 10 of the Act of March 3,
1899 (30 Stat. 1151) (33 U.S.C. 401) the following bodies of water are
declared nonnavigable: Lake OSWQ]%‘O, Oregon; Lake Coeur d'Alene,
Idaho; and Lake George, New York.

Szc. 163, The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized and directed to study water and surface
transportation needs resulting from the expansion and further devel-
opment of the San Pedro Bay ports. Such study shall include, but
not be limited to, the feasibility and advisability of enlarging the
Dominguez Channel for flood control purposes.

Sec. 164. The project for the Snake River, Oregon, Washington,
and Idaho, authorized in section 2 of the River and Harbor Act of
1945 (59 Stat. 21) is hereby modified to authorize and direct the Sec-
retary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to con-
struct at full Federal expense a four-lane, high-level highway bridge
and approaches thereto connecting the cities of Lewiston, Idaho, and
Clarkston, Washington, at or near river mile 141.3 of the énake River,
approximately two miles upstream of the present United States High-
way 12 bridge. Before construction may be initiated the non-Federal
interests shall agree pursuant to section 221 of the Flood Control Act
of 1970 (P.I. 91-611) to (1) hold and save the United States free
from damages resulting from construction of the bridge and its
approaches, (2) provide without cost to the United States all lands,
easements, and rights-of-way necessary for the construction of the
bridge and its approaches, and (3) own, maintain, and operate the
bridge and its approaches after construction is completed, free to the

ublic. There is authorized to carry out this section not to exceed
91,000,000

Skc. 165. That portion of the first section of the Act of September 1,
1916 ( 39 Stat. 6938) entitled “Washington Aqueduct” is hereby
repealed.

pSEc. 1886. ga) In order to alleviate water damage on the shoreline
of Lake Michigan and others of the Great Lakes during periods of
abnormally high water levels in the Great Lakes, and to improve the
water quality of the Illinois Waterway, the Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Chief of Engineers, is authorized to carry out a
five-year demonstration program to temporarily increase the diver-
sion of water from Lake Michigan at Chicago, Illinois, for the purpose
of testing the practicability of increasing the average annual diver-
sion from the present limit of three thousand two hundred cubic feet
per second to ten thousand cubic feet per second, The demonstration
program will increase the controllable diversion by various amounts
calculated to raise the average annual diversion above three thousand
two hundred cubic feet per second up to ten thousand cubic feet per
second. The increase in diversion rate will be accomplished incremen-
tally and will take into consideration the effects of such inerease on
the Illinois Waterway. The program will be developed by the Chief
of Engineers in cooperation with the State of Illinois and the Metro-
politan Sanitary District of Greater Chicago. The program will be
implemented by the State of Illinois and the Metropolitan Sanitary
District of Greater Chicago under the supervision of the Chief of
Engineers,

(b) During the demonstration program a controllable diversion
rate will be established for each month calculated to establish an
annual average diversion from three thousand two hundred cubic
feet per second to not more than ten thousand cubic feet per second.
When the level of Lake Michigan is below its average level, the total
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diversion for the succeeding accounting year shall not exceed three
thousand two hundred cubic feet per second on an annual basis. The
average level of Lake Michigan will be based upon the average
monthly level for the period from 1900 to 1975.

(¢) When river stages approach or are predicted to approach bank-
full conditions at the established flood warning stations on the Illinois
Waterway or the Mississippi River, or when further increased diver-
sion of water from Lake Michigan would adversely affect water levels
necessary for navigational requirements of the Saint Lawrence Sea-
way in its entirety throughout the Saint Lawrence River and Great
Lakes-Saint Lawrence Seaway, water shall not be diverted directly
from Lake Michigan at the Wilmette, O'Brien, or Chicago River
control structures other than as necessary for navigational
requirements.

d) The Chief of Engineers shall conduct a study and a demon-
stration program to determine the effects of the increased diversion
on the levels of the Great Lakes, on the water quality of the Illinois
Waterway, and on the susceptibility of the Illinois Waterway to addi-
tional flooding. The study and demonstration program will also inves-
tigate any adverse or beneficial impacts which result from this section.
The Chief of Engineers, at the end of five years after the enactment
of this section, will submit to the Congress the results of this study
and demonstration program including recommendations whether to
continue this authority or to change the criteria stated in subsection
(b) of this section.

{e) For purposes of this section, controllable diversion is defined
as that diversion at Wilmette, O’ﬁrien, and Chicago River control
structures which is not attributable to leakage or which is not neces-
sary for navigational requirements,

Skc. 167. (a) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, is authorized and directed to conduct a study of the most
efficient methods of utilizing the hydroelectric power resources at
water resource development projects under the jurisdiction of the
Secretary of the Army and to prepare a plan based upon the findings
of such study. Such study shall include, but not be limited to, an
analysis of—

(1) the physical potential for hydroelectric development, giving
consideration to the economic, social, environmental and institu-
tional factors which will affect the realization of physical
potential;

(2) the magnitude and regional distribution of needs for hydro-
electric power;

(8) the integration of hydroelectric power generation with
generation from other types of generating facilities;

(4) measures necessary to assure that generation from hydro-
electric projects will efficiently contribute to meeting the national
electric energy demands;

