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Local cooperation.—Provide all lands, easements, and rights-of-way
for dredging Ybor Channel and for maintenance of this channel and
Port Sutton Channel and turning basin including spoil areas and
necessary dikes; hold and save the United States free from damage;
Provide terminal facilities; provide depths in vessel berthing areas and
ocal access channels commensurate with projects; contribute to
Ybor Channel project 1.7 percent of construction dredging cost
presently estimated at $17,000. Hillshorough County Port Authority
representatives stated that it would be willing and able to comply
with these requirements.

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior: No objection.
State of Florida: Favorable.
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection.

WALTER F. GEORGE LOCK AND DAM, CHATTAHOCHEE RIVER, GA. AND ALA.

(8. Doc. 109, 87th Cong.)

Location..—The Walter F. George lock and dam is located on the
Chattuhoochee River, near Fort Gaines, Ga.

Authority.—The authority for the preparation of this report is
contained in provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act,
approved August 12, 1958. This act provides that fish and wildlife
conservation shall receive equal consideration with other project
features of water resource development programs. In accordance
with that act, construction agencies are required to coordinate their
planning of water resource programs with the Fish and Wildlife Service
during all phases of development.

Exwsting project.—The project is a major component of the plan of
development of the Apalachicola River System for navigation and the
production of hydroelectric power. The lock and dam is located at
river mile 75.3 and will back water to Columbus, Ga., or river mile
160.4. The construction of the project 18 about 65 percent complete.

Problem.—The Chamber of Commerce, Eufaula, Ala., expressed an
interest in the establishment of a national wildlife refuge on the Walter
F. George Reservoir,

Recommended plan of tmprovement.—In accordance with the Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act, the Secretary of the Interior proposes
to estublish a National Wildlife Refuge for management of migratory
waterfowl in conjunction with the Walter F. George project. Estab-
lishment of the proposed refuge would require the acquisition of fee
title in place of easements on 453 acres within the present project
boundary, and acquisition of fee title to 1,858 acres of additional land
outside of the present project boundary.

Istimated cost.—-

Federala oo e e e e ———————— $600, 66O
Non-Federal . oo o o e e e ————— Nono
TOLAL . e ettt ————— 500, 000

Project
$39,020,

Benefit-cost ratio.~-1.03.

Local cooperation.—None, '

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—The Burenu of the Budget in
its letter of June 5, 1962, commenting on the report of the Corps of

economics.—Annual charges, $37,800; annual benefits,
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Engineers concerning modification of the Walter F. George project,
stated that it had asked the Departiment of the Interior to review its
future plans for the migratory waterfowl program, including an n{)-
praisal of the role that refuge lands at water resources (}Jrojects would
play in the total program. The Budget further stated that in:order
to preserve the advantages of unified planning and financing of the
migratory waterfowl refuge system within a single source of funds,
consideration was being given to a procedure under which duck-stamp
revenues would be used to repay the Treasury for general fund ap-
propriations used in the prior fiscal year to acquire waterfowl lands
at water resources projects. It was further stated by the Budget
that if the recommended modification of the Walter ¥, George lock
and dam was authorized by tha Congress, it may later be considered
appropriate to finance the acquisition of lands outside project bound-
aries in this manner:: With this understanding, the Budget advised
that there would be no objection to the submission of the report to the
Congress.

PENSACOLA HARBOR, FLA,.
(H. Doo. 528, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Pensacola Harbor is on the northwest coast of Florida,
about 59 miles east of Mobile, Ala., and 103 miles west of Panama
City, Fla.

Authority—Resolutions of Rivers and Harbors Committee and
Public Works Committee, U.S. House of Representatives, adopted
November 20, 1945, and June 3, 1959, respectively; also River and
Harbor Act approved March 2, 1945,

Ersting project.—Provides for an entrance channel 32 feet by 500
feet, about 3.4 miles, from Gulf of Mexico to Pensacola Bay; two
parallel approach channels each 30 feet by 250 feet by 3,700 feet
leading to opposite ends of Pensacola Harbor; an inner harbor channe
30 feet by 500 feet py 3,500 feet, parallel to the pierhead line; an
approach channel 30 feet by 250 feet, about 1.2 miles, to the pierhead
line opposite Muscogee wharf; and a channel 21 feet by 100 feet from
Pensacola Bay to mouth of Bayou Chico, about 1 mile, thence 20 {eet
by 100 feet, about 4,400 feet terminating at a turning basin 20 feet
by 500 feet by 500 feet. Present depths in Bayou Chico are 15 feet

in outer channel and 14 feet in inner channel and turning basin, In
feet, and an aircraft carrier mooring basin 35 feet deep, of about
1,200 acres, was dredged in lower Pensacola Bay at Navy expense.
The Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, 12 feet by 125 feet, crosses the
harbor entrance channel in the lower part of Fensacola Bay.

Navigation problem.—Controlling project depths and widths of
existing channels place undue restriction on shipping and deprive
Pensacola of o e¢onsiderable amount of commerce that would otherwise
move through the port. This situation is expected to become more
critical in view of the trond toward construction and use of larger
cargo vessels, .

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for maintenance of
entrance channel from gulf to Pensacola Bay, about 6§ miles, to 35
feet deep and 500 feet wide; maintenance of a channel along south side
of aircraft carrior mooring basin, about 2.5 miles, to 33 feet deep and
300 feet wide; & bay channel 33 feet deep, 300 feet wide, and about
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2.1 miles long; parallel approach channels to opposite ends of inner

harbor channel about 1.3 and 1.4 miles long, each 33 feet deep and

300 feet wide, and flared at the junctions with the inner harbor

channel; and deeponing the existing 500-foot-wide inner harbor chan-

nol ton depth of 33 feet and lengthening it to 3,950 feot. -
Istimated cost (price level of October 1961).—All Federal, $424,000.
Project economics.—

Federal Non-Federal Total
Annual charges: .

Interest and amortlzation oo a e reinaas $16,000 Jaeooamccanann $16, 000
Tucrensed Muintensnee. .. .coeeuenvrencoemncanicmeanecacaan 90,000 {iooooeeanan.n , 000
Malntenance of SIS . .o imeccecaceecfomamcmmmaanan $1, 000 1, 000
TOtal. e e iccmcccecccaccceceraceccraamasnaeannnn 106,000 | -~ 1,000 107, 000
Annual benefits; —“
Transportation SavVINgs. - ccceeeeemcaracncnccccccmamanmnen|cesmranccmnces]oeaacacan. 162, 000

Maintonanco savings to U.8, Novy . .o mcaaceec]emscm v e eceacaas 40,
1 17| P U RSP PRI R URIPY 202, 000

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.9. - v ' '
Local cooperation.—¥urnish lands and rights-of-way, also spoil dis-
posal areas and retaining dikes; provide ;mh maintain public terminal
and transfer facilities; provide and maintain depths in berthing areas
and local access channels serving the terminals commensurate with
depths provided in the related project areas; and hold and save the
United States free from damages. Local interests are willing to com-
ply with the requirements of local cooperation.
Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—
Department of the Interior: No objections,
Department of the Navy: No objections. .
State of Florida: Favorable, ,
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objections,

HOLT LOCK AND DAM, WARRIOR RIVER, ALA.

W Holt lock and dam, Warrior River, Ala., was authorized by the
Secretary of the Ariny on December 29, 1068, under the provisions of
section 6 of the River and Harbor Act, approved March 3, 1909, and
section 12 of the River and Harbor Act, approved July 25, 1912.
Under this authority Holt lock and dam with provisions for future
power, will replace the old locke and dams 13 through 16, inclusive.

The power roquirements in the area need additional sources of sup-
ply. Power fac%it,ios ab the project, if justified, would provide an eco-
nomie source that could partly maet the expanding needs in the area,

The committee belioves that the Secrotary of the Army should be
authorized and directed to initinte an. immediate study, under the
direction of the Chiel of Fngincers, with a view to providing hydro-
oloctric power gonerating facilities in the Holt Dam as determined to
be justified. The committee has accordingly included language in the
bill authorizing the survey.

PABCAGOULA HARBOR, MISS,
(H. Doo. 560, 87th Cong.) A

Location.—On Mississippi Sound, in Jackson County, Miss., 32
miles west of the entrance to Mobile Bay, Ala,
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Authority.—Senate Public Works Committee resolution, August 21,
1961; House Public Works Committee resolution, August 24, 1961;

Existing project.—A channel 38 feet-deep and 325 feet wide across
the outer bar at Horn Island Pass, thence 33 feet deép and 275 feet
wide across Mississippi Sound and up Pascagoula River to a turning
basin of the same depth having a maximum width of 950 feet and a
length of about 2,000 feet on the west side of the channel just below
the railroad bridge, thence 22 feet deep and 150 feet wide up Pascagoula
and Dog Rivers to Highway 63 br?dge over Dog River, thence 12
feet decp and 125 feet wide, via a cutoff channel through Robertson
and Bounds Lakes to mile 6 on Dog River. The River and Harbor
Act approved September 3, 1954, authorized modification of the
existing project'in accordance with plans on file in the office, Chief
of Engineers. ‘

Navigation problem.—Insufficient depths limit the drafts of vessels
calling at the port and the situation is expected to become more
critical in view of the trend toward the use of larger vessels for grain
and oil transport. : k g :

Recommended plan of improvement.—Pascagoula Harbor, as modi-
fied, would have an entrance channel 40 feet deep and 350 feet wide
from deep water in the Gull of Mexico through Horn Island Pass,
including an impounding area for littoral drift 40 feet deep, 200 feet
wide, and about 1,500 feet long adjacent to the channel at the west
ond of Petit Bois Island; a channel 38 feet deep and 350 feet wide in
Mississippi Sound and .Il’ascag;oula River to the railroad bridge at
Pascagouls, including a turning basin 2,000 feet long and 950 feet
wide (including the channel area) on the west side of the river below
the railroad bridge; and a channel 38 feet deep and 225 feet wide from
the ship channel in Mississippi Sound to the mouth of Bayou Casotte,
thence 38 feet deep and 300 feet wide for about 1 mile to a turning
basin 38 feet deep, 1,000 feet wide, and 1,750 feet long. No dredging
shall be done by the United States within 50 feet of any established
harbor line, wharf, or other structure. :

Estumated cost (price level of June 1962).—

Fedoral. ... . .o mmm i ———— 184, 870, 000
Non-Federal - . . e e amana——- 36, 000
-~ Total.___.___.... e e e 14, 905, 000

t Txclusive of $16,000 for alds to navigation provided by the Coast Guard and $30,000 {or presuthorization

studles,
Project economics.—

Federal Non-Fedoral Total
Annual charges:
Interest and amortlzatlon. . .. . ooo et - $138,000 $1,000 $139, 000
Additional maintenanco dredghge . o ceono oo 168,000 §oouueo e 155, 000
Additional malntenance of slips and retaining dikes.. ... |ocoeeaaoaool 2,000 2,000
L X012 ISP USN 203, 000 3,000 200, 000
Annual benofits:
Transportation graln. ..o ciicieciaecfecnmnreacnae ] amanannaaan, 1,275,000
Petroleum and petrolewsn produetS. o ccecencuecneeccncaennnssmcamasne|omnnanaesaoans 2,679,000
U 1) PRI ) P 3,054,000
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Benefit-cost ratio.—13.4. :

Local cooperation.—Furnish lands, easements, rights-of-way, and
spoil disposal areas for construction and maintenance of project and
necessary retaining dikes, bulkheads, and embankments, or the cost
of such retaining works; hold and save the United States free from
damage; and 1provide and maintain depths in berthing areas com-
mensurate with project depths.

Comments of State and Federal agency.—

Department of the Interior: No objection.
State of Mississippi: Favorable.
Comments of the Bureau of the Budoet.—No objection.

MISSISSIPPI RIVER (BATON ROUGE TO GULF OF MEXICO), LA,
(8. Doc. 36, 87th Cong.)

Location.—The reach of the Mississippi River under consideration
extends from Baton Rouge to the (}‘rul{'J of Mexico, about 250 miles,

Authority—Resolution of the Committee on Public Works, U.S.
Senate, adopted May 8, 1958,

Existing project.—The existing Federal navigation project, Missis-
sippi River, Baton Rouge to the Gulf of Mexico, provides for a channel
in the Mississippi River 35 feet deep and 500 feet wide from Baton
Rouge, mile 232.6 above Head of Passes, to New Orleans; thence 35
feet deep and not more than 1,500 feet wide measured from a line
generally 100 feet from the face of the left bank wharves but not closer
than 100 feet to wharves on the right bank within the port limits of
New Orleans, mile 104.5 to mile 86.7; thence 40 feet deep and 1,000
feot wide to mile 0, Head of Passes; thence 40 feet deep and 800 feet
wide through Southwest Pass, to mile 20.2 below Head of Passes;
and thence 40 feet deep and 600 feet wide through Southwest Pass
bar channel. Deepening the Southwest Pass channel and the
Southwest Pass bar channel from 35 to 40 feet, has been initiated.
The Mississippi River gulf outlet project is authorized to provide a
36-foot, deep channel from New Orleans to-the gulf via a land cut
cast of the river and includes a lock at New Orleans for access to the
Mississippi River,

Navigation problem.—The problem covers channel enlargement of
Mississippi River to Baton Rouge to allow economic loading of tankers
and bulk carriers of increasing size. .

Recommended plan of improvement.—Modification of the existing
project, Mississippi River, Baton Rouge to the Gulf of Mexico, La,,
to provide for a channel 40 feet deep and 500 feet wide from one-tenth
mile below the Louisiana Highway Commission bridge at Baton
Rouge to the upper limits of the port of New Orleans and within the

resently authorized 35- by 1,500-foot channel in the port limits of
New Orleans,
Istimated cost (price level of September 1959).—

T CAOrAL - oo e e e e ——————— v $357, 000
NoneFederal o oo o e m———————————— - None
Ot - L o e e e e e e mme e —m————————————— 357, 000

of 165
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Project economics.—

Annual charges! .
Interest and amortization ... .o $13, 400

Maintenance and operation ..o oo 275, 000
LT D 288, 400
Annual benefits: Savings in transportation ... e ooo.. $1, 310, 000

Benefit-cost ratio.—4.5.

Local cooperation.—None,

Comments of the States and Federal agencies.— —
Department of Interior: Favorable.
State of Louisiana: Favorable.

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection.

GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, LA.,, AND TEX.
(H. Doc. 556, 87th Cong.)

Location.—The Gulf Intracoastal Waterway is a Federal shallow-
draft project extending 1,115 miles from Apalachee Bay, Fla,, to
Brownsvﬂ]le, Tex., on the Mexican border.

Anthority—House Public Works Committee Resolution, June 11,
19562,

Existing project.—Several prior projects provided for inland water-
ways 5 feet deep and 40 feet wide from New Orleans to Sabine River,
on the Louisiana-Texas boundary, and between Galveston Bay and
Corpus Christi, Tex. The River and Harbor Acts of 1925 and 1927
provided for a channel 9 feet deep and 100 feet wide from the Mis-
sissippi River to Corpus Christi, and for an alternate channel of the
same dimensions from the Mississippi River to Morgan City, La,,
via the Plaquemine River, The existing dimensions o% 12-foot depth
and minimum width of 125 feet were provided for by the River and
Harbor Act of 1942, The existing project in Texas also provides
for nine feeder or tributary channels, two side channels at Port
Isabel, a railroad bridge over the main channel near High Island,
floodgites or locks at the Brazos and Colorado Rivers, a flood-dis-
charge channel in the Colorado River extending from the main channel

of the Gulf Intraconstal Waterway near Matagorda to the Gulf of -

Mexico, and a harbor of refuge at Seadrift.

Navigation problems.—The mostserious navigation difficulties result
from the present width and depth of the channel which restrict
efficient operation of niarine equipment, Several bends are too sharp
to be negotiated with modern tows oxcept at slow speed. A large
portion of the power required for towing is expended in overcoming
the drag, or f{riction, caused by the limited channel dimensions,
This characteristic nlso increasés vessel damages and insurance rates,
Furthermore, tows experience difficulty in passing in the channel.
In a 6-mile reach at H]())umn, La., the shortsight distances at several
bends, the narrow width of channel and bridge openings, and erosion
of the channel banks, make it necessary for craft to proceed slowly.
However, the delays that occur and hazards that exist are not con-
sidered sufficient to influence the future development of traffic.

Recommended plan of improvement.—That the existing project for
the Gulf Intraconstal Waterway be modified to provide for channels
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of the following dimensions through the reaches listed, except at
existing locks and other structures and through intensively devel-
oped arens; a channel 16 feet deep and 150 feet wide from the Mis-
sissippi River, via Algiers Canal and a bypess route at Houma, La.,
to Atchafalaya River;a channel 16 feet deep and 200 feet wide through
the reach from the Atchafalaya River to tﬁe"Sabine River; a channel
16 feet deep and 150 feet wide through the reach from the Sabine

River to the Houston Ship Channel with two relocations; a channel .

12 feet deep and 125 feet wide through a relocated route in Matagorda
Bay (mile 454.3 and mile 471.3); a channel 12 feet deep and 125
feet wide through a relocated route in Corpus Christi %ay (mnile
439.4 and mile 550); maintenance of channel 12 feet deep and 125
feet wide through the existing Lydia Ann Channel between Aransas
Bay and Aransas Pass; and maintenance of the existing waterway to
12 feet deep and 125 feet wide between mile 50.5 and mile 63.5,
the reach which would be shunted by the Houma bypass.
Istimated cost (price level December 1960).-—

Federal. e $26, 540, 000
Non-Federal. oo oot e oo e e 7, 238, 000
Total. L e e ————— 32, 778, 000
Project economics.—
o _ Federal Non-Federal Total
Annual charges:
Intorest and amortization ... oo oconm oo $930, 000 $337, 000 $1,267, 000
Maintenance and operntlon. ..o oaniaiaaa. 58, 000
Renewed malntenance SLydla Ann Channel)..oocceuan.a. 6, 000 } 2 000
Maintonanco of navigation alds. ... o ooooe..... 3,000 jfm-mmmmmmms ’
B 1) D e ctmemecmeeianeeas 995, 000 403, 000 1,398, 000
Annual benefita: 8avings In navigation costs. . o en oo calecamaaicrecaa el 3,008, 000

Benefit-cost ratio—2.2,

Local cooperation.—Provide without cost to the United States all
lands, easements, and rights-of-way required for construction and
and subsequent maintenance of the project and of aids to navigation
upon the request of the Chief of Engineers.. Accomplish and maintain
without cost to the United States all alterations to pipelines, cables,
and any other utilities necessary for the construction of the project;
construct, maintain, anc¢ operate all bridges desired in connection
with the bypass route around Houma, Ia; and hold and save the
United States free from damages-resulting from the construction work
and the maintenance of the channels,

Comments of the States and’' Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior: No objection,
State of Louisiana: Favorable,
State of Texas: Favorable, | :

Comments of the Bureaw. of the Budget—No objoction,

HQ AR005595



Case 4:14-cv-00139-HLM Document 38-22 Filed 11/16/15 Page 8 of 165

RIVER AND HARBOR:; AND FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS 37

CALCASIEU RIVER SALT WATER BARRIER, LOUISIANA
(H. Doc. 582, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Southwestern corner of Louisiana,

Authority.—Flood Control Act 1944 and River and Harbor Act 1945,

Existing project.—The existing Federal project for Calcasieu River
provides for an approach channel 42 feet deep and 800 feet wide from
the Gulf of Mexico to the jetty channel; a channel 40 feet deep snd
400 feet wide to the wharves of the port of Lake Charles (mile 34.0);
a channel 35 feet deep and 250 .feet wide to the vicinity of the U.S.
Highway 90 bridge (mile 36.2)'; improvement of the river upstream
to Phillips Bluff (mile 85.9) by removing logs, snags, overhanging
trees, and by dredging; a mooring basin 40 feet deep at about mile
3.0, and turning basins 40 feet deep and 35 feet deep at miles 29.6 and
36.2, respectively; and a 12-foot by 200-foot channel from the ship
channel to Cameron, La. The Federal project for the Gulf Intra-
coastal Waterway, which crosses the Calcasieu River at mile 22.5,
provides, among other things, for the construction of a salt-water
guard lock in the waterway about 0.5 mile east of the river. The
lock protects the Ivfermentau River Basin from intrusion of salt
water from the Calcasieu River,

Problem.—Iand suitable for rice irrigation has been contaminated
by salt intrusion or by continued application of river water with a
salt content which has permitted accumulation of salt in the soil
and thereby limiting or prohibiting rice production.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Construction of a salt water
_barrier system consisting of a diversion channel and control structure;
a navigation channel with gate structure having a single pair of sector
gates with a horizontal clear opening of 56 feet and a sill elevation of
—13.0; closure of the existing river channel by an earthen dam in the
bend of the river to be abandoned; and protective revetment of the
left bank of the river above the head of the diversion channels.

First cost (price levels October 1961).—

Federal. . e $3, 310, 000
Non-Federal . e 43, 000
Total . o e — 3, 363, 000

Progect economics.—

Federal Non-Federal Total

Annual chorges:

Interest. ..o e eccecac e na——————— $87,780 $1,720 $39, 500
Amortlzation. .t cmeem———enan 33,080 280 33, 360
Maintenance and operation. ... ... 80,200 |.uicocianens 59,200
Other (roplneoments) . ..o e e e aaas 2,180 |ocuemeaanna.. 2,180

84, 300

ot e ceamas 182,300 2,000 1

Annual benefits: From prevention of damage resulting from salt
~ water intrusion $270,000. :
Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5, A
Local cooperation.—Provide without cost to the United States all
lands, easements, and rights-of-way required for the construction and
subsequent maintenance of the project; provide without cost to the
United States all relocations of buildings, utilities, pipelines, roads, or
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other facilities made necessary by the improvements; hold and save
the United States free from damages due to the construction works
and operation of the projects; and keep the river bendway channel
between the closure dam at about mile 43.2 and the mouth of the
cutoff channel at about mile 38.8 free from pollution to the satisfac-
tion of the State of Louisiana Stream Control Commission without
cost to the United States.

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior: Favorable.

State of Louisiana: Favorable.
~ Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—Noted that the improve-
ments proposed means of mitigating adverse effects of a previously
constructed project and believed that since local interests were aware
that unmitigated damages might occur, but concurred in the project,
there is an 1nvlied willingness to accept the project-induced damages
to obtain the project benefits, The Bureau further believed it reason-
able in this case to consider provision of measures to relieve conse-
quential damages from adverse effects not as part of the original
project, but rather as a separate project under policies applicable to
conditions of Federal participation and cost sharing for the purpose
served by the proposed mitigation measures; and, that, unless there
are com;l)elling reasons not evident from the record, the Calcasieu
River salt water barrier should be viewed as a project for irrigation
water supply, with appropriate terms of repayment, Subject to con-
sideration of these views, the Bureau of the Budget has no objection
to submission of the report to the Congress.

LRecommendation of the Secretary of the Army.—The Secretary of the
Army in his letter of transimittal to the Congress, dated September 24,
1962, recommended that in keeping with the views of the Bureau ot
the Budget and the nature of the project of which the salt water
barrier system will comprise a part, dle proposal of the Chief o1
Ungineers be modified to provide that local interests bear 50 percent
of the cost of construction of the salt water barrier system, an amount
presently estimated at $1,655,000. .

Remarks.—The committee is of the opinion that the recommenda-
tions of the Chief of Engineers follow the same pattern as exists in
works for the prevention and mitigation of salt water damage in other
arcas along the gulfl coast constructed by the Federal Government.

MISSISSIPPI RIVER AT CLARKSVILLE, MO.
(H. Doc. 552, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Clarksville, Mo., is located on the right bank of the
Mississippi River about 273 miles upstream from the Ohio River and
immediately below lock and dam 24,

Authority.—IHouse Public Works Committee resolution adopted
March 30, 1955,

FEristing projects.—lock and-dam 24 was authorized by River and
Harbor Act, July 3, 1930, and placed in operation in May of 1040,

AN rswrandrnn mnnln’q.m Mha shannal in rnnl\& of Olarkavilla haa Lha
l'(b(’by(('bb(’ll) PIUULI/I’(‘- 4 11U ULl 11l 11vViiv V1 Vil noviiiiv o iias ouou-s

come silted up because of the position of the lock 24 guidewall which
prevents any sluicing action by the Mississippi River. In addition
a sowerage problem has developed from lack of sanitary sewers
emptying into the area.
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Recommended plan of improvement.—The most economical and prac-
tical means of restoring waterfront depths and eliminating the sewer
problem would be by removal of 38,000 cubic yards of silt initially
and about 15,000 cubic yards at 5-year intervals, If the United
States is to compensate for damages it is recommended that sole
compensation be made by cash payment representing the cost of
remedial work and the capitalized annual cost of maintenance,

Estimated cost (price level of June 1961).—Federal, $103,300.

Project economics.—Annual charges, not applicable; annual bene-
fits, not applicable; project is remedial in nature,

Benefit-cost ratio.—Not applicable.

Local cooperation.—Provide a release from all past and future claims
against the construction, and operation and maintenance of the
Mississippi River 9-foot project.

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior: Favorable,
State of Missouri: Favorable,
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget: No objection.

SANDY SLOUGH, LINCOLN COUNTY, MO.
(H. Doc. 419, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Adjacent to the right bank of Mississippi River at iock
and dam No, 25,

Authority—House Public Works Committee Resolution adopted
July 31, 1957.

zisting project.—None.

= Nawmgation problem.—In 1938, an earth closure dike was constructed
along the slough to contain the pool of dam 26; Mississippi River
systems, Stages at the mouth of Sandy Slough, as effected by pool
operations of Dams 25 and 26, vary from 419.0 to 429.7 above mean
sea level. Flash floods, principally in the Sandy Creek Basin, are the
major cause of silt in Sandy Slough, There is no longer a well defined
channel in the slough, and small boats are limited to its lower reaches
at minimum pool stages. Docks which originally were located at tho
foot of high banks are no longer usable because of the accumulation
of silt. Along the right bank there are 116 clubhouses, picnic areas,
and accompanying recreational facilities. As a result of the unfavor-
able environment, caused by silting of the slough, property values
have not kept pace with those in more favorable areeas,

Recommended plan of 'imgrovement.-—Remedial work to consist of
dredging a channel with a bottom width of 60 feet, a depth varying
up to 4 feet, and a length of 3.2 miles.

Hstimated cost (price level, July 1960) —

Tederal oo e am e m———— e $195, 000
Non-Federal. . .o e , 000
Total - o e - 201, 000

Project economics.—

Federal Non-¥ederal Total

Annual charges;
Interest and amortization. ceuevecmeancecearamrececeneneen $7,800 $300 $8,100
Malntenance and operation..emeeeececueccaaemceceanacenas 4, 500 500 5,000
B N7 P SR 12, 300 800 13,100
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Annual benefits.—Plan of improvement will remedy the injurious
effects of the Mississippi River navigation project.
Benefit-cost ratio.-——Not applicable.
Local cooperation.—Furnish lands, easements and rights-of-way;
hold and save the United States free from damages; assure availability
of slough to public for navigation and recreation; prohibit dock con-
struction within channel limits; and remove snags and other material
not a part of normal silting.
Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—
Department of the Interior: Favorable.
Department of Agriculture: Favorable.
State of Missouri: Favorable.

Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection.

— SABINE~NECHES WATERWAY, TEX _
(H. Doe. 553, 87th Cong.)

Location.—The Sabine-Neches Waterway, located in the southeast
corner of Texas about 225 miles west of New Orleans, La., and 65
miles east of Galveston, Tex., provides deepwater access to the Gulf
of Mexico for Port Arthur, Beaumont, and Orange, Tex.

Authority.—Resolution of the Committee on Public Works of the
House of Representatives, adopted June 3, 1959.

Existing project—The existing Federal project provides for a
channel 37 feet deep and 800 feet wide from deepwater in the gulf
through the outer bar decreasing to 36 feet deep and 500 feet wide
through Sabine Pass, thence 36 fecet deep and 400 feet wide to Port
Arthur and to the mouth of the Neches River, decreasing to 350 foet
wide in the Neches River to Beaumont; & channel 30 feet deep and 200
feot wide across the north end of Sabine Lake and up the Sabine River
to Orange. 1t also includes stone jetties at the Sabine Pass entrance,
turning basins at Port Arthur and Beaumont, modification of the
bridge at Port Arthur by extending the east approach to span the
widened Sabine-Neches Canal and other related improvements.

Navigation problem.—Tho existing channel to Port Arthur and
Beaumont is madequate for the operation of fully loaded tankers
greator than 27,000 deadweight tons which are replacing the older
tankors in the coastwise movement of petroleurn. Also, the bascule
gpan of the Port Arthur Bridge is a bol,t{eneck to traflic in the Sabine-

eches Canal and its location in tho westerly half of the channel
makes navigating that reach hazardous.

Recommended plan of improvement.—The recommended plan pro-
vides for deepening the channel to 42 feet from the gulf across the
Sabine Bank into the jetty channel, thence a depth of 40 feet in all
inland channels to Port Arthur and to the Beaumont turning basin,
including the Sabine Pass anchorage basin, Port Arthur turning
basing including approach and connesting channels; widening tho
Port. Arthur Canal to 500 feet and the channel from the mouth of tho
Neches River to the Beawmont turning basin to a width of 400 feet;
threo turning points at junctions of channel cutoffs with natural bends
in the Neches River; maintenance of a short reach of former project
channel in the Neches River; a shallow-draft extension 12 feet deep
and 125 feet wide in the Sabine River from the upstream end of the
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existing project to a point near Echo, Tex.; and replacement of the

obstructive bridge at Port Arthur.

Estimated cost (price level of March 1962).—

Federal Non-Federal Tota)
Improved deop-draft ehannel. ... .o a e ceceaaceaen §20, 511, 000 $1, 378, 000 $21, 019, 000
Shallow-draft oxtenslon . .o e ecccccccmecm e 289, 000 170, 000 459, 000
B 0] 1 | LS PO 20, 830, 000 1, 548, 000 22, 318, 600
Project econemics.—
Fedornl Non-Federal Total
Annual charges:
Deep-draft channel:
nterest and amortizatlon. ... ... ... 4636, 000 $76,000 $712, 000
Malntonance and operation. ... o oiiiaaas 620, 000 24, 000 644, 000
TOtAY. e cemccemccaeccmeramc e e cmm———————— 1, 256, 000 100, 000 1, 356, 000
Shallow-draft oxtenslon:
Interest and amortization. ... . oo 8,000 8, 000 14, 000
1,000 foomcoacananan 1,000
OBl e e eme e m e —————— 9, 000 6, 000 15, 000
Annual beneflts:
Deep-draft channel:
Savings In tanker operatlon. ... me e feamccnenc el 2, 173, 000
Reduced hazardS. . . v e cvvencccvecccanncanacennne|canccsmmsmnmer]ocommncan e . 160,000
i B 400 7\ U RPP FURORUR I U 2, 333, 000
Shallow-draft extenslon savings in operatlon._ . i |amiii e cacmciacan 28, 000

Benefit-cost ratio.—Deep-draft channel, 1.7; shallow-draft extension,
1.9.

Local cooperation.—TFurnish all lands, easements, and rights-of-way
including spoil disposal areas with suitable retaining dikes, bulkheads,
and embankments; hold and save the United States free from damages;
make alterations to pipelines, powerlines, utility lines, cables, and
highway facilities, except replacement of the bridge at Port Arthur;
furnish the necessary rights-of-way and easements required for re-
locating the highway bridge at Port Arthur and contribute, in cash, a
share of its construction cost, a sum presently estimated at $220,000 for
the expired service of the existing bridge, but excluding the cost for
special benefits and betterments attributable to highway use which
doepend upon final design; assume all obligations of ownership, opera-
tion, and maintenance of the replacement highway bridge at Port
Arthur; provide and maintain at local expense depths in berthing areas
and local access channels commensurate with depths in the re-
Inted project arens, Iocal interests have indicated their willingness
and ability to meet these requirements,

Comments of the State and Iederal agencies.—

Depurtment of the Interior: No objection,
Department of Commerce: Favorable.
State of T'exas: Favorable. - -

Comanents of the Bureaw of the Budget.-——No objection.
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s WALLISVILLE RESERVOIR, TRINITY RIVER, TEX.
(H. Doec. 215, 87th Cong.)

Location.~—'I'rinity River rises in north-central Texas and flows in
a southerly direction for about 700 miles and empties into Trinity
‘Bay, a part of Galveston Bay. Wallisville Dam would be located in
Chambers County near the mouth of the river. N

Authority.—Resolutions, House Committee on Rivers and THarbors
adopted March 31, 1944, and February 28, 1945; resolution, Senate
Committee on Public Works adopted January 20, 1958; River and
Harbor Act of 1958.

Existing project.—The authorized Federal navigation project for
the lower Trinity River provides for a sea level channel 9 by 150 feet
ex_tlen(ling from the Gulf up to the town of Liberty, a distance of 49
miles.

Problems.—Adequate and dependable navigation is vital to support
the economy of the area; similarly, water conservation for municipal
and industrial uses is important to the present and future growth. A
bharrier against salt water intrusion is of major importance to pre-
serve fresh water, particularly for irrigation of the rice crop, which
largely sustains the locul economy.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Recommerded plan consists of
a small reservoir (total capacity 55,700 acre-feet) for purposes of water
conservation, navigation, prevention of salt water intrusion, recrea-
tion, and fish and wildlife. Also recommended is a diversion channel
with appurtenant lock for navigation purposes. Further, that careful
consideration to be given to the recommendations of the U.S .Fish
and Wildlife Service providing for acquisition of about 2,000 addi-
tional acres of land for purposes of a national wildlife refuge at the
reservoir.

Ilstimated cost (price level of Januvary 1969).—

Federala e e e c e e e e e cen L §9, %2(;2, 000

TORAL .« o e e e e e e e e e e 9, 162, 000

t Exclusive of cost of Iands for wildlife refuge purposes, estimated ot $400,000.
1 Loeal reimbursable costs currently estimated at $1,682,000,

Project economics.—
Annua) benefits:

Salinity control. .o 250, 000
MNavigntion . . i e 376, 000
Water suppiy . oo ee oo BT pIN 149, 300
T, & W, conservation . ..o e 29, 000
T & W.reereation. ..o i -- 184, 000
General recreftbion. oo oo eeiee e cee e ecnecm e 307, 000

AL - e e e e e 1, 295, 300

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.5, .
Local cooperation.—Reimburse the United States all costs allocated
to water conservation and one-half the costs allocated to salinity

than tntal hntry o n~n~n~nnv]‘l‘1 qoi"n'u\‘qtl at €1 AQ9 NNN {Av HNON L
w Lly Touliaiiud auv ¢i1,v04&4,Uvuv Ul Lvuil

,\,APJ..,J a \ y
v lU.lUJ’ 10U Lunald Doy vulil vl

struction and $27,200 annually for maintenance, operation, and
replacements. ’
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Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

~State of Texas: Favorable.
Department of the Interior: Favorable.
Department of Agriculture: Favorable.
Department of HEW: Favorable,
Federal Power Commission: Favorable.

Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget—No objection. Bureau
expects that prior to request for construction funds, project costs
would be reallocated to conform with then current administration
standards.

GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY—CHANNEL TO PALACIOS, TEX.
(M. Doc. 504, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Pnlacios, Tex., is located in Matagorda County on the
west shore of Trespalacios Bay about 96 miles southwest of Galveston
and 97 miles northeast of Corpus Christi.

Authority.—Resolution of the House Committee on Rivers and
Harbors adopted September 13, 1944,

Existing project.—The existing Federal project provides for a channel
9 feet deep, 100 feet wide and about 13.5 miles long extending from
the main channel of the Gulf Intraconstal Waterway across Matu-
gorda and Trespalacios Bays to a turning basin at Palacios, Tex,

Navigation problem.—The present channel is inadequate for the large
fishing boats that operate in tho Gulf of Mexico and for fully londed
barges operating in the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. Also prevailing
winds generate considerable wave action in the turning basins making
vessel maneuvering difficult during periods of strong winds,

Recommended plan of vmprovement.—Provides for a channel 12 feet.
deep and 125 feet wide extending from the main channel of the Gulf
Intraconstal Waterway in Matagorda Bay to the turning basins at
Palncios, two protective breakwaters at the entrance to the turnin
basins, and deepening and maintaining the two turning basins an(%
connecting channel to 12 feet with dimensions of 200 feet by 700 feet
in turning basin No. 1, 300 feet by 1,150 feet in turning basin No. 2,
and 150 feet to 480 feetl wide by 450 feet long in the connecting channels,

Estimated cost (price level of October 1961).—-

Tederal o e $818, 000
Non-Federal . . o e e 70, 000
10 1 888, 000
Project economics.—
Federal Non-Federal T'otal
Annual oharges:
Interest and amortization. .o e ool $23, £00 $3, 000 $20, 600
Maintenance and operation. ... ..ol 15,000 |.cueoeoaeannns 15,000
Navigation alds. . . o ein 6,000 |.coamieaaa.. 6, 000
T OlAL. e ceece e ceeeine e aacaeeaacaaaneaan 14, 600 | 3,000 47, 500
Annual benefits: -
I'ransportatlon 8avIngs. o oo e 41, 000
Roducod NOzards .« e ieee e iieciacececcccaacemraafaemeecanmnnenefamnananannasan 14, 000
B € RN NP IDN, FPRIU NI PRI 565, 000
00048—62——4
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Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2. .

Local cooperation.—Furnish all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and
spoil disposal areas which have been suitably diked; hold and save the
United States free from damages; make alterations to pipelines,
powerlines, utility lines, cables, and highway facilities; continue to
provide public terminal and transfer facilities open to all; and
provide depths in berthing areas commensurate with project depths,
Local interests have indicated their willingness and ability to meet
these requirements.

Comments of State and Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior: Favorable.
State of Texas: Favorable.

Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection to submission
of report to Congress. However, the Bureau states that in view of
the relatively marginal economic justification of the project and the
obvious difficulty of predicting benefits over a period as long as 100
years, it would expect that the project, if authorized, would be re-
evaluated prior to any request for funds to initiate construction.

GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY CHANNEL TO VICTORIA, TEX.
! (H. Daoc. 288, 87th Cong.)

Location.—The channel to Victoria is located in the south central
part of Texas about 55 miles northeast of Corpus Christi and 95
miles southwest of Freeport, Tex.

Authority.—Resolution of the Committes on Public Works of the
House of Representatives, adopted June 3, 1959.

Ixisting project.—Provides for a sea level channel 9 feet deep and
100 feet wide extending northwestward about 35 miles from the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway to a turning basin about 7 miles south of Vic-
toria, and a side channel about 2 miles long to a turning basin at
Soadrift. The project is essentially completed as far as the Missouri
Pacific Railroad crossing at about channel mile 29 including the sido
channel to Seadrift., Work is underway on a 3-mile segment above
the railroad crossing leaving almost 3 miles of channel and the turn-
ing bagin at Victoria to be started.

Problem.—ILocal interests desire modification of the requirements of
local cooperation for the authorized project to conform with current
policy concerning construction of railroad bridges over navigation
channels dredged in land cuts and construction and maintenance of
turning basins.

Recommended plan of improvement.—The Iederal Government con-
struct the bridge for the Missouri Pacific Railroad crossing at channel
mile 29.2; dredge and maintain a turning basin 9 feet, deep, with aver-
ago width of 600 fect and average length of 780 feet near Victoria,
Tex.; and maintain a turning basin 9 feet deep, 250 feet wide, and
300 feet long at Seadrift, Tox.
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E'stimated cost (price level of June 1960).—

Railroad bridge .- . - . oo

$1, 300, 000
Victoria turning bhasin

290, 000

obal L e e e 1, 590, 000
Project cost Project cost
as presonthy Proposed includin
authorlze modification | propose
modification
Fodernl. ... iceceeicccecacccecrececcmcecamcacem——————————— $6, 549,000 | --%1, 500, 000 $8, 139, 000
Non-Federal. . oo eneaamcamncaccccccccaamcmccncaanmaas 6,486,000 | --1, 600,000 4, 896, 000
TOtA) . e ecrcccmddacccecacncdccccanemnamem——- 13,035,000 {-cioacemoaooot 13, 035, 000

Local cooperation.—EFurnish all lands, easements, and rights-of-way
required for construction of the railroad bridge, for construction and
maintenance of the Victoria turning basin, and for maintenance of the
turning basin at Seadrift, including suitable areas for disposal of spoil
(adequately diked and bulkhead); hold and save the United States
free from dmnu;fes; bear all costs of owning, operating, and maintain-
ing the new railroad bridge and related sections of railroad embank-
ment and track; make alterations in pipelines, powerlines, utility lines,
cables, and highway facilities in connection with work at the Victoria
and Seadrift turning basin; and provide adequate public terminal and
transfer facilities, open to all on equal terms.
indicated their willingness and ability to meet the requirements of
local cooperation. '

Project economics.—

Federal Non-Federal Taotal
Annual charges: :
Intorest and amortlzatlon ..o $320, 000 $202, 000 $582, 000
Operation and malntenaneo. - oo L.o. 103, 000 0 103, 000
B 1 R PPN 613, 000 262, 000 775, 000
Annual benofits:
(teneral navigation henofits. ... oeee e crae e cameceimea] i e e ea—as 1,272, 000
Flood damages provented. ..o oo inaeciieiceammcee e e e 156, 000
Increasod land utilization due to proventlon of flooding . .| oo oo oo | L 160, 000
1 0] 71 RSOV SUUPI RPN BNPPRSIEY DS 1, 447, 600

DBenefit-cost ratio.—1.9.,

Comments of State and Federal agencies.

Department of the Interior: IFavorable.

State of Texas: Favorable.

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection.

T.ocal interests havé
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ILLINOIS WATERWAY, ILL. AND IND,
(H. Doc. 31, 86th Cong.)

Location. —The Illinois Waterway provides a channel for barge
navigation between the Mississippi River, 38 miles above St. Louis,
and Lake Michigan at Chicago.

Report authorized by.—House Rivers and Harbors Committee
resolution adopted March 16, 1943; Senate Public Works Committec
resolution adopted March 24, 1956.

Lxisting projects—Provides for nine locks and six dams; navigation
channel 9 feet deep in the Illinois and Des Plaines Rivers from the
mouth of the Illinois River to Lockport, a distance of 291.1 miles;
upstream extension and branch channels 9 feet deep in the Chicago
Sanitary and Ship Canal, Chicago River, Calumet-Sag Channel
Little Calumet River, Calumet River, and Grand Calumet River; and
appurtenant improvements including bridge changes. The project is
complete except for construction of two locks, one on Calumet River
and the other on Grand Calumet River and improvements of the
branch channel in the Grand Calumet River.

Nawvigation problem.—Commerce on the Illinois River has increased
since the improved waterway to Chicago was opened from about 1.7
million tons in 1935 to 21.4 million tons in 1955. Most of the traffic
delays now occur at the locks because many tows require rearrange-
ment to permit a single lockage and the larger tows must make a
double lockage. The congestion at the locks resulting {rom these
delays will be more critical as the traffic increases.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Modification of existing project
to provide for construction of supplemental locks, 110 feet wide and
1,200 feet long, at the seven existing lock sites on the Illinois and Des
Plaines Rivers. (The first two locks estimated to be needed by 1968
and the last three by 1977.)

Istimated cost (price level of January 1967).—All Tederal,

$114,652,000.

Project economics.—
Annual charges. . o e %4, 594, 300
Annual benefits: All transportation savings_ . ... ... _.._. 22, 320, 000
Benefit-cost ratio. _ e o 4,9

Local cooperation,—Provided that prior to construction local
intevests agree that they will assume title to, and maintain and
operate the new bridge across the lower approach to the Brandon
Road lock when the bridge is placed in service.

Comments of State and Federal agencies,—

Fish and Wildlife Service: No interest in project.
State of Illinois, Concurs in conclusions nndl recommendations.

Comments of the Bureav. of the Budget.—-Notes that commerce on the
waterway has increased at a rapid rate since 1935; however, it states
that a projection of the past rate of growth is by no means certain,
‘The Bureau of the Budget does not question the economic justification,
but considers authorization 10 to 19 years in advance of the need is
premature and accordingly urges that, the report be regarded only as a
study of future need, and that the estimdtes on commerce and average
tons per lockage be brought up to date in a future report to Congress in
5 years.
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Remarks.—The committee considers that in view of the time which
has elapsed, authorization at this time is needed to permit the first
lock to be completed by 1970.

KASKASKIA RIVER, ILL,
(S. Doo. 44, 87th Cong.)

Location.—The Kaskaskia River rises in Champaign County in
eastern Illinois and flows southwesterly about 325 miles to the Mis-
sissippi at o point 60 miles downstream from St. Louis, Mo

Authority—Senate Public Works Committee resolution adopted
August 17, 1954,

Lxisting project.—The original Federal improvement of the river for
navigation by deepening to 3 feet to mile 12, and removing snags to
mile 22, was abandoned in 1895. The river is not used by commiercial
craft at the presont time. The existing Foderal project for flood
control and othoer purposes on the Kaskaskia River provides for dams
and reserveirs at Carlyle and Shelbyville, and levees between Cowden
and Vandalia, below Carlyle, and New Athens. Carlyle Reservoir is
under construction and planning is underway on the Shelbyville
project. Work has not started on the levees. The reservoirs, in
addition to reducing flood flows, would aid navigation by augmenting
flows in the Mississippi River, provide municipnj and industrial water
supply, benefit fish and wildlife, and afford opportunity for recrea-
tional developments.

Navigation problem.—Local intorests desire a 9-foot navigation chan-
nel in the lower 50 miles of the Kaskaskia River to facilitate the out-
bound movements of coal and grain, and to augment the local
cconomy, '

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for a channel 9 feet
deep and 200 feet wide from the mouth of Kaskaskia River to Fayette-
ville, Ill., by enlarging the present channel w..ere required, and making
ovorbank cuts to eliminate sharp bends; and a dam at mile 4 with a
single lock 84 feet wide and 600 foet long. The_plan of improvement
also provides for modification of the storagoe allocations in the Carlyle
and Shelbyville Reservoirs, to provide water for Kaskaskia River
navigation in lieu of Mississippi River navigation; and future reallo-
cation of storngo in the two reservoirs when additional water is needed
for navigation, if the use of such storage is found by the Chief of
Engineors to be feasible and more economical than pumping water
{rom below the dam into the navigation pool.

Lstimated cost (price level, January 1960).—

Federal. o e e e —————— $58, 200, 000
Non-Tederal . ... e e 2, 300, 000 -
Total . o e e 60, 500, 000

Project economics.-—

Federal Non-I'ederal T'otal

Annual charges;
Interest and amortization. ... . oo e a... $2, 223, 300 $119, (00 $2, 342,300
Maintenance and operatlon.. ..o oo aiaaaan 2170, 000 0 270,000
RoOPInCeINeNtS. e iiieeecaaanancacaiiiccacanancnaccnamnn 17,700 0 17,700
Navigation alds. o caceaacemeeccaan 19, 000 .0 0, 000
B 01 2 Y PN emasmcreasann 2, 630, 000 119, 000 2, 649, 000
Annual henefits: Transportatlon savings on coal movements. .| ceceeeacaacc)ccmaorcananan 5, 120, 600
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Benefit-cost ratio.—1.9.

Local cooperation.—Provide without cost to the United States all
lands, easements, and rights-of-way; hold and save the United States
free from damages; make all necessary alterations to sewer, water
supply, drainage, and other utility facilities; bear a proportionate
share of the costs of relocations of railroad and highway bridges;
remove one highway bridge at own expense; maintain all bridges over
the improved waterway; provide necessary loading and mooring
facilities; provide terminal and transfer facilities; and establish agency
for controlling withdrawal of water from river below Carlyle Dam.

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior: No objection.
Department of Agriculture: No objection.
Department of Commerce: No objection.

State of Illinois: Approves project.

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—The Bureau of the Budget
notes that the Acting Chief of Engineers refers to the uncertainty of
railroad rate adjustinents that may be proposed in the future and the
action that the Interstate Commerce Commission may take thereon,
and that he recommends, if the project is authorized, a reevaluation of
project economic justification in light of rates then existing, would be
made when funds are requested for construction. The Bureau of the
Budget concurs in this recommmendation. The Bureau of the Budget
turther advises that there would be nu objection to the submission of
fhe proposed report to the Congress.

HARBORS ON MISSISSIPPI RIVER (MOUTH OF MISS0URI RIVER TO
MINNBEAPOLIS)

(H. Doec. 513, 87th Cong.)

Location.—The harbors are located in communities in Minnesota,
Wisconsin, lowa, Illinois, and Missouri along the upper Mississippi
River between the mouth of the Missouri River and Minuneapolis,
Minn,

Authority.—ZResolution of the Committee on Public Works of the
House of Representatives adopted April 22, 1947, and resolutions of
the Committcee on Public Works of the U.S. Senate adopted March 4,
1947, and August 26, 1955; River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1915;
Iflood Control Act approved July 24, 1946.

Iaisting project.—'The Federal navigation project for the upper
Mississippi River provides for a navigation chanunel of 9-foot depth
between the Missouri River and Minneapolis to be obtained by con-
struction of locks and dams supplemented by dredging.  This depth
is generally available as far upstream as St. Anthony Falls in Min-
neapolis where work is continuing. Authorized improvements also
include 10 commereial barge harbors (6 completed) and 16 small boat
harbors (12 completed), In addition to these, & number of mooring
bagins for small craft have been established by municipalitics and
clubs,  Other loeal interests have construeted more modest facilities

fan cntuinig prantantiana]l hhaata
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Navigation problem.—There is need for additional protected harbors
at various localities along the Mississippi River for existing and future
recreational and commereial fishing craft.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for construction and
maintenance of 14 small boat harbors and for maintenance of 1
gxilst.ing small boat harbor at Quiney, Ill. The 15 harbors are listed

clow:

Location on
Harbor: Mississippt River
Harriet Island, St. Paul, Minn_ _____ . _ _______.___.____ Mile 840,2,
Bay City, Wis_ . - o Mile 785.9.
Pepin, Wis_ - o oo Mile 767.1,
Cassville, Wis_ . il al. Mile 600.6.
Bellevue, Iowa. . oo .. Mile 555.6.
Savanna, 1. ... Mile 537.0.
Clinton, Yowa .. .. Mile 518.8.
Moline, 11l e Mile 488.0.
Davenport, Iowa (Credit Island) ... ... ______.__.__ _.__ Mile 478.7.
Andalusia, 1 ______ ... Miic 473.0.
New Boston, Il . _ ... e Mile 433.1.
Keokuk, Towa_ .- .. .. e Mile 363.5.
Warsaw, 11— Mile 359.1.
Quiney, TN e Mile 327.3.
Grafton, T1. _ e Mile 218.5,

All of the above harbor channels would be dredged to a depth of
5 feet below minimum pool level. It is further recommended that
construction of individual harbors be permitted whenever funds for
the purpose are available and the prescribed local cooperation for
the particular harbor has been furnished.