(5) the timing of hydroelectric development to properly coin-
cide with changes in the demand for electric energy;

(6) conventional hydroelectric potential, bot%y high head and
low head projects utilizing run-of-rivers and possible advances in
mechanical technology, and pumped storage hydroelectric poten-
tial at sites which ev%nce such potential ;

(7) the feasibility of adding or reallocating storage and modi-
fying ogeration rules to increase power production at corps proj-
ects with existing hydroelectric installations;
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(8) measures deemed necessary or desirable to insure that the
potential contribution of hydroelectric resources to the overall
glleetric energy supply are realized to the maximum extent possi-

e; an

(9) any other pertinent factors necessary to evaluate the de-
velopment and operation of hydroelectric projects of the Corps of
Engineers.

(b) Within three years after the date of the first appropriation of
funds for the purpose of carrying out this section, the Secretary of the
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, shall transmit the plan
prepared pursuant to subsection {a) with supporting studies and docu-~
mentation, together with the recommendations of the Secretary and
the Chief of Engineers on such plan, to the Committee on Public
Works of the Senate and the Committee on Public Works and Trans-
portation of the House of Representatives.

(¢) There is authorized to be appropriated to carry out subsections
{a) and (b) of this section not to exceed $7,000,000.

(dy The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized with respect to previously authorized projects
to undertake feasibility studies of specifie hydroelectric power installa-
tions that are identified in the course of the study authorized by this
section, ags having high potential for contribution toward meeting
regional power needs. There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this subsection not to exceed $5,000,000 per fiscal year for each of
the fiscal years 1978 and 1979.

Src. 168. Subsection 22(b) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-251) is amended by striking out
“$2,000,000” and inserting in lieu thereof “$4,000,000”.

Szc. 169. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the project
for Pine Mountain Lake on Lee Creek, Arkansas and Oklahoma,
authorized by section 204 of the Flood Control Act of 1965 (79 Stat.
1073}, shall be constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance
with the Federal Water Project Recreation Act (Public Law 89-72).

Sec. 170. The Little Dell Project, Salt Lake City Streams, Utah,
authorized in section 203 of the Flood Control Act of 1968 (P.L.
90-483; 82 Stat. 744) is hereby modified to authorize the Secretary
of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to decrease the
amaunt of storage capacity so as to more adequately reflect existing
needs.

Sec. 171. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is hereby authorized to undertake the phase I design mem-
orandum stage of advanced engineering and design of the project
elements involving the lowermost 10.1 mile-long segment of channel
modification of Sowashee Creek at Meridian, Mississippi, substantially
in accordance with the plan of development approved by the
Administrator, Soil Conservation Service, United States Department
of Agriculture, on October 15, 1974, at an estimated cost of $450,000.

Szc. 172. The project for assumption of maintenance of the Mermen-
tau River and the Gulf of Mexico Navigation Channel, Louisiana, is
hereby adopted and authorized to be prosecuted by the Secretary of
the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, substantially in
accordance with the plans and subject to the conditions contained in
the report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors dated
January 16, 1976, at an estimated annual cost of $155,000. This shall
take effect upon submittal to the Secretary of the Army by the Chief
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of Engineers and notification to Congress of the approval of the
Chief of Engineers.

Src. 173. The project for flood protection in the Bassett Creek
Watershed, Minnesota, is hereby adopted and authorized to be
prosecuted by the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, substantialy in accordance with the plans and subject to the
conditions contained in the report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers
and Harbors dated July 26, 1976, at an estimated cost of $7,593,000.
This shall take effect upon submittal to the Secretary of the Army by
the Chief of Engineers and notification to Congress of the approval of
the Chief of Engineers.

Sec. 174. The project of Caddo Dam and Reservoir, Louisiana,
authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 1077, P.L.
89-298) is hereby modified to provide that the operation and mainte-
nance of the project shall be the responsibility of the Secretary of the
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers,

Sec. 175. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to undertake the phase T design memorandum
stage of advanced engineering and design of the project for harbor
modification at Cleveland Harbor, Ohio, in accordance with the report
of the District Engineer, dated June 1976, at an estimated cost of
$500,000. This shall take effect upon submittal to the Secretary of the
Army by the Chief of Engineers and notification to Congress of the
approval of the Chief of Engineers.

EC. 176. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is hereby authorized and directed to cause a survey to be
made at the Navajo Indian Reservation, Arizona, New Mexico, and
Utah for flood control and allied purposes, and subject to all applicable
provisions of section 217 of the Flood Control Act of 1970 (Public
Law 91-611), at an estimated cost of $2,000,000; and to submit reports
thereon to the Congress with the recommendations.

Sec. 177. The authorization of the Gaysville Dam and Lake project.
Stockbridge, Chittenden, and Rochester, Vermont, provided by sec-
tion 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1936, as modified by the Acts of
Congress approved May 25, 1937, June 28, 1938, and August 18, 1941,
is terminated upon the enactment of this Act.

Sec. 178. (a) If the Secretary of the Army, acting through the
Chief of Engineers, finds that the proposed project to be erected at the
location to be declared nonnavigable under this section is in the public
interest, on the basis of engineering studies to determine the location
and structural stability of any bulkheading and filling and permanent
pile-supported structure, in order to preserve and maintain the remain-
mg navigable waterway and on the basis of environmental studies
conducted pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969, then that portion of the Hudson River in Hudson County, State
of New Jersey, bounded and described as follows is hereby declared to
be nonnavigable water of the United States within the meaning of the
laws of the United States, and the consent of Congress is hereby given
to the filling in of all or any part thereof and the erection of permanent
pile-supported structures thereon:

Such portion is in the township of North Bergen in the county.
of Hudson and State of New Jersey, and is more particularly
described as follows: At a point in the easterly right-of-way of
New Jersey Shore Line Railroad (formerly New Jersey Junction
Railroad) said point being located northerly, measured along said
easterly right-of-way, 81.98 feet from Station 54+42.4 as shown
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on construction drawing dated May 23, 1931, of River Road, filed
f}n the Office of the Hudson County Engineer, Jersey City, New

ersey :

thence (1) northerly and along said easterly right-of-way on
a bearing of north 12 degrees 11 minutes 14 seconds east, a dis-
tance of 280 feet to a point;

thence (2) south 75 degrees 28 minutes 24 seconds east, a dis-
tance of 310 feet to a point;

thence (3) south 17 degrees 15 minutes 41 seconds east, a dis-
tance of 101.70 feet to a point;

thence (4) south 62 degrees 18 minutes 12 seconds east a dis-
tance of 355.64 feet to a point in the exterior solid fill line of
April 7, 1903, and the bulkhead line of April 28, 1904, on the
Hudson River; ,

thence (5) along said exterior solid fill and bulkhead lines south
28 degrees 55 minutes 51 seconds west, a distance of 523 feet to a
point in the northerly line of lands now or formerly of New York
State Realty and Terminal Company;

thence (6) north 61 degrees 34 minutes 29 seconds west, and
along said northerly line of the New York State Realty and
Terminal Company, a distance of 590.08 feet to a point in the
aforementioned easterly right-of-way of the New Jersey Shore
Line Railroad;

thence (7) northerly and along said easterly right-of-way of
the New Jersey Shore Line Railroad on a curve to the left a
radins of 995.09 feet, an arc length of 170.96 feet to a point
therein;

thence (8) northerly, still along the same, on a bearing of north
12 degrees 11 minutes 14 seconds east, a distance of 81.93 feet
to the point and place of beginning.

Said parcel containing 8 acres being the same more or less.

{b) The declaration in subsection (a) of this section shall apply
only to portions of the above-described area which are either bulk-
headed and filled or occupied by permanent pile-supported structures.
Plans for bulkheading and filling and permanent pile-supported struc-
tures shall be approved by the Secretary of the Army, acting through
the Chief of Engineers. Local interests shall reimburse the Federal
Government for engineering and all other costs incurred under this
gection.

Sgc. 179. (a) If the Secretary of the Army, acting through the
Chief of Engineers finds that the proposed project to be erected at
the location to be declared nonnavigable under this section is in the
public interest, on the basis of engineering studies to determine the
location and structural stability of any bulkheading and filling and
permanent pile-supported structure, in order to preserve and maintain
the remaining navigable waterway, and on the basis of environmental
studies conducted pursuant to the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969, then those portions of the Hackensack River in Hudson
County, State of New Jersey, bounded and described as follows are
hereby declared to be nonnavigable waters of the United States within
the meaning of the laws of the United States, and the consent of Con-
gress is hereby given to the filling in of all or any part thereof and
the erection of permanent pile-supported structures thereon:

Beginning at a point where the southeasterly shoreline (mean
high water line) of the Hackensack River intersects the easterly
line of the Erie Railroad said point property being 2,015.38 feet
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northerly along said railroad property from where it intersects
the northerly line of the Meadowlands Parkway (100 feet wide)
and running from:
thence north 19 degrees 20 minutes 54 seconds west 50.00 feet;
thence north 37 degrees 30 minutes 08 seconds east 615.38 feet;
thenee north 03 degrees 02 minutes 56 seconds east, 2,087 feet;
thence north 31 degrees 11 minutes 06 seconds eact 577 feel;
thence north 74 degrees 29 minutes 18 seconds east 541.25 feet;
thence south 62 degrees 01 minute 31 seconds east 400 feet;
thence south 55 degrees 46 minutes 27 seconds east 612.52 feet;
thence south 34 degrees 13 minutes 83 seconds west 517.79 feet;
thence south 55 degrees 46 minutes 27 seconds east 158.81 feet;
thence south 34 degrees 18 minutes 33 seconds west 310 feet;
thence north 55 degrees 26 minutes 27 seconds north 15 feet;
thence south 34 degrees 13 minutes 33 seconds west 592 feet;
thence running in a southwesterly direction along the shoreline
(mean high water line) of the Hackensack River, a distance of
2,360 feet being the same more or less to the easterly property
line of the Erie Railroad and the point or place of beginning.
Said parcel containing 67.6 acres being the same more or less.