Fstimated cost.—

Non-Federal
Location Federal Non-Federal Total percent of
Federal con-
struction

8t. Paul, Minn_.. . $7, 000 $7,000 $14, 000 60.0
Bay Clty, Wis. s 24, 000 6, 000 30, 000 10.5
Popin, Wis_ .t . - 151, 000 24,000 175, 000 13.6
Cessvllle, Wis...___1117000 . = 163, 000 47, 000 210, 000 22.5
Bellevue, Iowa... aaa- 78, 000 37, 000 116, 000 32.4
Savanna, ... 08, 000 47,000 145, 000 32.2
Clinton, Towa ... ... 38, 000 21, 000 50, 000 35.6
Molno, I et 110, 000 60, 000 179, 000 31.3
Davenport, Iowa. oo e caececneccaacaaan- 78, 000 14, 000 122, 000 35.8
Andalusip, IV ____ I 15, 000 2,000 17, 600 12.0
Now Boston, Il._... 20, 600 4, 0600 24, 000 16.8
Keokuk, Iowa.... e 102, 000 05, 000 257, 000 26, 4
Warsaw, I 45, 000 8, 000 53, 000 14.7
Quiney, TN, e cae ] e emmcaec e e e e e e e crce e[
Grafton, T o i cecaceeaes 177, 000 177,000 3564, 000 60.0
B0 € L NN 1, 205, 000 519, 000 1,764,000 |oceomermananan
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Project economics and benefit-cost ratio.—

Amortiza- Additional T'otal Total
Location tion and Fedoral annual annual Bonefit-cost
interest annual charges henefits ratio
maintenance

St. Poaul, Minn._ ... ... $1, 000 $2, 500 $4, 400 , 900 8.8
Bay City, Wis. . ... ... 1, 500 2, 500 4,000 18,100 4.5
Pepin, Wis_ . ool 7, 300 800 8, 100 16, 400 2.0
Cassvllle, Wis 120111 8,300 1,000 9, 300 16, 200 1.7
Bellovuo, Iowa... ... ... 4,600 1, 400 6,000 15, 300 2.6
Savanna, ... .. ... __ 6, 000 2, 000 8, 900 23, 600 2.7
Clinton, Towa. ... ... 2,600 | 2, 500 5, 100 30, 400 6.0
Moline, ........ 7,300 800 8, 100 14,100 1.7
Davenport, lowa b, 200 3, 000 8, 200 23, 600 2,9
Andalusia, IN. .. 700 500 1,200 8,800 7.3
New Boston, 1. 1,¢00 1,200 2,200 9, 800 4.6
Keokuk, Iows... 10, 100 700 10, 800 17, 500 1.6
Warsaw, 1. .. ... 2,000 1, 100 3,200 14, 600 4.0
(%ulncy, )1 ) S, 5, 000 6, 000 21, 300 4.1
Grafton, ..o ooemiiaananans 15,200 2, 100 17, 300 69, 000 3.4

Total. . e e e e 28,000 |ouecraacccac]cnacacaaaaaana 3.2

Local cooperation.—Provide without cost to the United States all,

lands, casements, and rights-of-way required for—eonswruction and
subsequent maintenance of the project and of aids to navigation upon
the request of the Chief of Engineers including suitable areas deter-
mined by the Chief of Engineers to be required in the general public
interest for initial and subsequent disposni of spoil and necessary re-
taining dikes, bulkheads, and embankments therefor or the cost of
such retaining works; hold and save the United States free from dam-
ages that may result from the construction and maintenance of the
project; provide and maintain necessary mooring facilities and util-
ities, including a public landing with suitable supply facilities open
to all on equal termg, and dredge berthing areas to a depth commensu-
rate with the depth of the IFederal channel improvement; reserve
spaces within the anchorage and mooring facilities ade. ;uate for accom-
modation of transient small boats; accomplish such utility or other
relocations or alterations as are necessary for project purposes; estab-
lish a competent and properly constituted public body empowered to
regulate the use, growth, and free development of the harbor facilities

with the understanding that said facilities will be open to all on equal -

terms; and make an equitable cash contribution toward the Iederal
first cost of each harbor development, the percentages and presently
estimated amounts of which are listed in the table showing estimated
costs. Local interests have indicated willingness and ability to com-
ply with requirements,
Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior: Favorable.

Department of Commerce: Iavorable.

State of Minnesota: IFavorable.

State of Wisconsin: IFavorable,

State of Iowa: Favorable.

State of Illinois: Favorable.

State of Missouri: Favorable, However, due to local pr
the Governor requested that further consideration of the harbors
at Louisiana and Clarksville be delayed.

Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection to submission
of report to Congress., However, the Bureau of the Budget notes that

for none of the 14 new harbors recommended by the Chief of Engineers
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is the Federal cost in excess of $200,000. The Budget states that con-
struction of these harbors could be accomplished under the provisions
of section 107 of the 1960 River and Harbor Act without further action
by the Congress.

ONTONAGON HARBOR, MICH.
(H. Doo. 287, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Ontonagon Harbor is located on the south shore of Lake
Superior, 136 water miles east of Duluth-Superior Harbor, Minn. and
Wis,, and 274 water miles west of Sault Ste. Marie, Mich,

Authority.—Resolutions of the Committees on Public Works of the
U.S. Senate and House of Representatives, adopted July 2, 1958 and
July 16, 1958, respectively.

Ezisting project.—The existing Federal project, completed in 1938,
provides for a channel 17 feet deep and 400 feet to 159 feet wide from
tho lake to the piers; a channel between the piers 150 feet wide, 17 feet
deep in the outer 250 fect, thence 15 feet deep in the inner 2,200 feet;
an inner basin 15 feet deep, 900 feet long, and up to 285 feet wide be-
tween limits 50 feet from existing wharves; and 4,990 feet of entrance
piers. Channel maintenance since 1950 has been limited mainly to
serving the needs of commercial fishing and other shallow-draft traffic.

Nawvigation problem.—Ontonagon Harbor is not suitable for use by
modern Great Lakes vessels because of the limited project depth of 15
feet and the small maneuvering area in the inner harbor. The harbor
_presently affords safe vessel operation for only commercial fishing and
other small craft,

Recommended plan of tmprovement.—Provides for a depth of 23 feet
in the approach channel, with suitable widening, and in the outer 450
feat of t,]i)le entrance channel; a depth of 22 feet in the next 1,150 feet
of the entrance channel; a depth of 21 fect in the remainder of the
entrance channel and in the basin to within 800 feet of the highway
bridge; removal of the inner 955 feet of the west pier, and extension of
the basin westward for 1,750 feet, at a depth of 21 feet and o minimum
width of 200 feet; o sedimontation basin within the harbor, 30 feet
deep, with a capacity of 155,000 cubic yards; reconstruction of the
outer 370 feet of the east pier; and strengthening the remaining piers
and raising them to an elevation 8 feet above low water, except the
outer 96 feet of the west pier.

Iistimated cost (price level of September 1960).—

Trederal.. o e m $4, 741, 000
Non-Federal - . o e e 145, 000
otal . e 4, 886, 000
Project economics.——
Federal Non-Federal Tota)
Annual charges: :
Interest and amortizatlon. ..o v evccmecccece e ccnann- $177, 000 $7,000 $184, 000
Malntonaneo . - ..o acieec e e nanan 35000 f ... ..., 35, 000
Malntenance, navigation alds. . ceemeecocccaca s 1,000 | 1,000
P OLAL . e e e e ceenacmccenacamceatasacreaem e m————- 213, 000 7,000 220, 000)
Annual beneflts;
Transportatian savings:
LY o X BRI PURRENRPRIN JUNI IR 284, 500
ShipIents. . v e eeeccacrmc e cccrecneccrcc e |arermmmcmmamma e eanaa 54,400
g A1 T DU DRPPUIN SPPRIRIPRIPTY PO 339, 200
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Benefit-cost ratio.—-1.5.

Local cooperation.—(e) Provide without cost to the United States
all lands, easements, and rights-of-way required for construction and
subsequent maintenance of the project and of aids to navigation upon
the request of the Chief of Iingineers, including suitable areas de-
termined by the Chief of IEngineers to be required in the general pub-
lic interest for initial subsequent disposal of spoil and necessary re-
taining dikes, bulkheads, and embankments therefor or the cost of
such retaining works; (5) hold and sayve the United States free from
damages due to the construction and maintenance of the improve-
ments; (¢) accomplish without cost to the United States alterations
or relocations as may be required of roads, structures, and utility
facilities; (d) provide and maintain adequate public terminal and
transfer facilities, open to all on equal terms, including dredging of
berthing areas to depths commensurate with related project depths;
and (e¢) prohibit bulkhead construction or other encroachment on the
southerly shore in the harbor refained as a natural spending beach for
waves. Local interests have indicated willingness and ability to meet
requirements. i

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior: Favorable.

Department of Commerce: States that it is the opinion of that
agency that the available record does not clearly indicate suflicient
economic benefits to warrant its endorsement.

State of Michigan: Favorable,

Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—States that while there
would be no objection to the submission of the proposed review report
on Ontonagon IHarbor to the Congress, the Bureau of the Budget
would expect that if the proposed improvement is authorized by the
Congress it would be reexamined prior to submission of a request
for funds to initiate its construetion in the light of policies that may
result from the current. transportation review and of local conditions
existing at that time,

MUSKEGON ITARBOR, MICIIL,
(H. Doc. 474, 87th Cong.)

{

Location—Muskegon Harbor ig located on the eastern shore of Lako
Michigan nearly opposite and 80 miles across the lake from Mil-
waukee, Wis, ~

Authority—Senate and House Public Works Committee Resolu-
tions adopted May 18, 1956, and June 27, 1956, respectively.

Existing project.—Provides in general for an outer harbor formed
by arrowhead breakwaters; an entrance channel 24 feet deep at en-
trance decreasing to 21 feet at the inner channel, thence an inner
channel 21 feet deep extending to Muskegon Lake; for piers and
revetments along the inner channel; and for repairing and maintain-
ing the revetment around the old car-ferry slip.

Nawvigation problem.—The existing project depth is inadequate to
accommodato vessels in the present and prospective fleet loaded to
drafts commensurate with depths being provided in the Great Lakes
connecting channels and the St. Lawrence Seaway.

Recommended plan of improvement—Provides in general for a
depth of 29 feet from deep water in Lake Michigan to a point about
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1,000 feet landward of the ends of the breakwaters; thence a depth of

28 feet to the outer ends of the inner piers; thence a depth of 27 feet

in the inner channel to Muskegon La}{e; and for modification of the

project limits to delete two triangular areas adjacent to the inner

portion of the entrance channel and to reduce the project width in the

inner channel from 240 feet to 200 feet. , .
Iistimated cost (price level of May 1960) —-

Tredernl . e e s 900D, 000

Non-Federal o e 450, 000
Ot e e 1, 059, 000
Project economics.—
Federal Non-Federal Total
Aunual charges:
Interest and amortization. ... oo $22, 000 $21,000 $13, 000
Maintenance and operatlon. ... . oco e aaaaan 5,000 | oos 5, 000
PO e e e oo e e e e 27,000 21,000 48,000
Annual henefits: o )
Transportation savings:
Bulk eargo trafMie. ..o cemeee | e e 137,700
General enrgo trafMic. - oo o e cecee ) eeaceeceea e aen 88, 300
L OtAY - e e e 226, 000

Benefit-cost ratio—4.7.
Local cooperation.—Provide without cost to the United States all
lands, easements, and rights-of-way required for construction and
subsequent maintenance of the project and of aids to navigation, in-
cluding suitable areas for initial and subsequent disposal of spoil and
necessary retaining works therefor or the costs of such retaining
works; hold and save the United States free from damages due to
construction and maintenance of the improvements; and when and
where needed, provide and maintain depths in berthing areas and
access channels commensurate with the depths provided in the re-
lated project areas, l.ocal interests have indicated a willingness and
ability to comply with items of local cooperation, -
Comments of the State and I'ederal agencies.—
Department, of the Interior: Favorable.
State of Michigan: Favorable,
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget—No objection.

LELAND IXARBOR, MICII,
(H. Doc. 413, 87th Cong.)

Location.—On the east shore of Lake Michigan, about 40 miles by
water northeast of Frankfort, Mich.,

Authority—House Public Works Committee resolution adopted
July 81, 1957, and Senate Public Works Committee resolution adopted
¥ebruary 8,1957, o

Fwisting project.—The Federal navigation project, completed in
1937, provides piers about 400 feet long, converging from shore to, an
entrance 60 feet wide; and an entrance channel 6 feet deep, 40 feet
wide, and 300 feet long.
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Navigation problem.—There is a need for additional anchorage area
and greater protection for the locally based fishing fleet and mail-
ferryboat and cruising recreational craft.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Construction of a break-
water about 1,000 feet long, a protected anchorage and maneuvering
area about 3 acres in extent and 10 feet deep, a flared spproach chan-
nel 12 feet deep with minimum width of 140 feet, and removal of the
existing north pier,

LE'stimated cost (price level of February 1961) — T

Rederal . $485, 000
Non-Federal .. ____ o 285, 000
Total L 770,000

Project economics.—

Federal Non-Federal Total

Annual charges:

Interest and amortization. .. .. ... $19,000 $12, 200 $31, 200

Maintenance dredgiNg. - o .o ooo oo amacaeoccnees 2,500 [ _..o.._ 2, 500

Maintenance to navigation afds. ... .o omciaaas 750 |cecaaaes 750

B 012 ) PSR ISN 22,250 12,200 34,450
Annual benefits;

Recreational. ..o ciccccnecccaaccanc|emccceccccecefrcaccceanaan 21, 400

Harbhor of refuge:

Recreational craft 10, 000
Commerefal eraft . .o ciccnamaaaes 6,000
Commerclal fIshing. .. iiaiaaen 6,500
TOtA) . e et cccaccccccnccccccrascamaccecoceceen]eccsamcmeananceloneananaaaaens 42, 900

Benefit-cost ratio—1.2.

Local cooperation.—Contribute in cash 37 percent of the first cost
of construction of the general navigation facilities due to benefits to
recreational boating, such contribution, presently estimated at $285,-
000, to be paid in a lump sum prior to initiation of construction and
subject to final adjustment after actual costs have been determined;
provide without cost to the United States, all lands, easements, and
rights-of-way necessary for construction and subsequent maintenance
of the project and of aids to navigation upon the request of the Chief
of Engineers, including suitable areas as may be determined by the
Chief of Engineers to be required for initial and subsequent disposal
of spoil and necessary retaining dikes, bulkheads, and embankments
therefor, or the cost of such retaining works; hold and save the United
States free from damages due to the construction and maintenance
of the project; provide and maintain without cost to the United
States necessary mooring facilities and utilities, including a public
landing with suitable supply facilities, open to all on equal terms;
the dredging of berthing areas to be commensurate with the depth
of the Federal channel improvements; establish a properly consti-
tuted and competent public body empowered to cooperate financially
and to provide and operate essential local facilities; reserve spaces
within the anchorage and mooring facilities adequate for the accom-
modation of transient craft; and maintain an adequate channel for
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the commercial fishing fleet in the river upstream of the Federal im-
provement. The local interests are willing to furnish the items of
local cooperation,
Comanents of the State and Federal agencies.—-
Department of the Interior: Favorable.
State of Michigan: Favorable.
Comments of the Bureaw of the Rudget.—No objection.

LITTLE BAY DE NOC, GLADSTONE HARBOR, AND KII’LING, MICH.
(. Doc. 480, 87th Cong.)

Location—Little Bay de Noc is a northerly arm of Green Bay in
the northwestern part of Lake Michigan. Gladstone is on the west
shore of the bay, about 7.5 miles north of Escanaba. Kipling is on
the north side of Gladstone Harbor.

Authority—Resolutions of the Public Works Committees of the
Senate and House of Representatives adopted August 18, 1959 and
June 3, 1959, respectively, and section 109 of the I%iver and Harbor
Act of 1960.

I'wisting project.—The existing Federal project, completed in 1905,
provided for dredging to a depth of 19 feet the ap}[))ggach to the then
existing ore dock at Gladstone. No funds have been expended on
the project since 1911 and, since the ore dock was abandoned many
years ago, the project was recommended for abandonment in House
Document No, 467, 69th Congress, 1st session. No action in respect
to abandonment was taken by Congress, :

Navigation problem.—The existing locally provided channel to Kip-
ling is inadequate for tankers calling there,

LRecomamended plan of improvement.—It is recommended that the
existing project for Gladstone Harbor, Mich., be abandoned and that
& new project be authorized, providing for a channel 24 feet deep,
200 feet wide, and about 2,400 feet long from deep water in Little
Bay de Noc to the Kipling waterfront, with suitable widening at
tlhe landward end to form a turning basin 550 feet wide and 24 feet
deep.

Estimated cost (price level, November 1961) .—

Federal . e $350, 000
Non-Federal o o e e e 19, 000
T Ot e e et e e e 369, 000

Project economics.—

Federal Non-Federal Total

Annug) charges:

Interest and amortization. . .o aas $12, 600 $000 $13, 800
Malntenance. .....eercecccnccmenanacecccennna wmemmmmann 2,000 200 2,200
Navigation alds. .t 100 foeciamiannnnn 100
P 1) 7Y S USSR 15, 000 1,100 18, 100
Annual benefits: Transportation savings. o .o_oooooeoa. U ORI USRS ¥9, 200
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Benefit-cost ratio.—4.9. o
Local cooperation—Hold and save the United States free from
damages due to the construction works and maintenance of the im-
provement; provide and maintain without cost to the United States
depth in berthing areas commensurate with the depth provided in the
related project area; and make terminal facilities for transfer of
petroleumn products at Kipling available to all on equal terms. It is
the opinion of the district engineer that local interests are able and
willing to meet the requirements of local cooperation,
Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—
Department of Interior: Favorable.
State of Michigan: Favorable,
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget—No objection.

GREEN BAY HARBOR, WIS,
(H. Doc. 470, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Green Bay Harbor is within the mouth of the Fox River
at the south end of Green Bay, an arm of Lake Michigan.

Authority—Similar resolutions adopted by the Public Works Com-
mittees of the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives on May 18,
1956 and June 27, 1956, respectively. ,

Ewxisting project.—Outer harbor entrance channel 10 miles long, 22
feet deep, and from 500 feet wide at outer end to 300 feet at Grassy
Island ; Fox River channel 22 feet deep to Chicago and North Western
Railway bridge; turning basin 22 feet deep at mouth of East River;
turning basin 20 feet deep above Chicago and North Western Rail-
way bridge; and channel 314 miles long, 18 feet deep, 150 feet wide
from Chicago and North Western Railway bridge to DePere, termi-
nating in a turning basin.

Nawigation problem.—Tlack of adequate depth to accommodate the
vesséls which will use the connecting channels and St. Lawrence Sea-
way and inadequate width in the lower harbor for turning vessels,

Reconumended plan of improvement—Provides generally for deep-
ening the entrance channel in Green Bay to 26 feet from that depth in
the bay to Grassy Island, at channel widths of 500 feet to Tail Point
Light, thence 300 feet to Grassy Island; deepening the entrance chan-
nel to 24 feet from Grassy Island to a point 0.5 mile upstream at the
yresently authorized channel width of 300 feet; thence deepening the
!Fox River to 24 feet to a point 1,700 feet upstreamn from the Chicago &
North Western Railway bridge, at existing channel widths; and dredg-
ing the authorized but unconstructed turning basin at the mouth of
the East River to a depth of 24 feet for a maximum width of 1,000
feet; and further provides that the uncompleted part of the work au-
thorized in 1945 be combined with the additional work recommended
herein and the whole be treated as a single work item, with estimated
cost of $4,610,000 for construction, including $840,000 for work pre-
viously authorized, and that this combination supersede the authoriz-
ation for the uncompleted portion of the work authorized by the River
and Harbor Act of 1945,
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E'stimated cost (price level, June 1961) .—

Federal e ——— $4, 270, 000
Non-Federal e ——— 215, 000
M OtAl e e —————— 4, 485, 000

Project economics.—

Federal Non-Federal 'Total

Annual charges: '
Interest and amortizotion. . . ... .. $1560, 500 $0, 900 $100, 400

Maintenance of ¢channel...___ . _____ ... ... 20,000 |oceoreaanoaes 20, 000
Maintenance, aids tonavigation.. __._ .. _______ . __._.___ L6 .. 1,600

L€ U RS 181, 000 9, 00 101, 000
............................ 478,000

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.5. ,

Local cooperation—Trovide without cost to the United States all
lands, easements, and rights-of-way for construction and subsequent
maintenance, including suitable areas for initial and subsequent dis-
posal of spoil and necessary retaining works therefor or the costs of
such retaining works; hold and save the United States free from dam-
ages due to the construction and maintenance of the improvements;
wlhien and where necessary, provide and maintain depths between the
new channel Jimits and terminal facilities commensurate with related
project depths; and accomplish such alterations as required in sewer,
water supply, drainage, and other utilities. I.ocal interests have indi-
cated willingness and ability to comply with these items of local co-
operation.

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior: Favorable.
State of Wisconsin: Favorable.
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection.

KBNOSHA HARBOR, WIS,

(H. Doc. 400, 87th Cong.)

Location—Kenosha Harbor, Wis., on the western shore of Lake
Michigan about 35 miles sonth of Milwaukee and 54 miles north of
Chicago, Il is at the mouth of Pike Creek in the city of Kenosha.
The areas tributary to Kenosha Harbor includes Kenosha County,
parts of Racine and Walworth Counties, and a small area along the
northern boundary of Illihois. : o

Authority~—Full response to House Committes on Public Works
resolution adopted July. 81, 1057; partial response to similar resolu-
tions of Senate and House Committees on Public Works adopted May
18, 1956, and June 27, 1956, respectively; and in partial response to
Senate Public Works Committee resolution adopted April 30, 1957,

Kwlisting project—The existing Federal project for Kenosha Har-
bor, completed in 1959, provides for («) a detached breakwater 796
feet long, northeast of the harbor; (b) two parallel piers about 250 feet
apart along the entrance chmuiei, 1,077 feet and 1,872 feet in length
for the north and south piers, respectively; (o) an entrance chunnel
generally 400 feet wide lakeward from the piers and 200 feet wide be-
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tween the piers, the channel being 2,750 feet long and 21 feet deep from
that depth in the lake to an interior basin; (&) an interior basin 21
feet deep; and (e¢) a channel 21 feet deep, 70 feet wide, and 475 feet
long extending northwest from the basin. The lake approach to the
entrance channel has been deepened to 23 feet under the general provi-
sions of section V of the River and Harbor Act of March 4, 1951.

Navigation problem.—Kenosha Harbor is a part of the Great Lakes
navigation system which includes improvements to connecting chan-
nels IEt’)et;vwaen the lakes and to shipping and receiving harbors. Present
harbor depths of 21 feet are not commensurate with the controlling
depths currently being provided in the system and with those of the
St. Lawrence Seaway to accommodate the vessels carrying oversea
general cargo.

Recommended plan of improvement.—A lake approach channel 800
feet wide and 27 feet deep from the detached breakwater lakeward
for a distance of about 2,800 feet; an approach channel 26 feet deep
between the detached breakwater and the outer end of the north pier;
and an entrance channel and inner basin 25 feet deep, exclusive of the
northwesterly extension. -

Estimated cost (price level of July 1961) .—

Federal e e $673, 000

Non-Federal . . ey e

Total - e 673, 000
Project economics.—

Annual charges: Federal
Interest and amortization. .. - $25, 200
Maintenance .. 5, 000

L4 oY 7 U U U 30, 200

Annual benefits : Transportation savings in oversea general cargo.__..._ 47, 300

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.6.

Local cooperation.—Hold and save the United States free from
damages that may result from construction and maintenance of the
improvement; an({ maintain without cost to the United States depths
in berthing areas when and as required at docks adjacent to the area
to be improved, commensurate with the recommended project depths,

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior: Favorable,
State of Wisconsin : Favorable.
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection.

MANITOWOC IIARBOR, WIS,

(H. Doc. 479, 87th Cong.)

Location—West shore of Lake Michigan about 79 miles north of
Milwaukee, Wis,
Authority—Similar resolutions adopted by the Public Works

:
'S tH € +tha TT
Committees of the U.S. Senate and House of Represen

18,1956, and June 27, 1956, respectively.

Fwisting project.—The existing Federal project provides for an’

outer harbor protected by breakwaters with an entrance 425 feet wide ;
a channel 21 feet deep and 425 feet wide from deep water in the lake
to the breakwaters, thence 650 feet wide through the outer harbor to
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the river mouth; a channel 21 feet deep at varying widths for a dis-
tance of 1.7 miles up the Manitowoc River; removal of the old stub
pier at the river entrance; and an approach channel 21 feet deep in
the outer harbor to a proposed city terminal south of the south break-
water. The lake ap roac% has been deepened to 23 feet under the gen-
eral authority provided in section 5 of the River and Harbor Act of
March 4, 1915.

Navigation problem.—Existing project dimensions are not adequate
to accommodate present and prospective bulk cargo vessels serving the
harbor.

Recommended plam of improvement.—Provide for an approach
channel 25 feet deep and 800 feet wide from deep water in the lake
to the breakwater entrance, a distance of about 2,600 feet; a depth of
23 feet over a width of 800 feet in the outer harbor, thence over the
existing project widths in the river to Eighth Street; a depth of 22
feet over existing widths from Eighth Street to the upstream limit
of the project; and elimination of the authorized channel in the south
part of the outer harbor.

Iistimated cost (price level of July 1961) —

Tederal .. e $719, 000
Non-Federal _ . 193, 000
POtAL e 912, 000

Project economics.—

Annual charges:

Interest and amortization. ... __..... $20, 300 $8, 900 $35, 200
Maintenance dredeing. ... ... ... 3,000 |ocmeeoaaaaae 3,000
Maintenance navigation alds_ .. . ... 300 |oeeecmmaeeeaas 300

B 100 £ PPN 20, 600 8, 900 38, 500
Annual benefits: ‘Transportation savings. ... i e 63, 600

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.17.

Local cooperation.—Provide without cost to the United States all
lands, easements, and rights-of-way required for initial dredging and
subsequent maintenance of the improvement and for aids to naviga-
tion, including suitable areas for initial and subsequent disposal of
spoil and necessary retaining works therefor or the costs of such re-
taining works; hold and save the UTnited States free from damages due
to the construetion works and maintenance of the improvement; pro-
vide and maintain without cost to the United States depths in berthing
areas and local access channels serving the terminals commensurate
with the depths provided in the related project arens; and accomplish
and maintam without cost to the United States such alterations as may
be required by the Chief of Engineers in sewer, water supply, drain-
age, and other utility facilities. T.ocal interests have indicated will-
ingness and ability to comply with the requirements of local coopera-
tion.

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department, of the Interior: Favorable.
State of Wisconsin: Favorable,
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection.
00048—62——5
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MILWAUKEE HARBOR, WIS,
(H. Doc. 134, 87th Cong.)

Location—Milwaukee Harbor is located on the west shore of Lake
Michigan, 85 miles north of Chicago, I11.

Awuthority—Resolutions of the Senate and House Public Works
Committees, adopted May 18, 1956, and June 27, 1956, respectively.

Ewisting project—Provides for two breakwaters, 19,625 feet in
length, with an opening 500 feet wide; two piers at the Milwaukee
River mouth, 358 to 552 feet apart; an entrance channel 21 feet deep,
2,850 feet long, and 600 feet wide outside the piers; together with
various widths and depths.

Navigation problem.—Major problem is lack of adequate depth to
accommodate vessels which will utilize the connecting channels and
the St. Lawrence Seaway.

Leecommended plan of tmprovement.—Provides for (@) an approach
channel 30 feet deep and 800 feet wide, narrowing to 300 feet through
the breakwater opening; (0) a depth of 28 feet in the entrance channel
to the inner end of the piers, over existing project widths, but not
nearer than 50 feet from either pier; (¢) a depth of 28 feet in the outer
harbor south of the entrance channel to Iast Bay Street extended,
between limits 50 feet east of the pierhead line and 400 feet west of
the breakwater; (¢) and a depth of 27 feet in the Milwaukee River
to within 100 feet of the centerline of the bridge at mile 0.34, over
existing project-widths, and the Kinnickinnic River to widths 160 feet
of the centerline of the bridge at mile 1.0, not nearer than 75 feet from
adjacent docks.

L'stimated cost (price level of January 1960) —

Federal. o e $4, 029, 000
NON-FeA@T AL e e e e 627, 000
Ot e e 4, 656, 000

Project economics.—

Federal Non-Federal Total
Annual charges;

Interest and amortizatlon. ... oo iaaaaaaaen $150, 000 $24, 800 $174, 800
Malntenanco. Lo —————— 16,000 | eeeans 6, 000
10 Y 166, 000 24, 800 190, 800
Annual benefits: Transportation savings. ..o ooooamen oo oo eme i 1,130, 000

Benefit-cost ratio—>5.9.

Local cooperation—ILocal interests must agree to (e) hold and
save the United States free from damages due to the construction and
maintenance of the improvements; (b? accomplish all necessary al-
terations to existing structures and utility facilities; and (¢) when
and where necessary, provide and maintain depths and terminal fa-
cilities and in berthing areas commensurate with related project

depths, ILocal interests have indicated willingness and ability to pro-
vida local requirements.
Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—
Department of the Interior: Favorable.
State of Wisconsin : Favorable,

Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget—No objection.
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CALUMET HARBOR AND RIVER, ILL., AND IND.

(H. Doc, 581, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Calumet Harbor is at the south end of Lake Michigan,
on the State line between Illinois and Indiana.

Authority—Interim report is in partial response to similar resolu-
tions adopted by the P,uf)lic Works Committees of the U.S. Senate
and House of Representatives on May 18, 1956, and June 27, 1956,
respectively.

Laisting project—The existing Federal project for Calumet Har-
bor and River provides for an outer harbor protected by a breakwater
12,500 feet long; an approach channel 3,200 feet wide and 29 feet
deep; an outer harbor channel and anchorage 3.000 feet wide and 28
feet deep; o channel in the river 290 feet wide and 27 feet deep up to
the Elgim, Joliet, & Eastern Railway bridge, thence at least 200 feet
wide and 25 feet deep to 111th Street, 23 feet to 114th Street, 21 feet
to 122d Street, and 21.5 feet to and including turning basin No. §;
widening and straightening the river, except through the rock cut,
to within 20 feet of bulkhead lines; five turning basins along the
river; and closing the existing gap between the breakwaters. 'The
existing project for Lake Calumet provides for dredging to a depth
of 21 feet an aren 670 feet wide and 3,000 feet long at the south end
of the lake and an entrance channel 300 feet wide from Calumet River
at turning basin No. 5.

Navigation problem.—Existing project depths are not adequte to
allow vessels calling at points along the river and in Lake Calumet
to be loaded to the drafts permitted by the Great Lakes connecting
channels and the St. Lawrence Seaway. Widening in the rock sec-
tion of the river, enlargement of turning basins and extension of the
existing project are needed for safe navigation and development of
the harbor.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for: a depth of 27
feet in earth and 28 feet in rock over a minimum width of 200 feet
in Calumet River from the Klgin, Joliet & Eastern Railway bridge
to turning basin No. b; widening the channel throngh the rock section
of Calumet River, together with the presently authorized widening
and straightening of the river, all to a depth of 27 feet, in earth and
28 feet in rock; a depth of 27 feet over the authorized limits of turn-
ing Basin No. 1 on Calumet River; enlarging turning basin No. 5, and
deepening the enlarged basins to 27 feet ; elimination of turning basins
Nos. 2 and 4; a depth of 27 feet within authorized limits_to Lake
Calumet and its entrance channel ; and extending the existing) projcct
limits in Lake Calumet 8,000 feet northward at a width of 1,000 feet
and a depth of 27 feet. Further, that the uncompleted work author-
ized in 1935 for the related river section be combined with the addi-
tional work now recommended for that section (exclusive of turning
basins Nos. 2 and 4) and the whole be treated as a single further im-
provement, with estimated cost of $13,479,000 for construction, in-
cluding $2,015,000 for work previously authorized and $11,464,000
for additional work now recommended, and that this combination
supersede the authorization for construction of the pertinent uncom-
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pleted portion of the work authorized by the River and Harbor Act
of 1935.
listimated cost (price level) —

Federal oo $11, 464, 000
Non-Federal . e 12, 081, 000
1] 7 3 DO S 23, 545, 000
DProject economics.— '
Federal Non-Federal Total

Annual charges:

Interest and amortizatlon. ... ... ... .. ._....... $433, 000 $560, 000 $003, 000

Maintenance dredging. ... ... oo iaees 17,000 | 17,000

L0171 S 450, 000 560, 000 1, 010, 000
Annual benefits: Transportation savings. . ... ocooeomooamoc]ocma e ieeciee e ceiiaaaas 2,393

Benefit-cost ratio—2.4.

Local cooperation—Provide without cost to the United States all
lands, easements, and rights-of-way required for construction and
subsequent maintenance of the projects, including suitable areas re-
quired for initial disposal of spoil and necessary retaining dikes,
bulkheads, and embankments therefor or the cost of such retaining
works; hold and save the United States free from damages due to
the construction works and maintenance of the improvements; pro-
vide and maintain without cost to the United States depths in berth-
ing areas commensurate with depths provided in the related project
areas; accomplish without cost to the United States such alterations
as may be required in docks, bulkheads, submarine utility -facilities,
and other structures; provide such bridge protection as may be re-
quired; and provide adequate bulkheads where required in connection
with enlargement of the river channel and turning basins or, in lieu
of such bulkheads, furnish releases saving the United States harmless
against any claims for damages from erosion, bank losses, or other
consequences of the work; and provided further that work on any
separable feature may be undertaken independently of any other
whenever funds for that feature are available and the pertinent loeal
cooperation has been furnished.

Tomments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior: Favorable.
State of Ilinois: Favorable.
State of Indiana : Favorable.
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection.

OHICAGO YTARBOR, ILL.

(H. Doc, 485, 87th Cons )

Location.—Chicago Harbor is near the south end of Lake Michi-
gan, 14 miles northerly of the Illinois-Indiana State line, on the south-
western shore of the lake.

Authority—Similar resolutions adopted by the Public Works Com-
mittees of the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives on May 18,
1956, and June 27,1956, respectively.
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Laisting f)roy’eat.——'l‘he existing Federal project for Chicago Har-
bor generally provides for an inner breakwater, in two sections, in-
closing an inner basin of about 224 acres; an exterior breakwater in
three sections inclosing an outer basin of about 900 acres; maintenance
dredging to a depth of 21 feet of a portion of the inner basin and
also of the entrance to Chicago River to Rush Street over a varying
width ; and maintenance of a section of the north pier, The existing
deep draft Federal project for Chicago River generally provides for
maintenance dredging to 21 feet in the main river, the North Branch,
the North Branch Canal, and the North Branch turning basin, all to
within 20 feet of existing docks.

Navigation problem.—Existing project depths in the outer harbor
are not adequate to permit vessels in the oversea traffic to take full
advantage of the depth being provided in the connecting channels
and the St, Lawrence Seaway.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provide for a lake approach
channel 800 feet wide and 29 feet deep from the breakwater lakeward
for a distance of about 6,600 feet and a channel and maneuver area
inside the harbor entrance with a maximum width of 1,300 feet and

a depth of 28 feet.
I'stimate cost (price level of July 1961) —
Federal . $1, 505, 000
Non-Federnl . e None
Ot e e 1, 505, 000

Project economics.—

Federal Non-Federal Total

Annual charges:

Intovest and amortlzatton. ... . ... $57, 000 0 $57, 000
Malntenaneo. ..o en e cemaececeeeeo————— 11,000 $1, 000 12,000
TTOUAL . < oo e ee e e mmnean 68, 000 1,000 | - 09, 000
Annual benefits: ‘I'ransportation savings. .. ..o oo iimiioaloaceaaiaccan]vana cmeecanen 423,000

Benefit-cost ratio—6.1.

Local cooperation.—Iold and save the United States free from
damages that may result from construction and maintenance of the
i111‘)1‘0\'01ne11t; and maintain, without cost to the United States, depths
in berthing areas serving the public terminal commensurate with the
recommended project depths. ITocal interests have indicated a will-
mgness and ability to comply with the terms of local cooperation.

C'omments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior : Favorable.
State of Illinois: Favorable.
C'omments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No ohjection.
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NEW BUFFALO HARBOR, MICH.

(H. Doc. 481, 87th Cong.)

Location—~New Buffalo Harbor is at the mouth of Galien River
on the southeast shore of Lake Michigan, about 10 miles northeast of
Michigan City, Ind., and 45 miles east of Chicago, Il

Awuthority—Resolutions adopted by the Public Works Committee
of the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives on June 20, 1957,
and July 16, 1958, respectively.

Existing project—A Federal navigation project adopted in 1852
provided for a revetted entrance channel 12 feet deep and 200 feet
wide. Expenditures of $83,000 to 1885, when all work was discon-
tinued, resulted in a partially revetted channel 6 feet deep, 40 feet
wide, and 1,400 feet long, which constitutes substantially the present
channel. Since 1954, local interests have spent about g58,000 for a
timber jetty north of the entrance and channel improvements, and
about $270,000 for moorage facilities. They have under construction,
or are planning, additional facilities at an estimated cost of $144,000.
% If)fubhc ramp for boat launching is operated by the village of New

uffalo.

Navigation problem.—The entrance lacks protection against lake
storms and the channel is subject to shoaling from shifting sandbars
small-craft navigation hazardous. ILocal attempts at channel main-
tenance have been inadequate. Existing project provisions are not
suitable for present and future needs.

Recommended plan of improvement—Abandon the existing inac-
tiva project and construct new project providing for construction
of two hreakwaters, one extending lakeward for 1,400 feet from the
shore northeast of the Galien River mouth, and the other for 860 feet
from the shore on the southwest side; and dredging of a channel 10
feet deep, 80 to 180 feet wide, and about 850 feet long from the lake
to the river mouth, thence 8 foet deep and 80 feet wide for 1,250 feet
in the viver.

Estimated cost (price level of August 1961) —

Federal . e $667, 000
Non-Federal. . . e 615, 000
O] i e e e m e 1, 282, 000

Project economics.—

Federal Non-Federal Total
Annunl charges:
Interest and amortlzation.. .. ... . . ... .ol $25, 600 $28, 000 $53, 6500
Malntenanee. . .. ocoo e 25,000 | a.o 21,000
Maintenance, alds to navigation. ... ... . .. ... 500 |ociiiinaas 500
LA 11 A 47, 000 28, 000 75, 000
Annual benefits:
Damages prevented ... ... .. iiiiaeaos 32,400
Recreational boating... ...l ; 49, 200
Reduced loeal maintenance ... e A 16, 000
Increased commercial fisheateh..._ .ol 4,500
L A0 7 ) LRSI (RRPIPIIOIPPIPIPN SIS 102, 100
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Benefit-cost ratio—1.4.

Local cooperation.—Contribute, in cash, 48 percent of the first cost
of construction of the general navigation facilities due to recrea-
tional boating benefits, such contribution, presently estimated at $615,-
000, to be paid in a lump sum prior to initiation of construction, sub-
ject to final adjustment after actual costs have been determined;
provide, without cost to the United States, all lands, easements, and
rights-of-way required for construction and subsequent maintenance
of the project and for aids to navigation ‘upon the request of the
Chief of Engincers, including suitable areas determined by the Chief
of Engineers to be required in the general public interest for initial
and subsequent disposal of spoil in a stockpile for beach nourishment;
hold and save the United States free from damages due to the con-
struction works and maintenance of the improvements; provide and
maintain, without cost to the United States, necessary mooring facili-
ties and utilities, including a public landing with suitable supply fa-
cilities open to all on equal terms, and including dredging of berthin
areas to depths commensurate with the related project depths; an

reserve mooring facilities adequate for the accommodation of trans-
1ent craft. The net cost to the United States for the recommended
improvements is estimated at $667,000 for construction and $21,000
annually for maintenance. The Michigan State Waterways Com-
mission has expressed its support for the improvements and has of-
fered to provide any required local cooperation.

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.——

Department of the Interior: Favorable.
State of Michigan : Favorable.
Comments of the Buveau of the Budget—No objection.

CASEVILLE JIARBOR, MICIH.

(H. Doc. 64, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Caseville Harbor, about 40 miles northeasterly of Bay
City, Mich., is at the mouth of Pigeon River on the east shore of
Saginaw Bay, an arm of Lake Huron,

Awuthority.—Resolution of Public Works Committee, Iouse of Rep-
resentatives, adopted April 24, 1945.

Eaisting 7)7'oy'eat.———-’l‘f1ere is no existing Federal project at Caseville.

Navigation problem.—Navigation by light-draft vessels cruising in
the vicinity of the mouth of Pigeon River is adversely affected by
frequent, severe northerly and northeasterly storms sweeping across
long expanses of open water in Lake Huron. The presence of rocky
reefs extending from the shore and from adjacent islands in the area
constitutes an additional hazard to small craft cruising near shore an
greatly increases the sailing distance between sheltered areas.

Recommended plan of improvement—Provides for constructing a
breakwater, 1,300 feet long, extending northwesterly from the bay
shore at the north side of the mouth of Pigeon River; and dredging
an entrance channel, 10 feet deep and 500 feet wide from that deptﬁ
in Saginaw Bay, decreasing to 80 feet in width at the outer end of the
breakwater and extending riverward 100 feet at the same depth;
thence a channel 8 feet deep and 80 feet wide to the river mouth, de-
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creasing to 60 feet in width and extending upstream approximately
1,000 feet, with widening to 80 feet in the upper 300-foot reach to
serve as a turning basin, all at the same depth.

E'stimated cost (price level of August 1959) —

Federal. . oo e e $327, 000
Non-Federal. o e 327, 000
b4 A4 o ) 654, 000
Project economics—
Federal Non-Federal Total
Annual charges:
Interest and amortization....__.__.._..._. P $12, 000 $14, 000 $26, 000
Maintenance and operation. ... ... . __.___. 2,600 | ... 2,500
Maintensnce navigation alds. ... ... ... ... ... R0 O, 300
OtA) . e e 14, 800 14,000 28, 800
Annual benefits: o
Reereatfonal hoating... ..o i e e e e e 36, 70
Tarborofrefuge. - ... e 2,
O e o N . 38,700

Benefit-cost ratio—1.3.

Local cooperation—TLiocal interests must agree to: (@) contribute,
in cash, 50 })ercent; of the first cost of construction of the general
navigation facilities comprising the channel and breakwater, such
contribution presently estimated at $327,000, to be paid in a lump
sum prior to initiation of construction, subject to final adjustment
after actual costs have been determined; (&) provide, without cost
to the United States, all lands, easements, and rights-of-way neces-
sary for construction and maintenance of the project; (¢) hold and
save the United States free from damages due to the construction and
maintenance of the project; (¢) provide and maintain, without cost
to the United States, necessary mooring facilities, and utilities, in-
cluding a public landing with suitable supply facilities, open to all
on equal terms; the dredging of berthing areas to be commensurate
with the depth of the Federal channel improvements; (¢) establish
a properly constituted and competent public body empowered to co-
operate financially and to provide and operate essential local facilities;
and (f) reserve spaces within the anchorage and mooring facilities
adequate for the accommodation of transient craft; and provided fur-
ther that, if it is determined in detailed studies that spoil disposal
areas are needed, loeal interests agree to furnish, upon request of the
Chief of Iingineers, and without, cost to the United States, any such
areas required including such dikes, bulkheads, and embankments as
may be necessary, for the initial dredging and subsequent mainte-
nance. Local interests have indicated willingness to furnish local
cooperation,

Comments of State and Federal agencies.—

Department. of Interior: Favorable,
State of Michigan: Favorable.
C'omments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection.

HQ AR005625



Case 4:14-cv-00139-HLM Document 38-22 Filed 11/16/15 Page 38 of 165

RIVER AND HARBOR AND FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS 67

SAGINAW RIVER, MICH,

(H. Doc. 544, 87th Cong.)

Location.—In Michigan on the east shore. Saginaw River flows 22
miles northward to the head of Saginaw Bay, a southwestern arm of
Lake Huron.

_ Authority—Similar resolutions adopted by the Public Works Com-
mittees of the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives on May 18,
1956, and June 27, 1956, respectively.

Ewisting project—The Federal project provides for an entrance
channel 350 feet wide and 24 feet deep in the river to the Detroit &
Mackinac Railway bridge, thence 22 feet deep to Sixth Street, Sagi-
naw, and thence 16.5 feet deep to the head of the river at Green Point,
a total distance of 29 miles; and three turning basins: one 20 feet deep
at Iossexville, another 20 feet deep at Carrollton, and the third in
Saginaw 15 feet deep. Also provides for elimination from the proj-
ect. of the existing entrance channel in the bay upon completion of
the new channel.

Navigation problem.—Existing project dimensions are inadequate
to accommodate present and prospective bulk- and general-cargo ves-
sels serving the terminalsalong the river.

Recommended plan of improvement—Provide for a channel 27
feet deep and 350 feet wide from deep water in Saginaw Bay for a
distance of 14 miles to the angle in the channel near the river mouth;
thence a channel 26 feet deep and 200 feet wide for a distance of 0.4
of a mile to the river mouth; thence a channel 25 feet deep and 200
feet wide for 2.8 miles up the river to the Detroit & Mackinac Rail-
way bridge; a depth of 25 feet in the Essexville turning basin over
a width of 600 feet, including a triangular extension of 500 feet at
the downstream end; a turning basin 22 feet deep, 650 feet wide,
and 6.2 acres in area, at river mile 8.8 near the airport; a depth of
29 feet, over the present width of 200 feet for a distance of 2,800 feet
in the channel upstream from the Sixth Street. Bridge; and a turning
basin 20 feet deep, 650 feet wide, and 6.2 acres in area upstream of
the Sixth Street Bridge, at about mile 17.1. :

Estimated cost (price level of J anuary 1962) —

Poaderal e ettt e e oo $4, TR0, 000
Non-Federal . e 110, 000
Ot e e e 4, 890, 000
Project economics.—
Federal Non-Federal Total
Annusl charges:
Interest and amortization. ... ... ...l $179, 300 $5, 100 $184, 400
Maintenance dredging. ..o coooneoumm i aaaat 32,000 (... ... 32, 000
Maintenance alds to navigation....cooviemiaeaniciiili 3,000 .. ooaaaa.... 3, 000
MOt . o eere e iceieencceacecmcaceacamanna—e 214, 300 5, 100 219, 400
Annual benefits:
Transportatlon savings. .. ..o e eacemmc e mcimereme e e 275, 700
Vessel turning cost savings.. ... cceeaeenoan SRR FIIPIN SR, 19,100
4 X4] 7: Y SRR PSSRy R PR SRpR RS 204, 800
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Benefit-cost ratio—1.3. ‘

Local cooperation.—Provide without cost to the United States all
lands, easements, and rights-of-way required for initial dredging and
subsequent maintenance of the improvement and for aids to naviga-
tion, including suitable areas for initial and subsequent disposal of
spoil and necessary retaining dikes, bulkheads, and embankments
therefor or the costs of such retaining works; hold and save the United
States free from damages due to the construction works and main-
tenance of the improvements; provide and maintain without cost to
the United States depths in berthing areas and dock approaches com-
mensurate with the ({epths provide({;in the related project areas; and
accomplish and maintain without cost to the United States such altera-
tions as may be required by the Chief of Engineers in submarine
utility facilities, Iocal interests have indicated they are willing
and able to comply with the items of local cooperation.

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior: Favorable.
State of Michigan! Favorable,
Conumnents of the Burcaw of the Budget.—No objection.

ROUGE RIVER, MICII.
(11.Doc. 509, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Rouge River is located in southeastern Michigan and it
%Zinls the Detroit River between the cities of Detroit and River Rouge,

cn,

Authority.~-Partial response to similar resolutions adopted by the
Public Works Committees of the U.S. Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives on May 18, 1956 and June 27, 1956, respectively. It is
also in partial response to resolution of the Committes on Public
Works, {—iIouse of Representatives adopted on July 21, 1950. :

Kwisting project.—Provides for a main channel 3 miles in length
from the Detroit, River through the short-cut canal to the turning
basin just above Dix Avenue Bridge all 21 feet deep; and an older
side channel from the Detroit River 114 miles in length joining the
main channel immediately upstreanm of the Detroit, Toledo & Ironton
Railroad bridge of varying depthe from 17 to 25 feet.

Nawigation problem.—Present channel depths are inadequats to per-
mit, efficient use of modern vessels,

Recommended plan of improvement,—Provides for deepening to
25 feet and widening to suitable widths the main channel of the Rouge
River from the Detroit River to just below the Jefferson BStreet Bridge;
a turning basin at the junction of the old channel and the main channel
25 feet deep; and maintenance of those portions of the existing proj-
ect outside the 26-foot. channel limits,
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E'stimated cost (price level of April 1962) . —

Federal - —— - $257, 000
Non-Federal.... e ——————————————— 1, 240, 000
Total.- - _— e e 2 e e e e n 1, 497, 000

Project economics.—

Federal Non-Federal Total

Annual charges;
Interest and amortization. . ..o ceeaacaans $9, 000 $67, 700 $67, 800
6, 000 6, 000

Increased maintonanCe. ... ccoecceiacercacc e cnaneaanas o 10, 000
MOtAL . e cecacceamcceccuesasiaccaancesnananan 14, 600 62, 700 77,600
Annual benefits: Transportation savings_............ ORI RN (- 167, 300

Benefit-cost ratio—2.0. .

Local cooperation—Provide without cost to the United States all
lands, easements, and rights-of-way required for construction of the
improvements upon the request of the Chief of Engineers, including

suitable areas determined by the Chief of Engineers to be required in _.

the general public interest for initial disposal of spoil, and also neces-
sary dikes, bulkheads, and embankments therefor or the costs of such
retaining works; hold and save the United States free from damages
due to the construction works and maintenance of the improvements;
provide and maintain at local expense adequate terminal and transfer
facilities open to all on equal terms, to accommodate the commerce to
be served by the improved channel; provide and maintain without
cost to the United States depths in berthing areas commensurate with
the depths provided in the related project areas; accomplish and
maintain without cost to the United States such alterations as may be
required in docks, bulkheads, and other structures, and take such
measures as may be necessary to assure stability of banks adjacent to
the project channel; and provide without cost to the United States
such bridge protection as may be required.
Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—
Department of the Interior: Favorable.
State of Michigan : Favorable.
Comrments of the Bureau of the Budget—No objection,

‘TIURON HARBOR, OHIO

(H. Doe. 165, 87th Cong.)

Loocation—Huron Harbor, Ohio, is at the mouth of the Huron
River on the south shore of Lake Erie, about 47 miles west. of Cleve-
land, Ohio. ‘

Awuthority—Interim report in partial response to resolutions of the
Committees on Public Works of the U.S. Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives, adopted May 18, 1956, and June 27, 1956, respectively.

Ewisting projeot~-The existing Federal project provides for a
channel from deep water in Lake Erie to the river entrance 25 feet
deep in soft material and 26 feet deep in hard material; a pier on the
west side of the channel and a breakwater on the east side of the
channel 3,170 feet and 1,450 feet long, respectively; and enlargement
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but not maintenance of a turning basin 19 feet deep adjacent to slip
No. 2. Local interests have dredged and maintained the river channel
-and turning basin above the limits of Federal maintenance. -

Navigation problem.-~The present controling depths in Huron
Harbor are insufficient to accommodate modern vessels loaded with
iron ore, grain, and coal, and desivous of using depths available in the
-connecting channnels and the St. Lawrence Seaway. The turning
basin at the upstream end of deep-draft navigation is too small for
safe use by vessels larger than class 5, Storms from the northeasterly
direction create turbulence in the harbor which hampers loading
operations in the coal slip. These storms also interfere with vessels
entering and leaving the harbor. The entrance channel is narrow and
exposed and the stopping or checking distance is insufficient for the
larger vessels entering the confined river channel.

Recommended plan of improvement——Provides for an approach
channel 400 feet at the outer end and 300 feet at the inner end and 29
feet deep extending from the lake to a point opposite the outer end
of the east breakwater; an entrance channel 28 feet deep in soft ma-
terinl and 29 feet in hard, 300 feet. wide at the outer end and 150 feet.
at the inner end, extending from the outer end of the east breakwater
to slip No. 1 of the New York, Chicago & St. L.ouis Railroad Co.; a
river channel 27 feet deep in soft and 28 feet in hard material, 120
feet wide at the outer end and 350 feet at the inner end extendin
from slip No. 1 to the turning basin ; a turning basin 750 feet wide an
22 feet deep in hard and 21 feet in soft material; a detached break-
water 1,675 feet long approximately 2,000 feet lakeward of the outer
end of the west pier; and abandonment of the lakeward end of the
existing approach channel not included in the plan.