(b) The declaration in subsection (a) of this section shall apply
only to portions of the described area which are either bulkheaded and
filled or occupied by permanent pile-supported structures. Plans for
bulkheading and filling and permanent pile-supported structures shall
be approved by the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers. Local interests shall reimgurse the Federal Govern-
ment for engineering and all other costs incurred under this section.

Sec. 180 (a) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, is directed to develop a plan for shoreline protection and
beach erosion control along Lake Ontario, and report on such plan
to the Congress as soon as practicable. Such report shall include recom-
mendations on measures of protection and proposals for equitable cost
sharing, together with recommendations for regulating the level of
Lake Ontario to assure maximum protection of the natural environ-
ment and to hold shoreline damage to a minimum.

(b) Until the Congress receives and acts upon the report required
under snbsection (a) of this section, all Federal agencies having
responsibilities affecting the level of Lake Ontario shall, consistent
with existing aunthority, make every effort to discharge such respon-
sibilities in a manner so as to minimize damage and erosion to the
shoreline of Lake Ontario.

(¢} There is authorized to be appropriated to carry out this section
$2,000.000.

" ( d}? :Ehis section may be cited as the “Lake Ontario Protection Act
of 19767,

Sre. 181. (a) (1) Subiect to paragraph (2) of this subsection, the
consent of Congress is granted under section 9 of the Act of March 3,
1899 (30 Stat. 1151; 83 U.S.C. 401), to the Washington Suburban
Sanitary Commission to construct a water diversion structure, with an
elevation not to exceed one hundred and fifty-nine feet above sea level,
from the north shore of the Potomae River at the Washington Subur-
ban Sanitary Commission water filtration plant to the north shore of
Watkins Tsland.

(2) The structure authorized by paragraph (1) of this subsection,
may not be constructed (A) until the Secretary of the Army, acting
through the Chief of Engineers, and the State of Maryland, the Com-
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monwealth of Virginia, the Washington Suburban Sanitary Com-
mission, and such other governmental authorities as the Secretary of
the Army, the State of Maryland, and the Commonwealth of Virginia
deem desirable signatories enter into a written agreement providing
an enforceable schedule for allocation among the parties to such agree-
ment for the withdrawal of the waters of that portion of the Potomac
River located between Little Falls Dam and the farthest upstream
limit of the pool of water behind the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal
Company rubble dam at Seneca, Maryland, during periods of low flow
of such portion of such river, and (B) unless such construction is
not: in conflict with the report of the Secretary of the Army, acting
through the Chief of Engineers, submitted pursuant to section 85 of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1974.

(b) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engi-
neers, is authorized to enter into the agreement referred to in subsec-
tion (a)(2) of this section and any amendment to or revision of such
© agreement.

(¢) Except as may be provided in the agreement referred to in
subsection (a) (2) of this section, nothing in this section shall alter
any riparian rights or other authority of the State of Maryland, or
any political subdivision thereof, the Commonwealth of Virginia, or
any political subdivision thereof, or the District of Columbia, or
authority of the Corps of Engineers existing on the date of enactment
of this section relative to the appropriation of water from, or the use
of, the Potomac River.

Src. 182. (a) The authorization for the Richard B. Russell Dam
and Lake (formerly Trotters Shoals Reservoir), contained in section
203 of the Flood Control Act of 1966 (80 Stat. 1405) is hereby
amended by deleting the following : “Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued to authorize inclusion of pumped storage power in this project.”.

(b) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engi-
neers, is authorized to install a fifth hydropower unit at the Hartwell
Reservoir on the Savannah River, South Carolina and Georgia,
approved in the Flood Control Acts of December 22, 1944, and May 17,
1950, at an estimated increased cost of $15,700,000.

Sec. 183. The West Tennessee tributaries feature Mississippi River
and tributaries project (Obion and Forked Deer Rivers), Tennessee,
authorized by the Flood Control Acts approved June 30, 1948, and
Novmber 7, 1966, as amended and modified, is hereby further amended
to authorize and direct the Secretary of the Army, acting through
the Chief of Engineers, to construct, to main-stem levee standards, a
levee with appurtenant works for flood protection immediately east
of the authorized diversion channel of tge Obion River, authorized
by the Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, as amended by the Flood
Control Act of July 24, 1946, and further amended by section 7 of
the River Basin Monetary Authorization Act of 1971, from near the
mouth of the diversion channel to the vicinity of Highway 88 and
thence to high ground in the vicinity of Porter Gap, at an estimated
cost of $1,000,000.

Sec. 184. Section 108 of Public Law 93-251 is amended as follows:

(a) At the end of subsection (a) add the following : “The Secretary
may acquire sites at locations outside such boundaries, as he deter-
mines necessary, for administrative and visitor orientation facilities.
The Secretary may also acquire a site outside such boundaries at or
near the location of the historic Tabard Inn in Ruby, Tennessee, includ-
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ing such lands as he deems necessary, for the establishment of a lodge
with recreational facilities as provided in subsection (e) (3).”;

(b) In subsection (b), after the “(b)” insert “(1)” and at the end
of such subsection insert the following:

“(2) The Secretary may by agreement with the Secretary of the
Interior provide for interim management by the Department of the
Interior, in accordance with the provisions of the Act of August 25,
1916 (39 Stat. 5353) (16 U.S.C. 1, 2-4) as amended and supplemented,
of any portion or portions of the project which constitute a logically
and efficiently administrable area. The Secretary is authorized to trans-
fer funds to the Department of the Interior for the costs of such
interim management out of funds appropriated for the project.”;

(¢) In subsection (c) (1), after the phrase “States of Kentucky
and Tennessee or any political subdivisions thereof” insert the fol-
lowing: “which were in public ownership at the time of enactment
of this section.”;

(d) At the end of subsection (e} (2) {A), strike the period and insert
the following: “and except that motorboat access into the gorge area
shall be permitted up to a point one-tenth of a mile downstream from
Devil’s Jumps; and except for the continued operation and mainte-
nance of the rail line currently operated and known as the K & T
Railroad. The Secretary shall acquire such interest in the K & T Rail-
road right-of-way by easement as he deems necessary to protect the
scenie, esthetic, and recreational values of the gorge area and the
adjacent areas.”;

(et) In subsection (e) (2) (C), strike the period at the end and insert
the following: “, the road entering the gorge across from the mouth
of Station Camp Creek.”; and

(f) In subsection (e) (2) (K), strike “$32,850,000” and insert in lien
thereof “$103,522,0007,

Sec. 185. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is directed to make a maximum effort to assure the full
participation of members of minority groups, living in the States
participating in the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway Development
Authority, in the construction of the Tennessee-Tombighee Waterway
project, including actions to encourage the use, wherever possible, of
minority owned firms. The Chief of Engineers is directed to report on
July 1 of each year to the Congress on the implementation of this
section, together with recommendation for any legislation that may be
needed to assure the fuller and more equitable participation of mem-
bers of minority groups in this project or others under the direction
of the Secretary.

Sec. 186. The Act entitled “An Aect to authorize construction of
the Mississippi River-Gulf outlet”, approved March 29, 1956 (70 Stat.
65), is amended by inserting before the period at the end thereof a
colon and the following: “And provided further, That such conditions
of local cooperation shall not apply to the construction of bridges
(at a cost not to exceed $71,500,000) required as a result of the con-
struction of the Mississippi River-Gulf outlet channel if the Secretary
of the Army, after consultation with the Secretary of Transportation,
determines prior to the construction of such bridges that the Federal
Government will not assume the costs of such work in accordance
with section 132(a) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1976 (Public
Law 94-280) ; and before construction of the bridges may be initiated
the non-Federal public bodies involved shall agree pursnant to section
221 of the Flood Control Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-611) to (a)
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hold and save the United States free from damages resulting from
construction of the bridges and their approaches, (b) provide without
cost to the United States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way nec-
essary for the construction of the bridges and their approaches, and
(c) maintain and operate the bridges and their approaches after
construction is completed”.

Sec. 187. The project for navigation and bank stabilization in the
Red River Waterway, Louisiana, Texas, Arkansas, and Oklahoma,
authorized by the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1968 (82 Stat. 731) is
hereby modified to provide that the non-Federal interests shall con-
tribute 25 per centum of the construction costs of retaining dikes,
bulkheads, and embankments required for initial and subsequent dis-
posal of dredged material, and the Federal cost shall be 75 per centum
(currently estimated at $3,700,000). The requirements for appropriate
non-Federal interests to furnish an agreement to contribute 25 per
centum of the construction cost set forth above shall be waived by
the Secretary of the Army upon a finding by the Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency that for the area to which such
construction applies, the State or States involved, interstate agency,
municipality, other appropriate political subdivisions of the State,
and industrial concerns are participating in and in compliance with
an approved plan for the general geographical area of the dredging
activity for construction, modification, expansion, or rehabilitation of
waste treatment facilities and the Administrator has found that
applicable water quality standards are not being violated.

Skc. 188, Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary
of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, at the request of
the city of Williston, North Dakota, is authorized and directed to take
such action as may be necessary to relocate certain water intakes,
located on a pier of the Lewis and Clark Bridge on the Missouri River,
threatened by siltation. There is authorized to be appropriated not to
exceed $1,000,000 to carry out the provisions of this section.

Sec. 189. (a) The project for Tuttle Creek Lake, Big Blue Lake,
Kansas, authorized as a unit of the comprehensive plan for flood con-
trol and other purposes, Missouri River Basin, by the Flood Control
Act approved June 28, 1938, as modified, is hereby further modified to
authorize and direct the Secretary of the Army, acting through the
Chief of Engineers, to (1) provide a residential access road near
Waterville, Kansas, from a point of intersection with FAS Route 431,
located approximately 0.2 miles south of the northeast corner of sec-
tion 16, township 4 south, range 6 east, and extending in an east
southeasterly direction to a point of intersection with the existing
township road located near the center of section 14, township 4 south,
range 6 east, and (2) to replace the existing Whiteside Bridge, located
one mile northwest of Blue Rapids, Kansas, so as to obtain an eleva-
tion of 1128.0 mean sea level.

(b) There is authorized to be appropriated not to exceed $630,000
to carry out the purposes of this section.