Estimated cost (price level of August 1969) . —

Federal . o e e e e et e e e e e $8, 557, 000
Non-Federnl e 1, 080, 000
b 10 7 | ORI 9, 637, 000
Project economics.—
Federal | Non-Federal Total

Annual charges:
Interest und amortization. ... . ..o ool 4319, 500 $53, 600 $378, 100
Malntonanco and operaton......o.... ... ..ol 59, 600 113, 000 46, 500
Malntenance, navigatfonafds.. ... .. ..l 2,200 |..oooiiaaas 2,200
OUAL. .« oot ecceeecccaeaaaa 381, 200 40, 600 421, 800

Annual bonefits:
Transportatlon savings. . ... 443, 000
Elfminationof delays. ... ... .. ...l g R 68,000
X171 PSPPSRI SRR NP 448, 000

! Includes reduction of $18,000 in non-Federal maintenance in the river channel and turning basin and
an increase of $5,000 non-Federal maintenance for slips Nos, 1 and 2,

Benefit-oost ratio—1.1, -

b 2P SO 3 S ) b YOURNILIS, DI IR IR B U R (U da SURLY IR [« VISR IR | |

L.O0atb C(IOPGT(UI'I/U’N."—'} roviae wilioun COst L0 e uviiitea ‘..DDHLBB all
lands, ensements, and rights-of-way necessary for construction of the
project ; hold and save the United States free from damages-due to the
construction and maintenance of the improvements; when and where

necessary, dredge the areas between the Federal improvement and
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terminal facilities to adequate depths; and, regulate mooring to any
dock, bulkhead, or other structure on the west side of the river, to
revent, interference with the turning and passage of vessels. Local
interests have indicated willingness and a{)ility to provide require-
ments,
Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—
Department of the Interior: Favorable.
State of Ohio: Favorable.
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection.

CLEVELAND HARBOR, OHIO
(H. Doec. 527, 87th Cong.)

Location.—South shore of Lake Trie at mouth of Cuyahoga River.,

Authority~—This interim report is in partial response to similar
resolutions adopted by the Public Works Committees of the U.S.
Senate and House of Representatives on May 18, 1956, and June 27,
1956, respectively.

Ewzisting project.—The existing Federal project provides for an
outer harbor, 5 miles long, 1,600 to 2,400 feet wide, protected by brenk-
waters; a main entrance 700 feet wide; two parallel piers 325 feet
apart at the mouth of Cuyahoga River; a depth of 29 feet through the
lake approach channel, depths of 19 to 28 feet in the outer harbor,
and a depth of 27 feet up the river to the site of the former New York
Central swing bridge, thence 23 feet to mile 5.8 in Cuyvahoga River,
with a turning basin 18 feet deep at mile 4.8; depths of 27 and 21 feet
in Old River; and Federal participation in the cost of replacing seven
railroad bridges over the Cuyanhoga River, and one railroad bricfge and
one highway bridge over Old River.

Navigation problem.—Existing project depths are not adequate to
permit vessels in the oversea general cargo and newsprint commerce
calling at terminals in the easfﬁmsin of the outer harbor section to load
to the maximum safe drafts permitted by the (ireat Lakes connecting
channels and St. Lawrence Seaway projects. _

Recomvmended plan of improvement.—DProvide for plan A, a depth
of 27 feet in an area extending easterly about 3,800 feet from the
existing 28-foot project area and southerly from the existing main-
tenance line on the north to a limit 75 feet north of the harbor line on
the south, easterly of a line 800 feet east.of the west end of the east
breakwater, and 28 feet westerly of the line; and provide for plan E,
a depth of 25 feet in a dock approach channel to the Nicholson Cleve-
land Terminal Co. pier, from the 25-foot depth contour to & limit
75 feet north of the ierhead line, 400 feet wide at the shoreward end
and flared toward the lake, It is further recornmended that: when
the necessary conditions of local cooperation for either plan A or
plan B have been fulfilled, construction may be initiated on that plan,
irrespective of the status of local cooperation for the other plan; the
uncompleted 26-foot channel through the east basin, authorized by the

River and Harbor Act of July 8, 1958, be combined with the additional
work recommended herein for plan A and treatecl as a single item of
work:. and the authority for dredging to 19 fest with provisional

dredging to 23 feet in the remaining portion of the east basin and for
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dredging the uncompleted portion of the channel in Cuyahoga River
at the upstream limit of the Federal project be eliminated from the
project.

E'stimated cost (price level, November 1961) —

Plan A Plan B Total
Federnl. . ccameiceteccmmacecameeea—————— $828, 000 $60, 000 $888, 000
NOD-Federal oo ceeeeemcerceseameanccunamecennnen——- 100,070 82,000 | -- 182,000
B 3037 U U 928, 000 142,000 1,070, 000
Project economics.-—
Plan A Plan B
Federal Non- Total Federal Non- Total
Federal Federal
Annual charges: i
Interest and amortivation.....oo...... $31,700 $4,300 | $26,000 | — $2,400 $3, 800 $6, 200
Malintenance dredging. o coceaeaeaae.. 15, 000 2,000 17,000 5,000 2, 500 7, 600
Alds to navigation. ... memeaeemeeeee e ee 300 [--ccaaanan 300
Total. . e cnoccacccecnaas 48,700 6,300 63,000 7,700 6, 300 14,000
Annual henofits:
Transportation savings:
General CAFZO.coucicrccrracecncacafonceceneen 252,000 {onmemecceefeccaccccaafececcnacacfeaacacnnan
Newsprint. oo ececnec]eccecccceclecencceceaencrare e {em e 236,000 {. .. ccan--
Benefit-cost ratlo. oo .coeucuimcreccmceeacc)eceananns 4.8 o] eceeeeeae 16.9 fcecaaaenn

Local cooperation—Hold and save the United States free from
damages due to the construction and maintenance of the improvement;
when and where necessary dredge the areas between the channel limits
and terminal facilities commensurate with the adjacent Federal proj-
ect depth; provide the necessary terminal facilities to accommodate
prospective commerce considered in the report of the district engi-
neer; and control operations of the Burke Lakefront Airport to per-
mit free and unrestricted navigation use of the west side of Lederer
Terminal and terminals westerly therefrom and of the Nicholson
Cleveland Terminal. The city of Cleveland and transportation inter-
ests directly concerned have indicated their willingness and ability to
meet requirements of local cooperation,

Comments of State and Federal agenoies.—

Department of Interior : Favorable,
State of Ohio: Favorable.
Oomments of Bureau of the Budget.—No objection.

GREAT LAKES IHARBORS—INTERIM REPORT ON CONNEAUT HARBOR, OHIO
(H. Doc, 415, 87th Cong.)

Location.—At the mouth of Conneaut River on the south shore of
Lake Erie, about 73 miles northeast of Cleveland, Ohio.

Authority.—In partial response to similar resolutions adopted by
the Public Works Committees of the U.S. Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives on May 18, 1056, and June 27, 1956, regpectively. It.is
-also in full response to a House committee resqfutlon_adopted April
13, 1948, and in partial response to a House committee resolution
adopted June 3, 1959.
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Ewxisting project.—Provides in general for two breakwaters totaling
9,640 feet in length, with an entrance channel 600 feet wide, and a
ga(f in the west breakwater 100 feet wide; an east pier 1,008 feet long;
- depth of 25 feet in soft and 26 feet in hard material in the eastern
part of the outer harbor; and a depth of 20 feet over the triangular
western part. . - -

Navigation problem.—The existing channel dimension will not ac-
commodate existing and prospective Great Lakes bulk vessels; there
is a need to eliminate dangerous crosscurrents in the outer harbor; and
the;‘e is a need for an outer harbor channel for commercial fishing
craft.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides in general for
depths of 28 to 29 feet in the eastern part of the outer har%)or; depths
of 22 to 23 feet in the western part of the outer harbor; depths of 27
to 28 feet for a distance of 2,450 feet in the Conneaut River with width
varying from 300 to 180 feet; removal of the east pier and modifica-
tions of the southern outer harbor limits; extension of the east break-
water; an access channel 8 feet deep, 200 to 250 feet wide from the
outer harbor to the city dock; that the uncompleted part of the au-
thorized work be combined with work recommended and be treated as
a single improvement; and provides further that the work may be
accomplished on the main harbor or the city dock channel inde-
pendently of the other.

E'stimated cost (pricelevel,January 1961) —

RIVER AND HARBOR AND FLOOD OONTROL PROJECTS

Main harbor | Channel to Total
city dock
Federal. .o oo cnciaicaiermrencnceccancc e rcana e e $6, 060, 000 $119, 000 $6, 179, 000
Non-Federal. o oennccnccernnccceumcenmencecancnenaroonmnmnn 180, 000 , 200 185, 200
TOtAL. oo ccccecciacacavanancsscacacaccnamacaanacnn 6, 240, 000 124, 200 6, 364, 200
Project economics.—
Main harbor
~| Federal Non-Federal Total
Annual charges;
Interest and amortization.... o ciemocooammiiaccamanaaaan $231, 300 $8, 400 $230, 700
Maintenance and operation. ... e cmeecacomecccaeamaaas 52,000 ~12, 400 39, 600
Total. o cecameccanar et namvanccccaa e caaeeacann 283, 300 ~4, 000 279, 300
Channel to city dock
Intorest and amortization...ooo oo aeiooom e $4, 400 $300 $4,700
 Maintonance and 0peration. ... ee e occeieeaeaeaaes 10, 200 500 10, 700
Total. o ecciccimccmcciaicnecamneneeamam v mm e ——an———— 14, 600 800 15, 400
Main harbor | Channel to
city dock
Annual bonefits: ‘
Delays and damages provented.....ecveeeanionccnaccanacmcanncaaccnnns $54,000 Jooeooocuannnea
Savings In transportation. .. .o eoce e iiacnccacicccnccacanecamancnae 1,313,000 [cn-veuecnamean
Commercial A8MINgG ... .o ac e cieicmccccccaccencaccace]emccnemanaaann $40, 400
TOtBl e ce e rceccccccmmcmancceccaccsseseeceaneacnesmansanen 1,367,000 40, 400
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Benefit-cost ratio—Main harbor, 4.9; channel to city dock, 2.6.

Local cooperation—Provide all lands, easements, and rights-of-
way; hold and save the United States free from damages; provide
and maintain depths in berthing areas commensurate with related

roject areas; and accomplish alterations as required. Local interests
ane indicated willingness and ability to meet the requirements.

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—
Department of the Interior : Favorable.
State of Ohio: Favorable.

C'omanents of the Bureaw of the Budget—No objection.

ERIE IIARBOR, PA.

(I1, Doec. 340, 87th Coug.)

Location~-I5rie Tarbor, Pa., is located on the south shore of Lake
Erie about 78 miles southwest of Buffalo, N.Y., and is in a landlocked
bay formed by Presque Isle Peninsula and the mainland.

Authority~—Similar resolutions adopted by the Public Works Com-
mittees of the 1.5, Senate and IHouse of Representatives on May 18,
1956, and June 27, 1056, respectively. :

I'wisting project—'Yhe existing Iederal project provides for piers
and o breakwater at the harbor entrance; an entrance channel 29 feet
deep; a basin and channel 28 to 29 feet deep extending within 50 feet
of the harbor line opposite the iron ore dock; two basins, one 21 feet
deep and the other 18 fect deep ; and an inner channel and basin 23 feet
deep.  Local interests constructed part of an original breakwater and
have provided terminal facilities, access channels, and slips for deep-
draft vesscels, _

Navigation problem.—Ilarbor depths are inadequate for traffic now
using the St. Lawrence Seawany and Great Lakes connecting channels.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for a depth of 27
feet. in soft material and 28 feet in hard material in the area in front
of the Duquesne Marine Terminal; and further provides that the un-
completed part of the work authorized in 1935 be combined with the
additional work recommended herein and the whole be treated as a
single work item, with estimated cost of $699,000 for construction,
including $28,000 for work previously authorized, and that this combi-
nation supersede the authorization for the uncompleted portion of the
work authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1935.

L'stimated cost (October 1960 price level) —

Federal oo e $671, 000
Non-Federal e ———
MOt e e e ————— 6871, 000

Project economics.—

Federal Non-Federal Total

Annunl charges:
Interest and amortizatlon. ... ocvveeeriiccaeeccrnaereanas $20,000 |..eenrenernnna $26, 000

............................
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Benefit-cost ratio—2.2, ,
Looal cooperation—~—Hold and save the United States free from

damages due to the construction and maintenance of the improve-

ment; and maintain depths in the berths adjacent to the Duquesne
Marine Terminal and in the connecting waters, thence to the Federal
project, comparable to those in the related Federal project area. ILocal
interests have indicated willingness and ability to furnish require-
ments.
Comiments of the State and Federal agencies.—
Department of the Interior: Favorable.
State of Pennsylvania: Favorable.
Comanents of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection.

BUFFALO ITARBOR, N.Y,
(H. Doc. 451, 87th Cong.)

Location.—DBuffalo Harbor is located at the eastern end of Lake
Trie.

Authority.—Senate and House Public Works Committee resolutions
adopted May 18, 1956, and June 27, 1956, respectively.

Lwisting project.—Provides in general for an outer harbor, pro-
tected by breakwaters, with depths ranging from 23 to 28 feet with
two entrance channels and an inner harbor consisting of Buffalo River
and Buffalo ship canal with depths of 22 to 28 feet.

Navigation problem.—The existing project. depths are not commen-
surate with depths being provided in the Great Lakes connecting chan-
nels and St. Lawrence Seaway. ]

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides in general for deep-
ening the outer harbor to 27 feet over a 500-foot width for a distance
of 2,500 feet northward from the 28-foot project area with varying
widths for a distance of 1,700 feet and continuing for 7,000 feet ; elim-
nate from the existing project the strip 25 feet wide between the
presently authorized and the recommended easterly dredged limits;
elimination of the easterly 50 feet of existing project extending from
the proposed 27-foot depbﬁ areq to the Buffalo River entrance channel
and that the uncompleted authorized work (estimated Federal cost,
$318,500) be combined with the recommended work (estimated Fed-
eral cost, $2,796,500) at a total estimated cost of $3,110,000.

Estimated cost (price level of July 1961) —-

FOACTAL - oo o e e e e e e $2, 796, 500
Non-Federal . 000

Project economios.—

Federal Non-Federal Total

Annual charges;
Interest and amortization. ..o oo $102, 100 $10, 000 $113, 000
Maintenance and operation_ ... .ccememrocaaaan.. 18, 100 1, 600 19, 600
Tolal. . crccccacecncacnnnncnacccannnecerenccnamaanas 120, 200 12, 400 132, 600
Annual benefits: Transportation savings. . ...oceonmeooioiifoomine o e 211, 100

00048--62——4

HQ AR005634



Case 4:14-cv-00139-HLM Document 38-22 Filed 11/16/15 Page 47 of 165

76 RIVER AND HARBOR AND FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.6,

Local oooperation—Provide without cost to the United States
suitable areas for initial disposal of spoil, and necessary retaining
~ dikes, bulkheads, and embankments therefor or the cost of such re-
taining works; hold and save the United States free from damages
due to the construction works and maintenance of the improvement;
and, provide and maintain without cost to the United States depths in
berthing areas commensurate with the depth provided in the related
project area.

Comments of the State and I'ederal agencies.—

Department of the Interior: Favorable.
State of New York: Favorable.
Comments of the Burcaw of the Budget—No objection.

GREAT S0DUS BAY IIARBOR, N.Y.

(H. Doc. 138, 87th Cong.)

Location—Great Sodus Bay Harbor is in Great Sodus Bay on the
south short of Lake Ontario, about 31 miles east of Rochester, N.Y.,
and 29 miles west of Oswego, N.Y.

Authority—Resolutions of the Committees on Public Works of the
U.S. Senate and House of Representatives adopted May 18, 1956, and
June 27, 1956, respectively.

Ewisting project.—The existing Federal project, completed in 1940,
provides for a channel 22 feet deep and 300 feet wide from the lake to
the outer pierheads, thence 20 feet deep and 200 to 300 feet wide to
deep water in the bay. The project includes two parallel entrance

iers 460 feet apart, and two breakwaters inshore of the piers. The

iver and Harbor Act approved August 30, 1935, required the Penn-
sylvania Railroad Co. to dredge and maintain a channel 20 feet deep
and of suitable width from deep water in the bay to its coal shipping
dock, with a turning basin at the dock, The company presently main-
tains a channel 21 feet deep, 150 feet wide, and about one-half mile
long, with a turning basin about 700 feet wide.

Navigation. prob§
Sodus Bay Harbor is lack of adequate depth to permit use of maxi-
mum draft by the large bulk cargo vessels engaged in carrying coal.

Recommended plan of improvement—Provides for modification of
‘the existing project for Great Sodus Bay Harbor, N.Y., to provide
for a depth of 25 feet over a width of 300 feet in the approach chiannel
from the lake to the piers; a depth of 24 feet over a width of 200 feet
between piers; thence over a width of 450 feet to deep water bayward
of the piers; and a channel 22 feet deep and 200 feet wide from deep
water in the bay to the turning basin at the coal dock.

'em.—The principal navif;ntion problem at Great’
1
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Estimated cost (July 1969 price level) —

Federal e e $765, 000
Non-Federal (oo e . e m e ——— 814, 000
Total.. o e et e e 1, 079, 000

Projeot economics.~—

Federal Non-Federal Total

Annual charges:
Interest and amortization. .o oo e oa e $29, 500 $14, 700 $44, 200
Increased Malntenan0d. .. ceceoaccurcconcacacncamacacanann 16, 300 0 16,
b\ 45, 800 14,700 60,
Annual benefits: Transportation 8avings. ... cceerccocacei]emnceccuareon)emcmanaceacean 198, 000

Benefit-cost ratio.—3.2.

Local cooperation.-—Provided that prior to construction, local in-
terests agree to (a) hold and save the United States free from dam-
ages due to the construction and maintenance of the improvements;
(g ) provide and maintain a turning basin at thhe coal dock, 22 feet

eep and generally 800 feet wide; g ¢) provide and maintain a depth
of 22 feet over a width of 75 feet in the berthing areas at the coal
dock; and (d) provide adequate coal handling facilities as needed to
serve the prospective coal commerce. Local interests have indicated
willingness and abilikféy to provide requirements.

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

State of New York: Favorable.
Department of Interior: Favorable.
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget—No objection.

OSWEGO HARBOR, N.Y.

(H. Doc. 471, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Oswego Harbor, N.Y., is near the easterly end of the
south shore of Lake Ontario at the mouth of Oswego River,

Awuthority.—Similar resolutions adopted by the Public Works Com-
mittees of the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives on May 18,
1956 and June 27, 1956, respectively.

Ewisting projeot.—The existing Federal project for Oswego Harbor
generally provides for an outer harbor formed by a system of break-
waters comprising an outer west breakwater connecte?’with the shore,
a west arrowhead breakwater, an east arrowhead breakwater, and an
outer east breakwater connected with the shore; a depth of 21 feet in
soft material and 22 feet in hard material in the outer harbor between
the arrowhead breakwaters, in the west outer harbor, and between the
harbor lines in the Oswego River north of the north line of Seneca
Street; a channel 250 feet wide in the east outer harbor and an irregu-
larly sﬁmped basin at the easterly end, with depths of 18 feet in soft
material and 19 feet in hard material; maintenance of 145 feet of the
west, inner breakwater; and a detached breakwater 850 feet long at
the harbor entrance and the removal of shoals to a depth of 25 feet
below low-water datum in the approach to the entrance. Two project
features have been designated as inactive—the east outer harbor and
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the triangular section along the harbor line east of the Oswego River.

Nawvigation problem.—Existing project depths are inadequate to
nccommodatoe vessels capable of utilizing the depths in the Great
Lakes conneeting channels and the St. Lawrence Seaway.

- Recommended plan of improvement.—Provide for a depth of 27
feet. in the lnke approach channel from deep water in Lake Ontario to
the entrance gap in the existing arrowhead breakwaters; a depth of
25 feet in a channel generally 800 feet. wide through the outer harbor
from the entrance gap terminating in a turning basin abont 750 feet:

by 1,100 feet. in size at the mouth of Oswego River with a depth of

25 feet: n depth of 24 feet in earth and 25 feet in hard material in a
channel in Oswego River from the turning basin to the upstream end
of the Port. of Oswego Authority’s east side terminal, a distance of
about. 1,600 feet, the limits of the channel to be parallel to and 50 feet
channelward of the established U.S, harbor lines; relocation of the
Federal project limits in Oswe{;{o River between the upstream end of
the Port of Oswego Authority’s east side terminal and the upstream:

limit of the Federal project, at the north line of West Seneca Street,.

on lines parallel to and 50 feet channelward of the established U.S.
harbor hines; elimination from the Federal project of maintenance
of the west inner breakwater; and elimination from the Federal proj-
ect of the modifieation authorized by the River and Harbor Act of
Juno 30, 1948, consisting of the construction of an outer east break-
water 4,900 feet. long, removal of about 1,020 feet of the shoreward
end of the existing east breakwater, provision of a channel generally
250 feet wido with an irregularly s]m{)ed basin at its easterly end with
depths of 18 feet. in soft material and 19 feet in hard material.

Istimated cost ( price level of November 19€_ ) —Tederal, $1,180,000,
P’roject economics.—

Annunl charges: Federal
Interest and Amortization. ... $44, 200
Maintenance Dredging . e 4, 000
Maintenance of navigation alds. oL 500

B Oba] e 48, 700

Annual benefits: Transportation savings_ L. 99, 800

Benefit-oost ratio—2.0,

Local cooperation—DProvide the necessary terminal and cargo
handling facilities to accommodate vessels engaged in traflic in alumi-
num and general cargo: when and where necessary, dredge and main-
tain the areas between the Federal improvement and terminal facilities
to ndequate depths; and hold ‘and save the United States free from
claims for damages due to the construction and maintenance of the
improvement. The Port of Oswego Authority has indicated its will-
ingness to comply with the items of Jocal cooperation.

- Comments of States and Federal agencies.—
Department of the Interior: Favorable.
State of New York: Favorable,
Comments of the Burean of the Budget—No objection,
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DANA POINT HARBOR, OALIF.
(H. Doc. 632, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Dana Point, Calif., is on the coast in southern Orange
County. It is about 40 miles southeast of T.os Angeles-Long Beach
Harbor and about 60 miles northwest of San Diego Harbor. The site
of the considered harbor is in a sheltered cove in the lee of Dana Point,
a precipitous promontory about 220 feet high.

Authority —Public Law 14, 79th Congress, approved March 2, 1945,

Enisting project.—There is no existing Federal project at Dana
Point. Since 1956, local interests have provided a paved access road,
about. two acres of filled land protected from wave action by stone
revetment, a 300-foot long concrete pile-trestle pier, and public facili-
ties, at an estimated cost of $350,000.

Navigation problem.—Local interests state that small craft harbor
is needed in the area, not only for pleasure boating but also as a refuge
for small craft during bad weather. ‘

Recommended plan of improvement.—An entrance channel 500 feet
wide, 2,000 feet long, and 20 to 15 feet deep; a main channel 400 feet
wide, 3,250 feet long, and 15 to 10 feet deep; an east channel 250 feet
wide, about. 700 feet long, and 10 feet deep; an anchorage area 350 feet
wide, about 600 feet long and 10 feet deep; a turning basin 450 feet
wide, 500 feet. long, and 10 feet deep; a west breakwater 5,400 feet long ;
and an east breakwater 2,340 feet long.

Estimated cost (1961 price level) .—

QO oo oo e e e e et e e 183, 730, 000
Non-Federal . . e e 3, 730, 000
4 N1 €1 ) U, 7, 460, 000

1 Excludes $30,000 for preauthorization studtes and $24,000 for alds to navigation,
2 Carh contribution.

Project economios.—

Fedoral Non-Federsl Total
Annual charges:
Interest and amortization. ... ..o iiaeas $138, 000 $174, 000 $312, 000
Maintenance and operation.. . oo eaaaans ,000 Jocunmmaracanas 60, 000
7 USRS 198, 000 174, 000 372, 000
Annual benefits:
Recreational boatdng. .o oo eanccia]ememccecamae | mec e 858, 000
Sport AShing.. .. .o 4,000
B A S SO RUR DSTIN RSP, 8680, 000

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.3.

Local cooperation.—Contribute in cash 50 percent of the first cost
of construction of the general navigation facilities; provide all lands,
easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construction and subse-
quent maintenance of the project and of aids to navigation; hold and
save the United States free from damages; provide and maintain ade-
quate service frontage and-public landing with suitable supply facil-
ities, necessary mooring facilities and utilities, and access roads, park-
ing areas, and other necessary public-use shore facilities; the first
phase of development to be completed within 5 years, and full develop-
ment. within 15 years, after completion of the general navigation facil-
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ities; operate a general anchorage area and/or mooring facilities hav-
ing reserved spaces adequate for accommodation of transient boat
traflic and for refuge; secure and hold in the public interest all lands
bordering the development to a width suflicient for proper functionin
of the harbor. Orange County Board of Supervisors has indicateﬁ
willingness to provide the necessary local cooperation,
Comments of State and Federal Agencies:
Department of the Interior: Favorable.
State of California: Favorable.
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget: No objections.

SANTA BARBARA IIARBOR, CALIF.
(H. Doc. 518, 87th Cong.)

Looation—The harbor is on the coast of southern California about
90 miles northwest of Los Angeles.

Authority—Resolution by IHouse Committee on Rivers and Harbors
and House Public Works Committes adopted March 19, 1946, and
June 11, 1952, respectively.

Ewisting project~—Federal participation in existing project con-
sists of $30,000 annual contribution toward operation of sand-inter-
cepting plant. Local interests maintain an existing harbor compris-
ing about 84 acres to depths varying from zero to 21 feet, and a 1,500
foot long entrance channel to at least 15 feet deep.

Navigation problem.—Present harbor inadequate and unsafe for
operation of increasing number of boats,

Recommended plan of improvement.—Construction of 4,600 feet of
additional breakwaier; a 1,200 feet by 400 feet wide entrance channel,—_
20 feet deep; a turning basin 1,000 feet by 500 feet, 20 feet deep; three

channels totaling 2,600 feet in-length and 15 feet deep; and an an-
chorage area,
[ y .
I'stimated cost (July 1961 price level) —
Oy LY ) U 183, 000, 000
Non-Federal e 2, 900, 000
L4 Y % 11 OO U 5, 900, 000
! Exeludes $88,700 for preauthorization studies, and $37,000 for alds to navigation.
£ Includes $2,800,000 cash contribution,
~Project economics.—
Federal Non-cherul Total
T Annual chargos:
Interest und amortization. oo $111,000 $135, 000 $246, 000
Malintenance and oporation. ... .o iiiiiieiaaaa. 189,000 | oo 89, 000
Navigation alds..c e e LOOO |oeeiice ot 1,000
B | NP 201,000 135,000 336, 000
Annual benefits;
D a0 (T2 T I DU F RN 838, 300
Commercinl fAshing. oo e eeees 10,000
Eliminuation of boat ABMAEe...em e me oo oo omvmem ool oo oot 5, 200
TORAl. e ceeaiieerieciccnncccseemonacecansnacmamnnes|oucancrcacanan]accancnanaanan 863, 500

1 In addition to $30,000 under existing project,
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Be'n,git-oost ratio.—2.6.
Local cooperation.—(a) Contribute in cash 49 percent of the first
“cost of the general navigation facilities, such contribution, presently
estimated at $2,890,000, to be paid in a lump sum prior to initiation
of construction; (3) provide without cost to the United States all
lands, easements, and rights-of-way ; including suitable areas for ini-
tial and subsequent disposal of spoil and necessary retaining dikes,
bulkheads, and embankments therefor or the cost of such retaining
works; (¢) repair and seal the existing west breakwater in accord-
ance with plans approved by the district engineer, and subsequent
thereto transfer ownership of the breakwater to the United States;
(d) remove a portion of the Stearns wharf and make such other al-
terations or relocations as may be required for the navigation im-
provements; (¢) hold and save the United States free from dam-
ages; (f) provide and maintain without cost to the United States
necessary mooring facilities and utilities including a public landing
with suitable supply facilities open to all on equal terms in accord-
ance with plans approved by the Chief of Engineers, the first phase
of development to %e com ﬂated within 5 years after completion of
the general navigation facilities and full development to be completed
within 15 years; (¢g) provide or arrange for suitable marine repair
facilities; (A) secure and hold in the public interest all lands bor-
dering the development to a width suflicient for proper functioning
at the harbor; (2) construct at their own expense the sand fillet east
of the harbor concurrently with construction of the east breakwater
to assure continued replenishment, of beach sands to the downdrift
beaclies; and (j) bear any additional costs for replenishment of beach
sand east of t{m harbor over the cost of maintenance dredging re-
quired for the general navigation features. Local interests have
indicated willingness to furnish requirements of local cooperation.
Comments of the State and Federal agencics.—
Department of the Interior: Favorable.
State of aClifornia: Favorable.
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection.

OAKLAND IARBOR, CALIF., FRUITVALE AVENUE BRIDGE
(8. Doc. 75, 87th Cong.)

Location—Oakland Harbor is located on the east shore of San
Francisco Bay, opposite the Golden Gate passage to the Pacific Ocean.
’ﬁhis report considers a highway and a railroad bridge at Fruitvale

venue. :

Authority—Resolution of Public Works Committee, U.S. Senate,
adopted May 12, 1950. :

[wisting projeot—The existing Federal navigation project pro-
vides in general for a total channel length of 8145 miles from San
Francisco Bay to San Leandro Bay, varying in width from 800 feet
to 275 feet and varying in depth from 356 feet to 25 feet. The proj-
ect is complete except for deepening the tidal canal above the Park
Street, Bridge to 25 feet. -

Problem—To determine whether the Federal Government should
replace the present federally owned two-lane Fruitvale highway
bridge with a modern bridge adequate for the authorized 25-foot
navigation project in the tidafca,nal.
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Recommended plan of improvements-—Modification of the exist-
ing project, for Oakland Harbor, Calif., to provide for Federal par-
ticipation in the reconstruction of the highway bridge across the
tidal canal at Fruitvale Avenue to the extent of providing a two-lane,
movable bridge adequate for the authorized 25-foot navigation
project.

E'stimated cost (price level of June 1959) ~-

Federal o e e 81, 760, 000
Non-Federal .o e 695, 000
B 0] T U 2, 45, 000

Justification.—1t is considered that the Federal Government should
share in the cost of replacing the highway bridge in recognition of
the fact that the United States will be required to replace the ex-
isting bridge in the near future or continue to spend exceeding}fr
high amounts for maintenance. The recommendations are consid-
ered to be equitable under present-Federal policy in regard to re-
placement. of bridges over navigable waterways, and proposed im-
provements of existing waterways.

Local cooperation.—Provided local interests (a) construct the ap-
proaches; (&) make the necessary utility changes; and (¢) upon com-
pletion of construction, take over the railroad and highway bridges
and their approaches for operation, maintenance, and subsequent re-
placement in accordance with regulations satisfactory Lo the Secretary
of the Army. Local interests are unwilling to cooperate on this basis.

('omments of the State and Federal agencres.—

Department of the Interior: Favorable.
Department of Commerce: Favorable.

State of California—The department of water resources indicates
that. the State of California is not involved in the financing of the
proposed project since no flood control is involved. The distriet at-
torney of Alameda County, however, feels, that the recommendations
of the Chief of Iingineers impose undue burdens on the local people.
The county questions the equity of the requireemnts that local in-
terests make the necessary utility changes and take over the railroad
and highway bridges for operation, maintenance, and subsequent re-
placement. -

Comanents of the Bureai of the Budget—Although the Bureau of
the Budget notes that local interests are unwilling to cooperate on the
basis recommended by the Acting Chief of Engineers, 1t concurs in
his view that local interests should have the opportunity to resolve
the problem of the Fruitvale Avenue Bridge at such time as they are
willing to meet the requirements of local cooperation. The Bureau
of the Budget states that there would be no objection to-the submission
of this report to the Congress.

OAKLAND ITARBOR, CALIF,
(1. Doc. 363, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Qakland Harbor is on the eastern side of San Francisco
Bay, about 9 miles from the Golden Gate.

Aunthority—House Public Works Committes resolution acdopted
March 30, 1955, :
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Fwisting project.—The existing Federal project for Oakland Harbor
provides for: a channel 35 feet deep and 600 to 950 feet wide from
deep water in San Francisco Bay to the Army base in the outer har-
bor, including a turning basin; a channel 30 feet deep and 275 to 800
feet wide through the inner harbor and Brooklyn Basin to Park
Street on the tidal canal, thence 25 feet deep and 275 feet wide to
San Leandro Bay, plus certain widened areas and a turning basin
30 feet deep a channel 25 feet deep and 300 feet wide at the north
end of Brooklyn Basin; parallel jetties at the inner harbor entrance.
The project is complete except for deepening the tidal canal above
Park Street from 18 to 26 feet.

Problem.—Under existing conditions vessels with drafts of 28 to
34 feet cannot operate in the Inner harbor at all tidal stages.

Lecommended plan of improvement.—Modification of the existing
project to provide for a depth of 35 feet in the existing inner harbor
channels and tidal canal to Park Street, including the triangular area
and turning basin in the Brooklyn Basin, and the widened areas ex-
cept that, in front of the Grove and Market Street piers, the 35-foot
depth would extend only to within 75 feet of the pierhead line; and a
depth of 35 feet in the north channel of Brooklyn Basin for a distance
of 1,300 feet.

L'stimated cost (price level of July 1961) *—

Federal e c————_——— e s $6, 715, 000
Nonfederal . e 1, 200, 000
Total . .. s Y S 7, 975,000

1 See Remarks.
Project economics.—

Federal Non-Federal Total

‘Annual charges:

Interest and amortization. .. ..o $207, 700 $54, 700 $202, 400
Malntenanco. -« oo cenimae e e mm————— 28, 000 18,000 46, 000

B 075 ISP 235,700 72,700 308, 400
Annual benofits: Bavings in vessel operating costs. e e 560, 000

Benefit-cost ratio—1.8.

Local cooperation—Provide without cost to the United States all
lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construction and
maintenance of the improvement ; hold and save the United States free
from damages to wharves, piers, tubes, and other marine and subma-
rine structures due to initial dredging and subsequent maintenance;
accomplish without expense to the United States alterations as may be
required in sewer, water supply, drainage, and other utility facilities;
provide and maintain at local expense a.(iequate public terminal and
transfer facilities, open to all on equal terms; and deepen and main-
tain slips and berths when and as required ; and provided further that,
if it ig determined in detailed studies that spoil disposal areas are
needed, local interests agree to furnish, upon request of the Chief of
Engineers, and without cost to the United States, the required spoil
disposal areas including necessary dikes, bulkheads, and embankments
for the initial dredging and subsequent maintenance. Local interests
have indicated wilgngness to furnish requirements of local coopera-
tion.
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Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—
Department of the Interior : Favorable.
State of California : Favorable.
Comments of the Burcav of the Budget.—No objection. '
Remarks.—At the time the Oakland Harbor report was being pre-
pared it was considered desirable to dispose of dredge spoil in deep
water in San Francisco Bay just west of Yerba Buena Isﬁmd. How-
ever, studies being made at the time have been completed and reveal
the undesirability of using San Francisco Bay and tributary waters
asg disposal areas for dredge spoils. Accordingly, local interests will
he required to provide onshore disposal areas. 'Rxe current cost esti-
E on July 1961 prices, use of pipeline dredge, and on-
shore disposal of spoil, and are in lieu of the previous Federal and
local costs of $4,716,000 and $224,000, respectively, based on November
1958 prices.
NOYO RIVER AND IIARBOR, CALIF.

(8. Doc. 121, 87th Cong.)

Location—Noyo River flows into the Pacific Ocean about 140 miles
north of San Francisco, Calif. The cove at. the mouth of the river
forms Noyo Harbor with depths ranging up to 50 fect.

Authority—Resolution of the Committee on Public Works of the
U.S. Senate adopted September 7,1961.

Fwxisting project.—An existing Federal project provides for a south
breakwater 1,100 feet long at the harbor entrance, two jetties at the
enfrance to Noyo River, a 10-foot deep channel, 100 and 150 feet wide
and 0.7 mile long and a mooring basin 10 feet deep at the upper end
of the channel, The breakwater, upper 400 feet of channel, and the
mooring basin have not been constructed.

Navigation problem.—Local interests desire additional breakwaters -

to reduce wave action in the harbor, and a 30-foot, channel, anchorage
and turning basin to permit commercial shipping of lumber and
petroleum products,
Recommended plan of improvement.—Construction of a bhreakwa-
“ter 500 feet long at the north-entrance to the harbor in addition to the
authorized 1,100-foot breakwater. This would provide a protected
harbor with adequate depth to allow use by oceangoing lumber barges
and deep-draft vessels.

HQ AR005643



Case 4:14-cv-00139-HLM Document 38-22 Filed 11/16/15 Page 56 of 165

RIVER AND HARBOR AND FLOOD COMNTROL PROJECTS 85

Estimated cost (1962 price level) —

Federal .._.__. e o e e e e e 0 o e 2 e e o e 2 e e $13, 231, 000
Non-Federal - e ————— 1 337, 000
Total-...__ e e e e e ?13, 568, 000

1 Includes $3285,000 cash contribution.
2 Includes cost of both recommended and authorized breakwaters.

Project economics.—
Federal | Non-Federal Tetal
Annual charges: )
Interest and amortization. . .....ccearaceocoommc s $396, 000 $15, 000 $411,000
Maintenance and operation___._._........... emmm—a—— 133,000 |oceomceaaao 123, 000
Maintenance navigation alds. .o ceeeecacrccccccacaacan 3,000 [-cummcmcacans 3,000
Total.eeceeceecann- evemmmeneeeascesenseseemmennans 532,000 15,000 547,000
Annual benefits:
Trangportation 8avIngs. e occeeicenranncnrccanconana- 367,000
Commareial fishing. ... 78,000
Recreations) fishing and boating 35,000
Area redevelopment benefits..ccoveemcocnciccancceanacs 113,07
TOt8l. e e ccciccanccmcccmcccccaccvcccnccascsnansaccen]caancacceacaen|cacccannenaaan 583,000

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.1. ,

Local cooperation—-Contribute in cash 2.4 percent of construction
cost; provide all lands, easements, and rights-of-way; hold and save
the United States free from damages; and provide adequate terminal
and transfer facilities; such facilities to be constructed prior to or con-
currently with the breakwaters. Local interests are interested in co-
operating in the improvements.

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior : Favorable.

Department of Commerce: Favorable. The Area Redevelop-
ment Administration advises that this project is extremely impor-
tant to the overall economic development of Mendocino County.
Construction of the project would lead to substantial employment
in the lumber; fishing, and fish-processing industries. Substantial
unemployment now existing in Mendocino County adds an
urgency to the need for the project.

tate of California. Favorable.

Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—Subject to consideration
of the following comments there would be no objection to submission
of the report. The Bureau would expect that if the project is author-
ized, the corps would, prior to any request for appropriation, re-
evaluate the economie justification based upon the appropriate interest
rate at that time and reflecting further consideration to the appro-
priate economic life of its various facilities.
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COLUMBIA AND LOWER WILLAMETTE RIVERS, OREG., AND WASH,
(H, Doe. 203, 87th Cong.)

Location.—The Columbia River rises in British Columbia, enters
the United States in northeastern Washington, flows southerly to its
confluence with the Snake River, thence westerly along the gregon-
Washington boundary to the Pacific Ocean. The reach of the Colum-
bia River under consideration in this report extends from the mounth
of the Willamette River upstream 4.5 miles to Vancouver, Wash., 106
river miles from the sea.

Authority.—Resolutions by the Senate and House Public Works
Committees adopted March 14, 1957, and April 9, 1957, respectively.

Faisting {n'o;ieot.———l’rovides for a channel 35 feet deep and 500 feet
wide fron the mouth of Columbia River to Portland, Oreg., o distance
of 113 miles; and a channel 30 feet deep and 300 feet wide from the
mouth of Willame*te River to Vancouver, Wash., a distance of 5 miles,
with two turning 1sins 30 feet deep and 800 feet wide, and approxi-
mately 2,000 and 3,000 feet long for the upper and lower basins, respec-
tively. The project has been completed.

Navigation problem.—Inadequate channel depth and width for
vessels now using the waterway between the mouth of Willamette
River and Vancouver. Groundings and damage to ships have been
pl(’fvent,ed by light loading and, during low river stages, running the
tides.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for a channel in the
Columbia River 35 feet deep and 500 feet wide from the mouth of the
Willamette River to the interstate bridge at Vancouver, Wash., with
two turning basins 35 feet deep, 800 feet wide, and 2,000 and 5.000 feet
long for the upper and lower basins, msyectively.

0

Istimated cost ( fourth quarter price level of 1959) —
Federal . e e e e $4902, 500
NoOn-Federal oo e e 17, 600
Ot e e e —————— 510, 400
Project economics.—
_ Federal Non-Federal Total
Annual charges;
Intorest and amortlzation_ ... .. e, $17, 660 © 8840 $18, 500
M N eNINCe. - - e e 48,000 0 18,000
TObA) e e e e cere e ceammcm e em———————— 65, 660 310 08, 600
Annual henefits: a D . -
Transportation 8AVINGS. . .l ce e eea s 169,770
LAand onhAaneemeNt. ..o et ee i ecmcmemeeee|eme e emme e |emm—— s 12,000
1€ N F frreamesmenaes 171,770

Benefit-cost ratio—2.6.

Local ¢ooperation—Contribute in cash 3.5 percent of the construe-
tion cost, presently estimated at $17,900 in a Inmp sum prior Lo con-
struction; provide all lands, easements, and rights-of-way including
spoil disposal areas; provide and maintain depths in berthing arveas
and 100:\5 nceess channels commensurate with project depths: hold
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and save the United :States free from damages; provide and maintain
public terminal facilities open to all, on equal terms. Local interests
have indicated willingness to meet requirements of local cooperation.
Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—
Department of the Interior: Favorable,
State of Washington: Favoraable.
State of Oregon : Favorable,
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection. b
COLUMBIA AND LOWER WILLAMETTE RIVERS BELOW VANCOUVER, WASH.,
AND PORTLAND, OREG.

(H. Doc. 452, 87th Cong.)

Location.—The Columbia River rises in British Columbia, enters
the United States in northeastern Washington, flows southerly to its
confluence with the Snake River, thence westerly along the Oregon-
Washington boundary to the Pacific Ocean.

Authority.—Resolutions by the Committee on Public Works of the
U.S. Senate and House of Representatives adopted March 14, 1957,
and April 9, 1957, respectively.

Fwisting project.—The existing project for the Columbia and lower
Willamette Rivers provides for a channel 85 feet deep and 500 feet
wide in the Columbia River from about river mile 3 to the mouth of
Willamette River, mile 101.5, thence 30 feet deep and 300 feet wide
to Vancouver, river mile 106.5; upper and lower turning basins at
Vancouver; a channel in the Willamette River 35 feet deep from the
mouth to Portland, a distance of about 11.6 miles; numerous side
channels and connecting waterways; a small-boat mooring basin at
Astorin; and construction of stone and pile dikes and revetments.
Local interests have provided channel improvements and maintenance
in addition to port facilities. Several power and navigation dams
upstream from Vancouver have been built by the Federal Govern-
ment. Others, either under construction or authorized, will provide
slackwater navigation on the Columbia River to Pasco-Kennewick,
Wash., river mile 322, and on the Snake River to Lewiston, Idaho,
river mile 140. :

Nawigation problem.—With the present trend to use of larger ships,
increased operatin[f costs will be incurred through delays, light load-
ing, and possible ship damage. The existing project dimensions re-
strict the use of larger ships and eventually will limit the commerce
carried by the waterway.

Recommended plan of improvement.—(a) A channel 40 feet deop
and. 600 feet wide from Vancouver, Wash,, river mile 105.5, to the
mouth of Columbia River, river mile 3; (b) a turning basin at Van-
couver, Wash., 40 feet deep, 800 feet wice, and about. 5,000 feet long;
(¢) a turning basin at Longview, Wash., 40 fcet deep, average width
of 1,200 feet, and about 6,000 feet long; and (<) a channel 40 feet
deep in Willamette River with varying widths of 600 to 1,000 feet,

from tho mouth, river mile 0, to Broadway Bridge, river mile 11.6

which encompasses the Portland Harbor area; with the provision
that accomplishment, of that portion of the plan contained in items
(a), and (bg be contingent upon accomplishment of improvements in
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these arcas recommended in interim report on Columbia River dated
March 31, 1961.

Estimated cost (1961 price level) — _.

FACTRL - o e e e et e e e e e mm $20, 100, 000
Non-Federal. . o e ——_——— 1419, 000
§A 4077 ) U 20, 619, 000

1 Cash contribution.
Project economics.—

Federal Non-Federal Total

Interest and amortization. ..o oo omaoi . $733,000 $23, 000 $756, 000

Malntenance and operation. ... oo, 775,000 focoeamaanaan 775,000
B ) U 1, 508, 000 23,000 1, 631,000

Annual benefits:

FUmination of delays. . e e ecceceeccevcccccemcncencac|cascasncacncnn|aamcmeceanceen 2,322,000

Elimination of groundings. . .. cimcaiame e e 7,

Delays In entrance. ..o e vemee e ceccccccecccmcccccace|acecmeacmccanalovmcmcnaacnan. -89,

Land enhancement . .. e eccccamncfeccrimnccacceaf e mamcacana 84, 800
B N RPN PRI RN 2,315, 200

Benefit-cost ratio—1.5
Local cooperation—Provide all lands, easements, and rights-of-way
required for construction and subsequent maintenance of the project
and of aids to navigation; hold and save the United States free from
damages; provide and maintain at local expense adequate public ter-
minal and transfer facilities; accomplish such alterations as are re-
quired in utility facilities; assist in the work of improving and main-
taining the main ship channel in Columbia and Willamette Rivers;
provide and maintain depths in berthing areas and local access chan-
nels serving the terminals commensurate with the depths provided in
the related project areas; and contribute in cash 1.8 percent of the cost
of construction by the Corps of Engineers. Local interests have
indicated willingness to provide required cooperation.
Comments of the State and Federal agencies—
Department of the Interior: Favorable.
Department of Agriculture: Favorable.
Department of Commerce: Favorable.
State of Washington: Favorable.
State of Oregon: Favorable.
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection.

TACOMA HARBOR, YORT INDUSTRIAL AND HYLEBOS WATERWAYS, WASH.

(8. Doc. 104, 87th Cong.)

Location.-—Tacoma Harbor is in west-central Washington at the:

head of Commencement Bay, o southeasterly arm of Puget Sound, and
is about 26 nautical miles south of Seattle.

Authority.—Resolution of the Committee on Public Works of the:

U.S. Senate adopted May 27,1955, ‘
Ewnisting praject—City, P

ort Industrial, and Hylebos Waterways,’
as well as two training walls at the mouth of Puyvallup Waterway, are:
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the features of the existing Federal project for Tacoma Harbor. City
Waterway has a depth of 29 feet in the outer portion and depths of 22
feet and 19 feet in the inner portion, and Port Industrial and Hylebos
Waterways are 30 feet de%)é

Navigation problem.—Development of lands, navigation channels,
and related facilities are needed for the continued growth and devel-
opment of water-oriented industry in the Tacoma Harbor area. There
is an urgent need for waterfront industrial sites in the Puget Sound
area.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Improvement of: Port In-
dustrial Waterway by extending it about 3,900 feet at a width of 300
feet, and providing a turning basin beyond the inner end 1,200 feet
wide, all at a depth of 35 feet below mean lower low water; reducing
the width of the existing channed to 600 feet and deepening to 35
feet between Lincoln Avenue and East 11th Street; and reducing
the width of the existing channel to 650 feet and deepening to 35 feet
over a width of 300 feet %rom East 11th Street to the bay ; and Hylebos
Waterway by extending it about 2,000 feet at a width of 200 feet,
and providing a turning basin beyond the inner end 770 feet wide;
increasing the width of the existing channel to 200 feet; reducing the
authorized width of the existing turning basin to 510 feet inclusive
of the width of the existing channel; all at the existing project depth
of 30 feet below mean lower low water.

Estimated cost (1961 price level) .—-

Federal . oo e en $2, 460, 000
Non-Federal . e 12, 169, 000
1 Includes $821,000 cash contribution.
ot e 4, 619, 000
Project economics.—
Federal Non-Federal Total
Annual charges:
Interest and amortization. ... ... ... $91, 000 $133, 000 $224, 000
Maintenance and operation. - . oo eimeaaa 8,000 5, 000 13, 000
T " 99,000 138, 000 237,000
Annual henefits:
Transportation savings. . .o e e e ———— 184, 400
Land enhancement . . o oo oo e cccmcmmmmmmmae | em e e e aaea e em e m e 185, 000
B 0T RSN P I (R R 349, 400

Benefit-cost ratio—1.5 (Port Industrial Waterway has a benefit-
cost ratio of 1.3; Hylebos Waterway a ratio of 2.3.)

Local cooperation—2rovide all lands, easements, and rights-of-way
re(luired for construction and subsequent maintenance of the project;
hold and save the United States free from damages; provide and main-
tain adequate public terminal and transfer facilities; provide and
maintain depths in berthing areas commensurate with the channel
depths; accomplish alteration of utilities as required; restrict the
sale of waterfront sites along channels to firms requiring water trans-
portation; and contribute in cash or equivalent work 29.5 and 19.5
percent, respectively, of the first cost of construction for the Port
Industrial and Hylebos Waterways improvements, presently esti-
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mated at a total of $921,000. Port of Tacoma officials have indicated
a willingness to })mvide the necessary local cooperation.
Comments of the State and Federal agencies—
Department. of the Interior: Favorable,
Department of Commerce: Favorable.
State of Washington : Favorable.
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—XNo objection.

RIVER AND HARBOR AND FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS

KINGSTON HARBOR, WASE,

(H. Doc. 417, 87th Cong.)

Location.—On the west side of Puget Sound about 9 miles northwest
of Seattle, Wash.

Awuthority—House Public Works Committee resolution adopted
March 30, 1955.

Faisting project—'There is no Federal project for navigation at
Kingston FHarbor. In 1953 the Port Commission of Kingston com-
pleted a ferry terminal which involved dredging an adjacent area of
abont + acres to a depth of 10 feet (o obtain fill material. This area,
together with a loeally constructed wharf and float, provides tem-
porary accommodations for transient small craft.

Navigation problemm.—Small craft are subject to damage from
ensterly storms and additional anchorage area for refuge is needed
for recreational and fishing eraft.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Construction of a break-
water, 1,040 feet long and dredging an entrance channel 12 feet deep
and 80 to 120 feet, wide from deep water around the southerly end
of the breakwater to the locally dredged hoat basin, ‘

Fstimated cost (March 1961 price level) —

Federal . o e e $428, 000
NON-Federal ..o o e ettt e e 1105, 000
MOt e e 623, 000
} Includes eash contribution of $193,000,
Project economics.— - -
Federal Non-Federal Total
Aunual charges;
Interest and amortization. ... ... $16, 600 $11, 600 $28, 100
MAINLONANO08 . - e eaeemamecaaaa 000 focoeoa et , 000
Navigation alds. ..o oo e emmm—m———aa B00 |oecemmmecaenn
4 AT 7 U 21, 500 11, 600 33,400
Annual bhenefits:
Recreatlonal hoating ... eieieccaecafencccacccaraea]cacn e 20, 600
Comnmoerclal flBNINE. e cecccacecrcacenrcaansnaon|eecsacanccacrn|eossramaananan 15, 800
4 N1 DR FRIUITE PRSPPI § 42, 400

Benefit-cost ratio—1.3.

Looal cooperation.—Contribute in cash 31 percent of construction

cost of the breakwater and channel, such contribution presently esti-
mated at $193,000, in a lunp sum prior to construction; provide all
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lands, easements, and rights-of-way, including spoil disposal areas;
hold and save the United States free from damages; provide and main-
tain adequate public landin]% facilities, open to all on equal terms;
provide access roads and parking areas; make necessary utility reloca-
tions, Iocal interests have indicated willingness to furnish require-
ments of local cooperation.
Comments of the State and Federal agencies—
Department of the Interior: Eavorable.
State of Washington: Favorable.
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection,

SWINOMISH CHANNEL, WASII,

Location—~—Swinomish Channel (formerly Swinomish Slough) is
a narrow tidal channel connecting Padilla Bay and Saratoga Passage,
and separating Fidalgo Island from the mainland of northwestern
Washington. It affords an inside passage between Puget Sound ports
on the south and Billingham and other ports on the north.