Sec. 190. (a) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, 1s authorized to undertake the phase I design memoran-
dum stage of advanced engineering and design on the Days Creek
unit of the project for flood control and other purposes on the Red
River below Denison Dam, Texas, Arkansas, ami) Louisiana, substan-
tially in accordance with the report of the Board of Engineers for:
Rivers and Harbors at an estimated cost of $300,000. This shall take
effect upon submittal to the Secretary of the Army by the Chief of
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Engineers and notification to Congress of the approval of the Chief of
En%ineers.

(b) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engi-

neers, is authorized to construct the project for Ifood contro} and other

urposes on the Red River below Denison Dam, Texas, Arkansas and

uisiana, in accordance with the report of the Chief of Engineers
dated August 3, 1976, at an estimated cost of $4,131,000.

Sec. 191. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to undertake the non-structural flood pro-
tection project on Galveston Bay at Baytown, Texas, in accordance
with the final report of the Chief of Engineers, at an estimated Fed-
eral cost of $15,680,000; and provided that non-Federal interests shall
be required to pay 20 per centum of the project costs.

Src. 192, The project for flood protection and other purposes on
the Deep Fork River in the vicinity of Arcadia, Oklahoma, author-
ized in section 201 of Public Law 91-611, is amended and reauthor-
ized so as to delete the benefits for water quality and to include
benefits for water supply.

Sec. 193. In order to assure an adequate supply of food to the
Nation and to promote the economic vitality of the High Plains
Region, the Secretary of Commerce (hereinafzcer referred to in this
section as the “Secretary”), acting through the Economic Develop-
ment Administration, in cooperation with the Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Chief of Engineers, and appropriate Federal,
State, and local agencies, and the private sector, is authorized and
directed to study the depletion of the natural resources of those
regions of the States of Colorado, Kansas, New Mexico, Oklahoma,
Texas, and Nebraska presently utilizing the declining water resources
of the Ogallala acquifer, and to develop plans to increase water sup-
plies in the area and report thereon to Congress, together with any
recommendations for further congressional action. In formulating
these plans, the Secretary is directed to consider all past and ongoing
studies, plans, and work on depleted water resources in the region,
and to examine the feasibility of various alternatives to provide ade-
quate water supplies in the area including, but not limited to, the
transfer of water from adjacent areas, such portion to be conducted
by the Chief of Engineers to assure the continued economic growth
and vitality of the region. The Secretary shall report on the costs of
reasonably available options, the benefits of various options, and the
costs of inaction. If water transfer is found to be a part of a reason-
able solution, the Secretary, as part of his study, shall include a rec-
ommended plan for allocating and distributing water in an equitable
fashion, taking into account existing water rights and the needs for
future growth of all affected areas. An interim report, with rec-
ommendations, shall be transmitted to the Congress no later than
Qctober 1, 1978, and a final report, with recommendations, shall be
transmitted to Congress not later than July 1, 1980, A sum of
$6,000,000 is authorized to be appropriated for the purposes of carry-
ing out this section.

Sec. 194. The project for the Cochiti Reservoir in New Mexico as
part of the project for the improvement of the Rio Grande Basin,
authorized in the Flood Control Act of 1960 (74 Stat. 488), is mod-
ified in order to direct the Secretary of the Army, acting through the
Chief of Engineers, to construct, for public recreation purposes, an
access road from United States highway numbered 85 to such reser-
voir. There is authorized to be appropriated not to exceed $1,500,000
to carry out the purposes of this section.
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Skc. 195. (a) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, is authorized to construct a project for local flood pro-
tection on the Santa Fe River and Arroyo Mascaras at and in the
vicinity of Santa Fe, New Mexico, pursuant to the report of the Chief
of Engineers dated June 29, 1976, for flood control and allied pur-
poses, at an estimated cost of $8,200,000: Provided, That the project
shall not include construction of any impoundments east of the exist-
ing Nichols Dam: And provided further, That in any earth-moving
operations in connection with the construction of such project, the
sources of material, and the routes for transporting such materials to
the construction sites shall be selected in a way that minimizes any
adverse effect on normal transportation movements within the city
of Santa Fe, New Mexico.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the project for
Pine Mountain Lake on Lee Creek, Arkansas and Oklahoma, author-
1zed by section 204 of the Flood Control Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 1073),
shall be constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with the
Federal Water Project Recreation Act, Public Law 89-72, as amended.

Skc. 196. The project for Lucky Peak Lake, Idaho, authorized by
the Flood Control j;ct of 1946, is hereby modified to authorize the
Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to
modify the outlet works in the Lucky Peak Dam at a Federal cost
not to exceed $4,100,000, to assure maintenance of adequate flows along
the Boise River: Provided, That provisions of section 102(b) of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Amendments of 1972 (86 Stat. 816),
shall apply to this modification.

Src. 197. Section 50 of the Water Resources Development Act of
1974 (88 Stat. 12), is amended by striking out “$350,000” and inserting
in lien thereof “$380,000”,

Sec. 198. The sum of $250,000 is hereby authorized to complete the
phase I design memorandum stage of advanced engineering and design
of the Days Creek Dam, South Umpqua River, Oregon, authorized
ls)y section 1(a) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1974 (88

tat. 12).