Authority.—Resolutions by the Committees on Public Works of
the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives adopted May 18, 1957,
and February 20, 1951, respectively.

Eaisting 7)7'ojcot.——'i‘he existing Federal project provides for a chan-
nel 100 feet wide and 12 feet deep from Saratoga Passage to Padilla
Bay, a distance of 11 miles. T.ocal interests have provided terminal
facilities and berthing areas.

Navigation problem.—The existing channel is considered unsafe due
to lack of 16-feet depth, crooked alinement, and reefs. Bank erosion
is threatening dikes protecting valuable farmlands. A small boat
harbor is needed for moorage for recreational and other craft and as a
harbor of refuge.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Improve the passage through
the “Hole-in-the-Wall” by removing to a depth of 12 feet the su%)-
merged points projecting from Fidalgo and McGlinn Islands, and
removing part of McGlinn Island to an elevation of 12 feet above mean
lower low water to improve sight distance.

Estimated cost (1961 price level) —

Federal o e e $887, 000
Non-Federal . . 1,
POt e e 888, 000
Project economics.—
Federal Non-Federal Total
Annual charges;
- Interost and amortizatlon. .qcen e ciceecmceecmcccicaanacaae $32, 000 O] $32, 900
Malintenanos and operation. .. ..ccooccaceecccnnamacanasfimecacammmmme e e i
TOtAL. - e ceecaccccramccccecaaannm e mamnanaen 32,900 [-ccoomcnnnnn 32,9900
Annual benefits: : -
Saving in operational cost of tugs. ..o eeooo.. P, 16, 100
Reduction In vessel and raft damage 7,4
Roduction in walting time .. cceeecaemavncnaoacan - 10, 700
Savings by increased $rafflo. cueeac oo ceee 9,
MOt e cecmacaciccienccasnacavrevmacnnnnocemnmmnn]ocnanmacamrmnnfonan vommaaenan 43, 800
1 Nogligibls,
90048—62——17
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Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3.

Local cooperation.-—Provide all lands, easements and rights-of-way
and suitable spoil areas. Local residents are formulating plans for
organizing a port district. Informal assurances have been given that
local interests will cooperate in the planned improvements.

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior: Favorable.
State of Washington: Favorable,
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection.

KAUNAKAKAI I1ARBOR, MOLOKAI, HAWAII

(H. Doc. 484, 87th Cong.)

Location—On the south-central coast of the island of Molokai,
about 60 miles from Honolulu Harbor on the island of Oahu.

Authority.—IHouse Public Works Committee resolution adopted
April 9, 1957. :

FEwisting project—Completed in 1934, provides an entrance chan-
nel 530 feet wide, and a basin 1,500 feet long, 600 feet wide and 23
feet. deep at mean lower low water.

Navigation problem.—Molokai is the only large Hawaiian island
without a deepwater harbor for transpacific sluplpin . Commerce
consists principally of pineapples grown on the is anf and shipped
by barge to Honolulu for processing. Savin%s could be effected b,
processing pineapples P olokai for direct shipment by deep-draft
vessels to the mainland.! Also, additional harbor area is needed for
commercial fishing and recreational boating,

RBecommended plan of improvement—Provides for: (a) a new
entrance channel 500 feet wide and 40 feet deep; (b) a deepwater har-
bor of about 62 acres, 35 feet deep; (c) a harbor basin for light-drafi
vessels of about 10 acres, 15 feet deep; (d) a south breakwater 2,300
feet long; and (e) a west breakwater and stream jetty 4,000 feet long.

Estimated cost (price level of May 1961).—

b OT4 23 o) S S $7, 919, 000
NON-Federal. e e e e e et e e e e e 702, 000
TTOtA] e e e e et e e e i e e e e o e e s o e e e e em 8, 621, 000

Project economics.—

Annual ¢harges:

Interest and amortlzation. ..o oo ool $200, 000 $33, 000 $323, 000
Maintenance and operation. . ..o oooomiaiiaaaias 24, 000 4,000 28, 000
[ 017\ RO 314, 000 37, 000 351, 000

'l‘ransgortauon savings 1, 453,000
Land il e emrcecaeceamcmccm———- 18, 400
Damages provented.... - 28, 000
Recreational boating. ..o oo accaaacaaaaaes 24, 400
Commerclal ASMINE. .o ce o ccccccececcccaceecane 4, 400

MOt e mccaeccccciccccacccncecccaccmcncacmccacccmaanafeannccaanronc|ocamaceaeeene 1, 529, 200
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Benefit-cost ratio.—4 4.

Local cooperation.—Construction be contingent ui)on the prior or
current establishment and operation on Molokai by local interests of
industrial facilities related to trans-Pacific commerce, and local in-
terests agree to: (a) contribute in casli 0.5 percent of the first cost of
the general navigation facilities for the deepwater harbor, and 42.6
percent of the first cost of the general navigation facilities and for
light-draft harbor, such contributions, presently estimated at $202,000;
(g ) provide all lands, easements, and rights-of-way, including royalty-
free borrow and quarry materials, and suitable areas for disposal of
spoil and necessary retaining dikes, bulkheads, and embankments;
(10) hold and save the United States free from damage which might
result from construction and maintenance of the project; () accom-
EliSh all dlterations of roads and utilities; (¢) provide and maintain

erthing areas, public terminal and transfer facilities for the deep-
water basin, and adequate mooring facilities; and a public landing in
the light-draft harbor open to all on equal terms; and (7) an adequate
refrigeration and storage facility at the light-draft harbor in support
of commercial fishing operations. Local interests have given informal
assurances that the requirements of local cooperation will be met.

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.— R

Department of the Interior: Favorable, ‘ - -
State of Hawaii : Favorable. ‘
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget—No objection.

SBTATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE BEACH EROSION CONTROL

(H. Doc. 416, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Area includes about 18 miles of shore frontage com-~

prising the entire Atlantic Ocean shore of the State of New Hamp-
shire. It includes the towns of New Castle, Rye, North Hampton,
Hampton, and Seabrook. ‘ C

Report authorized by.—Section 2 of River-and Harbor Act ap-
proved July 38,1930 (coogerative study provisions). S

Kwisting project.—A Federal project authorized September 3, 1954,
(HD 325%33/2) provided for Federal participation in widening about
5,200 feet of beach at Hampton Beaclll).ﬁ The work was completed in
1955 at a cost of $374,234.59 and the State subsequently reimbursed
$124,744.86 as the Federal share thereof. .

Beach erosion control problem.—Gradual erosion from storm wave
attack and reduction in natural supply of beach material has reduced
beach width fronting developed areas to such extent that these areas
are exposed to wave damage during storms and beach areas are in-
adequate for recreational use. The existing beach restoration project
at Hampton Beach includes periodic replenishment of beach ﬁlf as
a project feature to be accomplished by local interests, and a groin is

needed to maintain the project beach width along the northern portion:

of that beach. The passage of Public Law 826, 84th Congress, ap-
proved July 28, 1956, permits Federal participation in periodic nour-
ishment of beaches. Review of the existing Hampton Beach project
to determine need for modification, nourishment requirements, and
e]igability for Federal participation toward their cost was also de-
sired.
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Leconmended plans of improvement.—Provide for (a) at North .

Hampton Beach—widening 1,600 feet of beach to 150-foot width by
direct placement of sand fill and construction of a 460-foot groin; (b)
at Wallis Sands Beach—widening 800 feet of beach to 150-foot width
by direct placement of sand fill and construction of a 360-foot groin;
and (¢) at Hampton Beach— modification of the existing project to
authorize construction of a 235-foot groin and Federal contribution of
one-third toward the costs of periodic nourishment of the beach for
an initial period of 10 years from the year of the first nourishment
operation,
Estimated costs (June 1960 price level) —

Federal Non-Federal Total
North Hampton Beach. .o oo o caceacanaas $41, 000 $129, 000 $170, 000
Wallis 8ands Beach. ... .o 41, 000 82,000 3
Hampton Beach (new work—groin).... ... oo 6, 000 12, 000 18, 000
B 11 7. | O 88, 000 223, 000 311, 000

The estimated cost of periodic nourishment at Hampton Beach, a
responsibility of local interests under the existing project, is $50,000
annually. The recommended modification of the project provides

for Federal participation in this cost as follows:

Per yeer for Per year
1st 10 years | T'hereafter
...................................................................... $16, 700 0
Nen-Federal. .. .. o citamreciecenmtmecmcemceaen 33, 300 $50, 000
TOtAl. .o cccdecceaccmemeccceecmcccaeeceeteacaccmemaens " 50, 000 60, 000

Project cconomics.—Overall project at Hampton Beach includes
initial construction completed in 1955 at a total cost of $374,235 and

recommended new work.
Annual charges:

North Hampton Beach .. e $12, 700
Wallls S8ands Beach. . e 8, 200
Hampton Beiach (new work) o 1, 100

TotAl (NEW WOTK ) e e e e e v e 22, 000
Hampton Beach (overall) . e 1686, 300

'Includes Kederal share of
for 1ut 10-year period.

Annual henefits:

periodic nourlshment costs estimated at $16,700 per ycar

North Hampton Beach . $16, 950
Wallis Sands Beach oo 18, 600
Hampton Beach (new work ) oo 6, 000

Total (new WOrK) e 40, 950
Hampton Beach (overall) . S 140, 1900

Beneflt-cost ratio:

North Hampton Beach e e 1.3
Wallis 8ands Beach o oo 2.2
Hampton Beach (NeW WOrK) o ca e e D4
Hampton Beach (overall project; o __. -— -— 2.1

Local cooperation~-Obtain approval of the Chief of Engineers for

plans and specificattons and arrangements for prosecutin
prior to its commencement ; provide suitable appurtenant

fa

the work
cilities at
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North Hampton Beach to the extent necessary for realization of eval-
uated benefits; and furnish satisfactory assurances that local interests
will maintain the protective measures and provide periodic nourish-
ment during their economic life, but in the case of Hampton Beach,
with Federal assistance as recommended ; control water pollution to
the extent necessary to safeguard the health ‘'of bathers; and main-
tain continued public ownership of the shores upon which the Fed-
eral participation is based, and their administration for public use.
Comments of State and Federal agencies.—

State of New Hampshire: Favorable.

Department of the Interior: Favorable.
Comments of Bureau of Budget.—No objection.

FIRE ISLAND INLET AND SHORE WESTERLY TO JONES INLET, N.Y., BEACH
EROSION CONTROL

Location—The study area is located on the south shore of Long
Island, N.Y., and extends a distance of about 15 miles between Fire
Island Inlet and Jones Inlet.

Report authorized by—Section 2 of the River and Harbor Act
a.pBroved July 3, 1980 %cooperative study provisions). ‘

vwisting project.—The existing Federal beach erosion project au-
thorized July 3, 1958, provides for Federal participation in restoration
and protection of the shore from Oak Beach at Fire Island Inlet to
Jones Inlet consisting of three dredging operations over a project life
of 15 years. The existing Federal navigation project authorized by
the River and Harbor Act of 1950 provides a channel through Fire
Island Inlet generally 10 feet deep and 250 feet wide, and a 5,000-foot
jetty at the west end of Fire Island.

Beach erosion control problem.—Continuing erosion of the protec-
tive and recreational beach in the study area has progressed in recent
years to such an extent that use of the beach is impaired and improve-

~ments in the shore-front areas are damaged by storms and subject
to possible destruction. Presently authorized protective improve-
ments are inadequate to provide the protection required under exist-
ing conditions. The westerly movement of littoral drift into the
inlet results in shoaling and shifting of the channel and in the possi-
bility of eventual closure of the inlet unless littoral drift is stopped
or bypassed. ‘

Considered plans of improvement.—Provide for Federal participa-
tion in the construction of a long-term sgolution of the erosion prob-
lem consisting generally of either an offshore breakwater or a jetty
extension to trap littoral drift, placement of sand to restore the beach
provision of feeder beach areas to nourish downdrift shores, and

eri(})ldic transfer of sand from lee of the breakwater or jetty to feeder

aches,

Project cost and economics—At this time the Chief of Engineers
is unable to determine definitely costs or economic justifications for

" _the long-term plans.. However, studies have advanced sufficiently to
indicate that protective measures are warranted and that the antici-
pated benefits will probably excced the cost.
Status.—The review report of the district engineer has not been
completed and reviewed in accordance with established procedures.
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A preliminary report was submitted by the district engineer, New
York district on July 6, 1962, and forwarded by the division engineer
on the same date to the Chief of Engineers.

Iemarlks.—The committee has noted that the erosion problem on the
scuth shore of Long Island from Fire Island Inlet to Jones Inlet has
been nggravated by the storms of March 1962, The erosion and siltin
of the inlets is a continuing problem and early solution and remedia
measures are essentinl. It is also noted that unless littoral drift is
stopped or bypassed, the inlet eventually may be closed.

VIRGINTA BEACI[, YA., BEACH EROSION CONTROL
(H. Doc. No. 382, 87th Cong.)

Location.~—On the Atlantic Ocean shore about 3.5 miles south of the
entrance to Chesapeake Bay and 19 miles east of Norfolk.

Report authorized by.—Section 2 of River and Harbor Act ap-
proved July 3, 1930 (cooperative st,ud%provisions). ,

Faisting project.—Authorized by River and Harbor Act of 1954
(H. Doc. No. 186, 83d Cong., 1st sess.), provided for initial widening
of the beach to 100-foot width at elevation 7 feet above mean low water
and deferred construction of a system of 21 groins to be built if ex-
per;gn:c;e demonstrates their need. Initial beach widening completed
I 1953, ’ S

Beach erosion control problem.—Virginia Beach is the largest and
most, popular resort center in Virginia and is extensively developed
for tourist trade. The existing project includes periodic replenish-
ment of beach fill as a project feature to be accomplished by local in-
terests. The passage of Public Law 826, 84th Congress, approved
July 28, 1956, permits Federal participation in periodic nourishment
of beaches. Review of the existing project to determine nourishment
requirements and eligibility for Federaj participation toward its cost
wns desired. ‘ o

Recommendation.—Modification of the existing project to authorize
Federal contribution of one-third of the costs of periedic nourish-
ment, of the shore for a period of 25 years from the date of commence-
ment of operations in placing an initial quantity of nourishment mate-
rinl equal to the deficiency in the design beach at that-time.

Fstimated costs (January 1961 price ﬁfvels).——'l‘he estimated costs
of periodic nourishinent, a responsibility of local interests'under the
existing project, are $150,000 to provide initial quantity-of nourish-
ment to make up existing deficiency in design beach plus $54,000 an-
nually for normal nourishment. The recommended modification of
the project provides for Federal participation in this cost as follows:

Per year for |Per year,next| Per yoar
18t 3 years 22 yoars thereafter

FOAOEAL - - oo oo e e e e e e e e e e e $34,700 | $18,000 | ..
Non-Federal._....coemicnnaaaaa.l. reemeereseemmeeemee————— ~ 68, 200 36,000 | - - $54,000
POl o e tn e cantanaan 104, 000 54,000 | 54,000
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Project economics.—QOverall project including initial construction
completed 1953 at total cost of $705,000. -

Exclusive of | Including
deferred groins
groins
Annual charges:
Interest and amortization....... Meeeeememsemceecccaasneessmmeae—ceaea—. $31, 000 $79, 700
Malntenanee. .o e ceee e cccecmcameccmccaacmcsemeee]ecceanccan 22,9800
Beach nourishment ..o a e cccccrcececac e 1 57,000 37,000
OBl e eececrcceaecccaacesncamcaceaamcaccn ccacmauacsamacnaccanansan 88,000, 139, 600
Annual benefits: : ' '
Prevention of damages._...... acceeemrasemecccsaceceussasamamtmesneenas|osneaacounaa. 216, 000
Increaséd earning power of Properly . v ceemoe oo icciiiccccremcnna]enemccaaaam—e 165, 000
Reereatlonal.. .o e e e carasavasen e m———— 28, 000
T U P, e .. 399,000

1 Federal participation $34,700 per year for 3 years ,thence $18,000 per year for 22 yoars,

Benefit-cost ratio—4.5 (overall project without deferred groins):
2.9 (overall project including groins). T
Local cooperation~—Continuation of conditions of local cooperation
required for Federal participation in the existing project, but with
Federal assistance in the costs of periodic beach nourishment as
recommended. | ‘
Comments of State and Federal agencies.—
State of Virginia: Favorable,
Department of the Interior: Favorable., _
Comvments of Bureav of the Budget.—No objection.”

FORT MACON, ATLANTIC BEACH, AND VICINITY, NORTH 'CAROLINA—'
BEACH EROSION CONTROL P

(H. Doc. 555, 87th Cong.)

Location.—The study area comprises about 5 miles of shore fronting
the Atlantic Ocean on the outer banks of North Carolina, immediately
southwest of Beaufort Inlet, located approximately halfway between
the Virginia and South Carolina boundaries.

Report authorized by~-Section 2 of River and Harbor Act ap-
proved July 3, 1930 (cooperative study rovisions). S

Fwisting project—No existing Federal beach erosion control
project, o o

Beaoh erosion control problem.—Erosion and recession of the shore
has seriously reduced the width of beaches in the:nrea; and private
resort areas, public recreational facilities, and historic Fort  Macon
have been made seriously vulnerable to storm wave damages. .. .

Recommended - plan. of improvement.—Restore approximately 1.5
miles.of beach u,tfgqrt.Macon State Park to a berm width of 100 feet
by direct placement of sand fill; construct a stone. groin about 1,670
feet in length, about 250. feet of stone revetment and about 530 feet
of stone seawall; and provide Federal participation in subsequent
periodic nourishment of the beach for a period of 10 years,
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E'stimated costs (May 1961 price level) —

Federal e $194, 000
Non-Federala o et e m e m— e ———— 389, 100
Ot e e A ——————————————— 583, 100
Project economics.—
Federal Non-Federal Total
Annual charges: . ’
Interest and amortizat|on. ... oo oo eeaeeaas $7,300 $18, 500 $25, 800
MAINtONANCe - « . o eececeaeacccecnnamccnsroeamanansanacs 0 1,000 1,000
Beach courfshraent. . . .c.uam e cececaamne 12,400 4,800 7,200
TOtA)a e e ceccecaccrencccscerveacrensacsansasmana—as 9, 700 24,300 34, 000
Annual benefits:
Prevention of damages. . ....ceeeeaccoeiseccemccoecaenac]oomcmmameccace|anaccacecnaaae 5, 300
Prevention of {and 1088. ... e iicemceccracaac]eomeccacacascafusreconcacancn 30, 000
Recreation. . cee e ceerecaacaracsccaaccaccaaccacnmacacnns|ccsscnceanenane|ovmcconnnanana 54, 500
B 17 P PO FUI 89, 800

1 For 1st 10-year perfod,

Benefit-cost ratio—2.7.

Local cooperation.—QObtain approval by the Chief of Engineers for
plans and specifications and arrangements for prosecuting remaining
work prior to its commencement ; and furnish satisfactory assurances
that local interests will maintain the protective measures and provide
periodic beach nourishment during the economic life of the project,
control water pollution to the extent necessary to safeguard the health
of bathers a.m? maintain continued public ownership of the shore upon
which Federal participation is based and their continued administra-
tion for public use.

Comments of State and Federal agencies.—-

State of North Carolina: Favorable.
Department of the Interior: Favorable.
Comments of Bureau of the Budget.—No objection,

VIRGINIA KEY AND XKEY BISCAYNE, FLA,, BEACH EROSION CONTROL

(H. Doc. 661, 87th Cong.)

Location—~In Dade County, Fla., comprising the Atlantic Ocean
ghores of Virginia Key and Key Biscayne, two of a chain of barrier
islands, just south of the entrance to Miami Harbor.

Report authorized by —Section 2 of the River and Harbor Act
aproved July 8, 1930 (cooperative study provisions),

E’.wiitz'ng project.—No existing Federal beach erosion control
project.

eaoh erosion control problem.—Virginia and Biscayne Keys are
primary recreation areas for metropolitan Dade County and the city
of Miami. Instability and recession of the ocean-front shores have
resulted in loss of public beach areas, both for those areas which are
presently developed as parks and those for which development in the
very near future will be required to provide for anticipated greatly
increased recreational use.

Recommended plan of improvement—Provides for periodic
nourishment of 1.8 miles of public beach on Virginia Key and 1.9
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miles on Key Biscayne at estimated rates of 80,000 and 65,000 cubic
yards per year, respectively, and deferred construction of three groins
on Virginia Key and one groin on Key Biscayne until such time as
experience gained in nourishing the beaches should indicate the need
for the groins.

Fstimated costs (spring 1961 price levels) — l

RIVER AND HARBOR AND FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS

Virginia Koy Total
oy Blscayne
Deferred groins:
Faderal. .o iiimieceecaccaccaccceanacacaaaae $182, 000 $38, 000 $220, 000
Non-Federal. . oo aiceecieccccccccccaacacccacanaan 365, 000 77,000 442, 000
TOtal. e ccccccrecenecemnscnreaeaannananane deemenen 547, 000 115, 000 662, 000
Perlodic nourishment:
ederal. . mecnccccccceceecmananan 125,300 122,700 |ocecmccaann
Non-Federal .. . ceccceeiacecaiaaa 150,700 345,300 {icececeananann
BT SN 76, 000 68,000 |-oocoioeaaann
! Por year for 1st 10 years,
? Per yoar for 1st 10 years (full total thereafter).
Project economics.—-
Virginia Key Key
Biscayne
- Annual charges:
Deferred groins:
Interest and amortizatlon .. .. ... cicnmeamccaa- $20, 100 $4,100
Maintenance 4,700 1,000
Total (deferred). ..o ecceccmecececacccmemenacaasannan 24, 800 5,100
Beach nourishment (without groings) ......eeee e oceieeemcanacoanceoncnnn 76,000 68, 000
Annual henefits:
Prevention of damages. . oo ieeccmmem——a pmmmmme—a—— 1,600 1,600
Recreation 214,000 225,000
B T ) 215, 600 226, 600

Benefit-cost ratio~—~Computed on the basis of nourishment only as
the deferred groins will be constructed only if total annual charges
for both groins and nourishment are less than annual charges for
beach nourishment alone.

Virginla Ky oo —————
Key BISeayne. . oo —————————

Local cooperation.—Obtain approval by the Chief of Iingineers for
plans and specifications and arrangements for prosecuting the work
prior to its commencement; and furnish satisfactory assurances that
local interests will: control water pollution to the extent necessary to
safeguard the health of bathers, and maintain continued public owner-
ship of the shores upon which Federal participation is based and their
administration for public use. In the event that groins are found to
be needed and justified, furnish assurances that for these works they
will meet the conditions of local cooperation specified above ; maintain
the groins; and provide such related periodic beach nourishment as
may be necessary to meet project objectives, subject to the recom-
mended I'ederal participation for the 10-year initial period.
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Clomments of State and Federal agencies.—
City of Miami: Favorable.
Dade County : Favorable,
State of Florida: Favorable.
Department of the Interior : Favorable.
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection.

LAKE ERIE SHORE LINE FROM THE MICHIGAN-OHIO STATE LINE TO
MARBLEHEAD, OHIO BEACII EROSION CONTROL

(H. Doc. 63, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Area comprises the westernmost 35 miles of the south
Sil‘l(;ml of Lake Krie and the Maume Bay shore adjacent to the city of
Toledo.

Report authorized by—Section 2 of River and Harbor Act ap-
proved July 3,1930 (cooperative study provisions).

Eristing project.—No existing beach erosion control project.

Beach erosion control problem.—Shores are principally low lying
marshy or reclaimed marsh areas fronted by low barrier beaches of
fine sand. The barrier beaches have a continuous history of erosion
and in a number of places have been breached or so deteriorated that
the marshes are directly exposed to waves from Lake Erie and recrea-
tional park area has been seriously reduced.

Recommended plan of improvements.—Restore and protect the
shore at Crane Creek State Park by restoring 17,800 feet of sand
barrier beach to a 50-foot width at elevation 9 feet above low water
datum by placement of suitable sand fill, constructing 36 groins spaced

enerally at 500-foot intervals and extending lakeward about 300 feet
%construction of 26 of the groins to-be deferred pending determina-
tion of the need thereof), and providing Federal participation in
periodic nourishment of the beach for the period during which groins
are deferred.

Istimated costs (price level of November 1959) —

Federal o e $658, 500
Non-Federal e 1, 817, 200
O R e e e 1, 975, 000
Project economics.—
Federal Non-Federsl Total
Annual charges;
Interest and amortization. ... .o oiocmaaaa. $23, 800 $46, 500 1470, 300
Maintenance (Rrofns) .. ..c.omeioomm e 0 8, 000 1 6,000
Pertodio nourishment... ... oo aniccaacannas 1 40, 000 80, 000 3 120, 000
MOtAL. oo ccccmcmcccecmccaccecccaeaiaacancnccaacaansn 63, 800 132, 500 196, 300
Annual benefits:
Recreational. oo ocior oo iiccaicmviica e S DRI (IR 257, 260
Land 1083 prevention. ... oo icnccceaea i e 500
4 X017 SRR ARSI AP 257,750

1 Includes charges for all 38 groins,

3 For period during which construotfon of 26 groins {8 deferred,

¥ Includes nourishment required with 26 groina deferred,
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Benefit-cost ratio.-—1.3. ) )

Local cooperation—Obtain approval by the Chief of Engineers of
plans and specifications and arrangements for prosecuting the work
prior to its commencement; provide parking and service facilities
necessary to realize expected recreational benefits; furnish satisfac-
tory assurances that local interests will : maintain the protective meas-
ures during their economic life including periodic nourishment, con-
trol water pollution to the extent necessary to safeguard bathers, and
maintain continued public ownership of the shore and its administra-
tion for public use during the economic life of the project (50 years).

Convmenis of State and Federal agencies.—

Stats of Ohio: Favorable.
Department of Interior: Favorable.

Comments of Bureau of the Budget.—No objection.