Sec. 199. The project for navigation improvements, Cook Inlet,
Alaska (Anchorage Harbor, Alaska), authorized by the Rivers and
Harbors Act of 1958, approved July 3, 1958, is hereby modified to
provide that the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized to maintain a harbor bottom depth of —385.0
feet MLLW, for a length of 8,000 feet at the existing Port of Anchor-
age Marine Facility, at an estimated annual cost of $150,000.

SEc. 200. Section 35 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1974
(Public Law 93-251) is amended as follows:

(a) Inserting “(a)” after “Skc. 35”;
(b) Inserting new subsection “(b)”, as follows:

“(b) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is authorized and directed to make a detailed study of such
plans as he may deem feasible and appropriate for the removal and
disposal of debris and obsolete buildings remaining as a result of mili-
tary construction during World War II, and subsequently, in the
vicinity of Metlakatla and Annette Island in southeastern Alaska, at
an estimated cost of $100,000. Such study shall include an analysis
of appropriate measures to restore the area to its natural condition.”.

Skc. 201. (a) Section 204(b) of the Act of October 23, 1962 (76
Stat. 1173, 1174), is amended by striking the period at the end of the
second sentence and insert the following: “: Provided, That the Sec-
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retary of the Interior in determining reimbursable costs, shall not
include the costs of replacing and relocating the original Salisbury
Ridge section of the 138-kilovolt transmission line: Provided further,
That the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engi-
neers, shall relocate such transmission lines, at an estimated cost of
$5,641,000.”,

(b) The Crater-Long Lakes division of the Snettisham project near
Juneau, Alaska, as authorized by section 204 of the Flood Control Act
of 1962, is modified with respect to the reimbursement payments to the
United States on such project in order to provide (1) that the repay-
ment period shall be sixty years, (2) that the first annual payment
ghall be 0.1 per centum of the total principal amount to be repaid,
(3) thereafter annual payments shall be increased by 0.1 per centum
of such total each year until the tenth year at which time the payment
shall be 1 per centum of such total, and (4) subsequent annual pay-
ments for the remaining fifty years of the sixty-year repayment period
shall be one-fiftieth of the balance remaining after the tenth annual
payment (including interest over such sixty-year period).

Szc. 202, (a) The Congress finds that drift and debris on or in pub-
licly maintained commercial boat harbors and the land and water areas
immediately adjacent thereto threaten navigational safety, public
health, recreation, and the harborfront environment.

(b) (1) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of En-
gineers, shall be responsible for developing projects for the collection
and removal of drift and debris from publicly maintained commercial
b}(:at harbors and from land and water areas immediately adjacent
thereto.

(2) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engi-
neers is authorized to undertake projects developed under paragraph
(1) of this subsection without specific congressional approval when
the total Federal cost for the project is less than $400,000.

{(¢) The Federal share of the cost of any project developed pursuant
to subsection (b) of this section shall be two-thirds of the cost of the
project. The remainder of such costs shall be paid by the State,
municipality, or other political subdivision in which the project is
to be located, except that any costs associated with the collections and
removal of drift and debris from federally owned lands shall be borne
by the Federal Government. Non-Federal interests in future project
development under subsection (b) of this section shall be required to
recover the full cost of drift or debris removal from any identified
owner of piers or other potential sources of drift or debris, or to repair
(siu(f}h_sources so that they no longer create a potential source of drift or

ebris.

(d) Any State, municipality, or other political subdivision where
any project developed pursuant to subsection (b) of this section is
located shall provide all lands, easements, and right-of-way necessary
for the project, including suitable access and disposal areas, and shall
agree to maintain such projects and hold and save the United States
free from any damages which may result from the non-Federal
sponsor’s performance of, or failure to perform, any of its required
responsibilities of cooperation for the project. Non-Fededal interest
shall agree to regulate any project area following project completion
so that such area will not become a future source of drift and debris.
The Chief of Engineers shall provide technical advice to non-Federal
interests on the implementation of this subsection,
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(e) For the purposes of this section—

(1) the term “drift” includes any buoyant material that, when
floating in the navigable waters of the United States, may cause
damage to a commercial or recreational vessel; and

(2) the term “debris” includes any abandoned or dilapidated
structure or any sunken vessel or other object that can reasonably
be expected to collapse or otherwise enter the navigable waters of
the United States as drift within a reasonable period.

(f) There is authorized to be appropriated to carry out this section
not to exceed $4,000,000 per fiscal year for fiscal years 1978 and 1979.

Skc. 203. (a) (1) The Congress finds that the expeditious develop-
ment of hydroelectric power generating facilities in Alaska that are
environmentally sound to assist the Nation in meeting existing and
future energy demands is in the national interest.

(2) The Congress therefore declares that the expertise of the Chief
of Engineers can and should be utilized for the benefit of local public
bodies in the development of projects which yield 90 per centum or
more of the benefits of the project are attributable to hydroelectric
power generation when the project is fully operational.

(b) To meet the goals of this section, there is hereby established in
the Treasury of the United States an Alaska Hydroelectric Power
Development Fund (hereafter referred to as the “fund”) to be and
remain available for use by the Secretary of the Army (hereinafter
referred to as the “Secretary”) to make expenditures authorized by
this section. The fund shall consist of (1) all receipts and collections
by the Secretary of repayments in accordance with subsection (e) of
this section and payments by non-Federal public authorities to the
Secretary to finance the cost of construction of projects in accord-
ance with subsection (f) of this section, and which the Secretary is
hereby directed to deposit in the fund as they are received, and (2)
any appropriations made by the Congress to the fund.

(¢) There is authorized to be appropriated to the Secretary for
deposit in the fund established by subsection (b) of this section the
sum of $25,000,000.

(d) (1) If the Secretary determines that moneys in the fund are in
excess of current needs, he may request the investment of such amounts
as he deems advisable by the Secretary of the Treasury in direct, gen-
eral obligations of, or obligations guaranteed as to both principal and
interest by, the United States.

(2) With the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, the
Secretary may deposit moneys of the fund in any Federal Reserve
bank or other depository for funds of the United States, or in such
other banks and financial institutions and under such terms and condi-
tions as the Secretary and the Secretary of the Treasury may mutually
agree.

(e) The Secretary is authorized to make expenditures from the fund
for the phase I design memorandum stage of advanced engineering
and design for any project in Alaska that meets the requirements of
subsection (a)(2) of this section, if appropriate non-Federal public
authorities, approved by the Secretary, agree with the Secretary,
in writing, to repay the Secretary for all the separable and joint costs
of preparing such design memorandum, if such report is favorable.
Following the completion of the phase I design memorandum stage of
advanced engineering and design under this subsection, the Secretary
shall not transmit any favorable report to Congress prior to being
repaid in full by the appropriate non-Federal public authorities for
the costs incurred during such phase I. The Secretary is also author-
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ized to make expenditures from non-Federal funds deposited in the
fund as an advance against construction costs,

(f) In connection with water resources development projects which
meet the criteria established by subsection (a) (2) of this section and
which are to be constructed by the Secretary, acting through the
Chief of Engineers, in accordance with an authorization by Congress
and a contract between the non-Federal public authorities and the
Secretary, pursuant to subsection (g) (1) of this section occurring on
or subsequent to the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary,
acting through the Chief of Engineers, is authorized to construct
such projects including activities for engineering and design land
acquisition, site development, and off-site improvements necessary
for the authorized construction by making expenditures from (1)
the Fund established in subsection (b) of this section of funds
deposited by non-Federal public authorities as payments for construc-
tion and (2) payments of non-Federal public authorities held by
the Secretary as payment of construction costs for a project authorized
by this section.

(g) (1) Prior to initiating any construction work under the
authorities of this section, the Secretary and the appropriate non-
Federal public authorities shall agree in writing, and submit such
a%reement to the Committees on Public Works and Appropriations
of the Senate and House of Representatives for review and reporting
to the Congress for its consideration and approval that the appro-
priate non-Federal public authorities will pay the full anticipated
costs of constructing the project at the time such costs are incurred,
together with normal contingencies and related administrative
expenses of the Secretary, and such payments shall be deposited in the
fund or held by the Secretary for payment of obligations incurred
by the Secretary on an authorized project under this section. The
agreement shall provide for an initial determination of feasibility
and compliance by the project with law. The total non-Federal oblh-
%a.tion shall be paid on or prior to the date the Chief of Engineers

as estimated by agreement, that the project concerned will be avail-
able for actual generation of all or a substantial portion of the
authorized hydroelectric power of the project.

(2) In consideration of the obligations to be assumed by non-
Federal public authorities under the provisions of this section and
in recognition of the substantial investments which will be made by
these authorities in reliance on the program established by this section,
the United States shall assume the responsibility for paying for all
costs over those fixed in the agreement with the non-Federal public
authorities, if such costs are oceasioned by acts of God, failure on the
part of the Secretary, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to
adhere to the agreed schedule of work or a failure of design:
Provided, That payments by the Secretary of such costs shall be
subject to appropriations acts.

(h) The Sgoretary is authorized and directed, pursuant to the
agreement, to convey all title, rights, and interests of the United
States to any project, its lands and water areas, and appurtenant
facilities to the non-Federal public authorities which have agreed
to assume ownership of the project and responsibility for its per-
formance, operation, and maintenance, as well as necessary replace-
ments in accordanee with this section upon full payment by such
non-Federal public authorities as required under subsection (g) (1)
of this section. Such conveyance shall, pursuant to the agreement
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required by subsection (g) of this section, to the maximum extent
possible, occur immediately upon the project’s availability for gen-
eration of all or a substantial portion of the authorized hydroelectric
power of the project, and shall include such Federal requirements,
reservations, and provisions for access rights to the project and its
records as the Secretary finds advisable to complete any portion of
project construction remaining at the time of conveyance and to
assure that the project will be operated and maintained in a respon-
sible and safe manner to accomplish, as nearly as may be possible,
all of the authorized purposes of the project including, but not
restricted to, hydroelectric power generation.

(1) This section shall be cited as the “Alaska Hydroelectric Power
Development Act”.

Sec. 204. No funds specifically authorized for any project in this
Act will be available for expenditure prior to fiscal year 1978.

Sec. 205. This Act may be cited as the “Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1976”.

Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Vice President of the United States and
President of the Senate.