' SHEFFIELD LAKE COMMUNITY PARK, SHEFFIELD LAKE VILLAGE, OHIO,
BEACH EROSION CONTROL

(H. Doc. 414, 87th Cong.)

Location.—On the south shore of Lake Erie about 20 miles west of
Cleveland, Ohio.

Report authorized by—Section 2 of River and Harbor Act ap-
proved July 3, 1930 (cooperative study provisions).

Ewisting project—No existing Federal beach erosion control proj-
ect,
Beach erosion control problem.—Erosion of the protective beach
and bluffs precludes full development and recreational use of a pub-
licly owned community park. Restoration of the beach and stabiliza-
tion of the shore is necessary to provide adequate recreational beach
area and protect park facilities.

Recommended ﬁ)la/n of improvement.—Provides for restoration of
a protective beach with minimum berm width of 40 feet at elevation
8 feet above low water datum along the 800 feet of park frontage and
construction of 2 groins,

Estimated costs (July 1960 prise levels) —

Non-Yederal e —————— 200, 700
) U S 301, 000
Project economios.—
Annual charges: '
Interest and amortization. .. . -~ $18, 400
Maintenance (groing) .o c e, —————— 1, 000
Beach nourishment. - e e 6, 400
T OAY e e e e e et e e e e e e e e 20, 800
Annual benefits: -
Hlimination of protective costs by present methods. ... ___ 1, 800
Recreation. e 26, 000
POAL - e e i e e 27, 300
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Denefit-cost ratio.—1.3.

Local cooperation—QObtain approval by the Chief of Engineers for
plans and specifications and arrangements for prosecuting the work
prior to its commencement; and furnish satisfactory assurances that
local interests will: maintain the protective measures during their
economic life, control water pollution to the extent necessary to safe-
guard the health of bathers, maintain continued public ownership
of the shore and its administration for general public'use, and relocate
the storm sewer outfall at their own expense.

Comments of State and Federal agencies.—

State of Ohio: Favorable.
Department of the Interior: Favorable.

Comments of Bureau of the Budget.—No objection.

BTATE OF CALIFORNIA, APPENDIX VII, SPECIAL INTERIM REPORT ON YENTURA
AREA—BEACH EROSION CONTROL,

(H. Doc. 458, 87th Cong.)

Location.~The study area located in Ventura County, comprises
about 4 miles of shore on the Pacific Ocean, lying between the Ven-
tura and Santa Clara Rivers, about 55 miles northwest of Los Angeles.

Report authorized by.~—Section 2 of the River and Harbor Act ap-
proved July 3, 1930 cooperative study provisions).

Fwisting project—A Federal project authorized September 3, 1954
(HD 29/83/1) provided for Fec{era.l Farticipation in construction of
three groins to protect about 1 ile 6f shore in the northwestern por-
tion of San Bucna Ventura State Park. Within his discretionary
authority the Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army, in August 1961 ap-
proved modification of the existing project to shift the locations of
the three authorized groins to the downdrift (sontheastern) portion
of the State park frontage where the problem has become more acute.
These groins are planned for construction by the State of California
in 1962,

Beach erosion control problem,—Continuing erosion of the protec-
tive and recreational beach at San Buena Ventura State Park has
progressed in recent years to such extent that use of the park is im-
paired and public and private improvements in the Pierpoint regiden-
tial community landward of the park are threatened with destruction.
Presently authorized protective structures are inadequate to provide
the protection required under existing conditions,

Recommended plan of improvement.—In lieu of the existing proj-
ect, provides for Federal participation in the construction of nine
groins and artificial placement of beach fill among approximately 2
miles of shore. '
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Estimated costs (1961 price level) —
Federal .o e $515, 000
Non-Federal ... oo 1, 030, 000
POtAY . e e e 1, 545, 000
Project economics.—
Federal Non-Federal |  Total
Annual charges:
Interest and amortization. ... $18,720 $48, 000 $60, 810
Malintenance
QoINS oo oo eeaec e 0 6, 000 6,000
Sand A1) e ccemce e e————— 0 10, 000 10,000
XY PPN 18,720 64, 090 82,810
Annual benefits:
Preventlon of loss:
Private lands and improvements. ... .oeocooeeenea]ommamrcmnccc|emneeeaeaaaa 76, 450
Public lands and improvements. .. ... oeeeoeeenneen]omceiccccea e eeaaaea 48, 880
Recreatlon. ... e emeccea e cem e mee e 60, 000
B X017 I RIS FI N 185, 330

Bemnefit-cost ratio.—2.2.

Local cooperation—Obtain approval by the Chief of Engineers for
plans and specifications and arrangements for prosecuting the work
prior to its commencement; and furnish satisfactory assurances that
local interests will maintain the protective measures during their
economic life, control water pollution to the extent necessary to safe-
guard the health of bathers, and maintain continued public owner-
ship of the shores upon which Federal aid is based and their admin-
istration for public use.

Comments of State and Federal agencies.—

State of California: Favorable.

Department of the Interior: Favorable.
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection.
(Sec. 102, see p. 231.)

SECTION 103

Old lock and dam No. 7, Ohio River, near the city of Midland, Pa.,
was made obsolete by the construction of the New Cumberland lock
and dam. Some 17.94 acres located at old lock and dam No. 7 have
value for public park and recreation purposes. The land and the dam
tenders’ residences thereon are excess to the needs of the Ohio River
navigation project. v ‘ o |

The city of Midland, Pa., desires to obtain the subject lands for
public park and recreation purposes and there is no objection to such
use, provided that any grant to the city of Midland should be subject
to such flowage rights as may be necessary in the operation of the
New Gumberland lock and dam and that the deed contain a rever-
sionary clause in the event the lands are not utilized for the purpose
for which the grant is made.

The committee considers that this
is in the public interest.

PR S PRy .2 ¥ g ) DN,
conveyance to vne Civy or Midland
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SECTION 104

This section is similar to that in previous River and Harbor Acts.
It provides for reimbursement of local interests for work done by
them on beach erosion control measures authorized in this-bill sub-
sequent to initiation of the studies which form the basis for these
measures, Certain restrictions and limitations are included to safe- .
guard the interests of the United States. This section provides a
reasonable basis for proceeding with necessary beach erosion control
mensures at time of need, so that costly beach restriction or irrevocable
loss of beaches may be avoided. The provision has been considered
oquitable in previous legislation, and the committee considers that it
also should apply to beach erosion control measures included in this-
bill.  (Sec. 105, see p. 232.)

SECTION 106

This section is similar to that in previous River and Harbor Acts
roviding for authorization of needed surveys at specifically named
ocalities.

SECTION 107

: fThis section identifies title I of the bill as the River and Harbor Act
of 1962, :
ANALYSIS OF TirLe 11

SECTION 201

T'his section is the same as that which has been included in the last
several flood control acts. It continues the provisions of local co-
operation which have been in effect for some time, and provides that
yroject authorization shall expire if local cooperation is not forthcom-
mg within 5 years after appropriate notification.

‘SBECTION 202

This section is the same as that which has been included in the last
several flood control acts. It continues the present procedure of sub-
mitting reports to the interested States and agencies prior to submis-
sion to Congress,

_— ~ SECTION 2038

This section summarizes the project authorizations for flood control,
hurricane protection, and m tip{e-pur se works in title II. The
initial table lists the projects, project document numbers, and esti-
mated Federal costs. Pertinent information follows for each project.

TITLE II
Flood control projects

Projects Documant No, Federal cost

' : of new works
Alameda Creek, Oallfa oo i eceraeaecicccccananan 8, 128, 87th Cong........ $14, 680, 000
Alamogordo, N, MoX..eaemecnacann-- H, 473, 87th Cong... 2,040,000
Allegheny River at S8alamanca, N.Y. 11, 169, 87th Cong... 1, 390, 000
Arkansas-Red River Basin, Okla._.. ..| 8,105, 87th Cong........ 300, 000
Arkansas River, Dodge River, Kans. .l 11, 408, 87th Cong....... 2,133,000
Asotin Dam, 8nake River, Idahoand Wash. ... ... ........... H. 403, 87th Cong....... 09, 818, 000
Blackfoot Dam, Jdaho ..o H, 568, 87th Cong....... 829, 000
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Flood conlrol projects—Continued

Projects Document No, Federal cost

of new works

Dradley Lake power project, Cook Inlet, Alaska..........._..... 11, 458, 87th Cong..__._. $45, 760, 000
Broken Bow Reservolr, Okla_ ... . .. 8, —, 87th Cong.._._._. 23, 800, 000
Buchanan Reservolr, Calif_ . . oo acaaaeaas 8. 08, 87th Cong......... 13, 585, 000
Buckhannon River, W, Vo . ..o 8, 43, 87th Cong.-........ 1, 206, 000
Burns Creek, Idaho. oo iiiiaianas H:~—, 81th Cong.....__ 52,050, 600"
Caroling Beach, N.C. ..o ceeececceecceiccmaeeceann 11. 418, 87th Cong....... 739,000
Chattahoocheoe River at West Polnt, Ga.. . .o 1. 470, 87th Cong....... 52, 900, 000
China Gardens Dam, Idaho, Oreg., and Wash..__._._____.__._.. H. 403, 87th Cong......: 74,777,000
Chunky Creek, Chic&asawny and i’ascagoum Rivers, Miss...__. 11, 549, 87th Cong....... 8, 740, 000
Clear Fork of the Brazos River nt Abilene, TeX....._.....__.._.. 11, 500, 87th Cong...._.. 31, 200, 000
Columbia Drainage and Levee District No. 3, IMinols......_.._.| II. 543, 87th Cong._..... 084, 000
Corte Madera Creek, Marin County, Callf.. ... _.___.._. 11, 545, 87th Cong.___._. 5, 634,000
Cow Creek, Kans. it iaaiaccceaans 11, 531, 87th Cong._..... 1, 560, 000
Crab Creek, Ohlo. . _..__.___. : L, 440, 87th Cong._._____ 2,268,000
Cutler drain area, Florida 8,123, 87th Cong.._.__.. 2,063,000
Dade County, central and southern Florida._..._._.... -| 8,138, 87th Cong......_. 13, 388, 000
Delawure River, Pa,, N.J., Del,, ond Md. . H, 522, 87th Cong.. ..._.| 224,000,000
East Fork of Trinity River, T'ex H. 554, 87th:Cang. 23, 760, 000
Four River Basins, Fla.. I, —, 87th Cong. 67,760,000
Freeport and vicinty, Te H. 495, 87th Cong. 3,780,000
French Creek, Pa.__~:... 8.'95, $7th Cong... 23, 102,000
CGuyandot River, W, Va..__. . 560, 87th Cong. 60, 477,000
Harrisonville and Ivy Landing, . 642, 87th Cong. 1,112,000
Hidden Reservolr, Calif.______.. ... 10 8.'37, §7th Cong... 14, 338, 000
Hugo Reservolr,'}tiamlchl River, Okla..... 8, —-, 87th Cong..___.._. 29, 748, 000
Tilinols River and tributarles_.. .. _...- - 1271717TTITITTIITT 1, 473, g7th Cong...-.._. 71, 465, 000
Indian Ore#k; JOW8. ..ene oo oot Y . 438, 87th Cong.._.. .. 1, 270,000
Junlata‘Rlvar, {5 TR P aewecavibbiminimsiencvenasen H, 565, 8?‘1 Cong....... - 32,160, 000
Kansas River Basln. . e aeeeiecans 8, 122, 87th Cong........ 88,070, 000
Kaw Resorvolr, Okla. .. .o e i e iae e liiiiaae. 8,143, 87th:Cong.._._... 83, 230, 000
Kaysinger Bluﬁ Reservolr, Mo.._.. e s mmcmm—ameaa H, —, 87th Cong._....._. 43, 245,000
Kentucky River, Ky___ oo ----| H, 423, 87th'Cong 26, 020, 000
Klekaliwgo River, Wis__. «—, 87 16, 570, 000
Kokosing River, Ono. .o o oo iiiiiacae H. 220, 87th Cong. . .. " 2,438, 000
Lake Kemp, Wlchita Hiver, Tex._..... ... .IJI.I22070700T B.'144, 87th Cong..._____ 8, 410, 000
Mad River, OMo.. ... T H, 439, 87th Cong.....__ A 930,%

Mississippl River Delta at and below New Orleans, La........_.| 1L, 550, 87th' Cong....__. 7,502,

Mississippl River, Guttenberg, lows .- ..ccooeooonooooo... .| H,286,87th Cing....... « 729,000
Mississippi River-Ste, Genevieve-8t, Marys, Mo._.____..._...._. H., 519, 87th' Cong._..... 2, 500, 000
Méssisslﬁfl %ﬁger upper urhan areas from Hampton, I, to { H. 460, 87th Cong....... " 5,350,000

assville . L i .
Mystie, Groton, and Stonington, Conn.___._.o....... coiliosi) HL 41, 87th Cohg.o - 1,490,000
Narragansett pler, Rhode Island......_.......... H. 105, 87th Cong....... 1,153,000
Natchitoches and Red River Parishes, La___...._.... . 476, 87th Cong___.... 1, 293, 000
Naugatuck, Ansonia-Derby; Conn...o.eeeonimae.. H. 437, 87th Cong....... 5,620,000
New London, Conn_ ... e acaeccaacanan H, 478, 87th Cong..._._. 2,401, 000
New Moelones Reservolr, Callf. ... .o ... 11, 453, 87th: Cong .. ... © 113,717,000
NOMOIK, VA . o aecalcmacianieec o amamce e cccmamaane- -1 ‘H, 364, 87th Cong....--- 1, 637,000
Papillion Creck, Nebr........ Gor s eamcmmecesasccmaeamanen H, 475, 87th' Cong.._.._. 2,122,000
Pecatonica River, 111, and Wis. edaaee H. 539, 87th Cong;... 850, 000
Point Judith, R,1... . ...~ H. 621, 87th Cong._ 2,414,000
Port Arthur and vicinity, Texds.... 11, 508, 87th Cong. 23, 380, 000
Potompc River, North Branch, Md._...._...... H, 480, 87th Cong. 560, §65, 000
Prairie Dupont-Leveo and Sanitary District, Il1 1. 540, 87th Cong.. 021,000
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay, N.J........ H. 464, 87th Cong. 3,007,000
Redweod Oreek, Callf........._...... I, 497,-87th Cong. 2, 580, 000
Rend Lake Reservoir, il, 541, 87¢h Cong. 35, 600, 000

Richland Oreck, INl...._.
Rio Grande at Las Oruces, N.Mex. !
Rirle Dam and Reservoir, Idaho,............
River Rouge, Mich._...__._. cmearmecccemcnceasammmcmecena—ann
Rogue River, Oteg......-- e esearmratemoancnaanesscrassanehnae
Rondout Oreek and Wallklll
Russellville, ArkK. . ..o iceceeicccc e cccccavacmana-
R ‘River, Calif.......

Salt River, Mo.__.._......

Sandusky River, Ohio ;

8an Gabriel Rivor, TeX.. ..o iimiaiacaane
Scloto River, Ohlo. ... . iiimceaciaaaae
Trinity River, Fort Worth, Tox,—Pt, II
Truckee River, Callf, and Nev. ... ...

Twelvepole Creek, W, Vo, oo

Verdigrls River, Okla. ... ... . .........

Viliage Creck, White River, Mayberry. .. ...
Vince and Little Vince Bayous, Tex.. .. .. .. ...
Wareham and Marfon, Mass. ..o L.
Warroad River and Bull Dog Creek, Minn..._...o.couomenanon.
Westport, Conm. e cecceaiaca——-
White River, Village Creek, AvK.- ..o oo
Yazoo River, Gin Bayou, MIss. .o iieraaan

'Tot.r\l ......................................................

11, 563, 87th Cong-..__..
11, 148, 87th Cong.__..._..

H, 566, 87th. Cong.... ... :

8. 113, 87th Cong.....-.-
H, 847, 87th Cong.......
H, 607, 87th Cong,.._...
8, 136, 87th Cong..._....
H, —, 87th Cong.......
H, —, 87th Cong._._...
H, 454, 87th Cong._._...
11, 435, 87th Cong._..._..
11, 520, 87th Cong......-
H, 563, 87th Cong.......
I, 577, 87th Cong.......
I, 441, 97th Cong.......
H, 548, 87th Cong.......
11, 449, 87th Cong._._...
I, 412, 87th Cong.______
I, 352, 87th Cong....__.
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WAREHAM-MARION,; MASS,

(H. Doc. 548, 87th Cong.)

Location—~—The towns of Wareham and Marion, Mass., are located
in Plymouth County about 45 miles south of Boston and 35 miles east
of Providence, R.I. They are situated at the upper end of Buzzards
Bay, 20 to 25 miles northeast of the entrance to the bay from the
Atlantic Ocean.

Authority—Public Law 71, 84th Congress, 1st session, approved
June 15, 1955. '

Eaxisting project.—There are no existing or authorized Federal hur-
ricane protection projects or local flood protection works in the area.
Federal navigation projects provide a 15-foot-deep channel from Cape
Cod Canal into Onset Bay, and a partially completed 9-foot channel
from Buzzards Bay into Wareham.

Problem.—A serious problem of hurricane tidal flooding exists in
the towns of Wareham and Marion. The acuteness of the problem
is indicated by the fact that three severe hurricanes have struck the
two towns within the past 23 years and upon their recurrence would
cause total flood damages of over $25 million to shore properties. In
addition, a recurrence of these hurricanes would cause considerable
storm damage to pleasure boat fleets presently based in the area.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Construction of a system of
rock-protected, earth-fill barriers and supplemental dikes and walls
consisting of a barrier 1,050 feet long across the Weweantic River
about 1,300 feet above its mouth, inclu ing a 55-foot ungated naviga-
tion opening with a sill elevation at 11.0 feet below mean sea level, a
dike extension on the west 800 feet long to high ground in Marion, a
dike extension on the east about 1,300 feet long across Cromeset Neck
to Nobska Point, and a dike about 4,800 feet long along an existing
powerline north of U.S. Highway No. 6 in the town of Marion to
prevent flanking of the Weweantic barrier; a barrier about, 4,150 feet
ong Across the%Vareham River from Nobska Point, including a 100-
foot ungated navigation opening with a sill elevation at 15 feet below
mean sea level, and a dike extension from the east end of the barrier
in the vicinity of Long Beach about 1,300 feet to hiﬁh ground; a
barrier about 2,800 feet long across Onset Bay between Burgess Point
ind Sias Point, including a partiallgei;ated 100-foot navigation open-
1ag with a sill elevation at 17.0 feet below mean sea level, a dike exten-
sion about 1,000 feet long to the west to high ground at Burgess Point,
a dike extension about 1,800 feet long eastward to high ground at Sias
I'oint, and a dike about 900 feet long on the south side of Great Neck
Road 1.5 miles west of Burgess Point; and a wall 120 feet long and
dikes totaling 3,250 feet for protection of the main business center of
Wareham. '
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Estimated cost (price level of 1961) —

Federal oo o e $3, 811, 500
Non-Federal e 1, 633, 500
Ot e e 5, 445, 000
Project economics.—
Federal Non-Federal Total

Annual charges:
Interest and amortization. .. _ ... $113, 000 $61, 000 $174, 000
Maintenance and operation. .. feiiiiaao. 13, 000 13, 000
Maintenance of navigationalds. ... . . _.___ 1,000 ... 1, 000
Major replacements. o .. . e iaie i 2,000 2, 000
Estimated tax 10588 . o e oo eeace e e 2,000 2, 000
4 40 < DRI 114, 000 78, 000 102, 000

Annual benefits:
Prevention of tidal-flood damages. ..o oo oo aeom oo et 458, 000
Elimination of emergeney costs . ... o a e eecmercceec e ra e enaea 9, 000
Prevention of damage to boats. .. ..o i feecememncaaofeme e aeaaaas 290, 000
017 USRS UPURUY PR IUP I [P 767,000

Benefit-cost ratio—3.9.
. Local cooperation.—Provide all lands, easements, and rights-of-way,
including borrow. areas and spoil disposal areas necessary for the con-
struction of the project, at costs presently estimated at $100,000; ac-
complish all changes, alterations, and additions to, or relocations of,
any buildings and utilities made ncessary by the construction of the
project, at costs presently estimated at $15,000; bear 30 percent. of the
total first cost of construction, a sum presently estimated at $1,633,500,
to consist of the items listed above and a cash contribution presently
estimated at $1,618,500, to be paid.either in a lump sum prior to initia-
tion of construction or in installments prior to start 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 and values have been determined ; hold and save the United
States free from damages due to the construction works; maintain and
operate all the, works after completion in accordance with regulations
prescribed by the Secretary of the Army ; and at least annually notify
those affected that the project will not provide complete protection
from tidal flooding and that further local actions must be taken dur-
ing hurricane emergencies. ITocal interests are willing to furnish the
items of local cooperation.
(Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—
Department of the Interior: No ohjection.
Department of Commerce: Favorable.
Commonwealth of Massachusetts: Favorable.
C'omments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection.

90048—62——8
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POINT JUDITH, R.I.
(H. Doc. 321, 87th Cong.)

Location—Point Judith is located on the Atlantic shore of Rhode
Island about 40 miles south of Providence, R.1.

Authority—~Public Works Committee of the U.S. Senate resolution
adopted July 1, 1949.

wisting project.—There are no Federal improvements for hurri-
cane tidal protection in the area. The existing Federal navigation im-
provement provides for a 770-acre harbor of refuge, an entrance chan-
nel and east and west channels, all 15 feet deep, a 5-acre anchorage 10
feet deep, and a channel and 5-acre anchorage basin 6 feet deep.
There re also beach erosion control works at §and Hill Cove State
Beach and East Matunuck State Beach.

Problems.—Local interests desire improvement of the existing navi-
gation improvement, dredged spoil to be used to build up the beaches,
and protection from hurricanes by dikes, floodwalls, dune restoration,
or combination thereof.. o .

Recommended plan of improvement—Construction of hurricane
tidal protection between Matunuck and Point Judith, consisting of
rock-faced dikes, revetment, dunes, bulkheads, high beach berms, and
abutments and rock dikes at the Breachway ; modifi¢ation of the navi-
gration project. to include: (1) ‘Straightening and deepening entrance
channel to 20 feet; (2) enlarging 10-foot deep anchorage to 16 acres;
(3) dredging a channel 150 feet wide and 10 feet along the State finger
piers at Galilee to an 8-acre anchorage, 8 feet deep; (4) dredging a
channel and 5-acre anchorage south of Snug Harbor; (5) deepening
the Wakefield channel to 8 feet; and (6) dredging an additional 7-acre
anchorage at Wakefield ; and in lieu'of the preseéntly authorized beach
erosion project at East Matunuck State Beach; widen 3,830 feet of
beach generally to 150-foot width by direct placement of suitable
sand fill, construction of groing, and installation of sand fences.

Estimated cost (1961 price level) —

Federal . e e $2, 414, 000
Non-Federal . . e 1, 161, 000
TLOLAL - e s e e s m e e e e e 3, 565, 000
Project economics.---
Federal Non-Federal Total
Annual charges;
Interest and amortization. ... ... ool $30, 100 $49, 100 $138, 200
Maintenance, operation and replacement . ..__..__........ 14, 200 66, 400 80,
Malintenanve of navigation alds. ... ool 600 {oceoceanaaas
1T 103, 900 1185, 800 219, 400
Annual benefits:
Hurrleane protoction. . .o e 231, 800
NAVIZALION « ce s ie i cicmeieeecceeccccccecacsearacacafenncecamccecea]ennnamaaaan 73, 300
Beach erosion protectlon. ... iaeet e mmm e cene | rm e 218,700
B (12 AR R RPRUPIN PUSORRPRUIRIPRII ISP 523, 800
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Benefit-cost ratio—2.4.
.. Local cooperation—Provide without cost to the United States all
lands, easements, rights-of-way, and spoil disposal, pondage, and bor-
row areas necessary for construction of the project and for subsequent
maintenance of the navigation features, when and as required; ac-
complish without cost to the United States all alterations and reloca-
tions of sewerage and drainage facilities, buildings, utilities, high-
ways, and other structures made necessary by the construction; bear
32 percent of the total first cost, & sum presently estimated at $1,151,-
000, to consist of the items listed above and a cash contribution now
estimated at $701,000 to be paid either in a lump sum prior to initiation
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 cost to be made
after actusl costs and values have been determined ; hold and save the
United States free from damages due to construction of the project
and subsequent maintenance of the navigation features; maintain and
operate all the works after completion, except the navigation chan-
nels, anchorage area, and aids to navigation, in accordance with regu-
lations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army; assure continued
Eublic ownership of the shore upon which Federal participation in
each erosion control is based and its administration for public use
during the economic life of the project ; control water pollution to the
extent necessary to safeguard the health of bathers; provide and main-
tain without cost to the United States necessary mooring facilities and
utilities, including addtional public landings at Snug Harbor and
Wakefield, with suitable supply facilities open to all on equal terms;
construct and maintain ang bulkheads required -for retention of
dredged material discharged to spoil disposal areas from the initial
construction and subsequent maintenance of navigation features; pro-
vide suitabls facilities at East Matunuck State Beach to support the
recreational development of the beach; and at least annually inform
the public and those affected that the improvement will not provide
any substantial protection from ocean surges higher in elevation than
that which occurred in September 1938, Local interests have indi-
cated willingness to furnish local cooperation.
Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—
Department of the Interior ; Faborable.
Department of Commerce : Favorable.
State of Rhode Island : Favorable.
('omments of the Bureaw of the Budget—No objection.
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NARRAGANSETT PIER, RHODY, ISLAND

(H, Doc. No. 195, 87th Coug,., 18t sess.)

Location.—On the Atlantic coast near the mouth of the west pas-
sago into Narragansett Bay, about 30 miles south of Providence, R.1.

Authority—Public Law 71, 84th Congress, 1st session, approved
June 15, 19565,

Faisting project.—No Federal harricane, flood control, or naviga-
tion projects are in the area. An authorized beach erosion project
provides for widening about 1 mile of beach, construction O'F seven
rock groins, and construction of a sand harrier on Little Neck Point.

Problems—ITurricanes have caused severe tidal flooding ; erosion of
the beach is reducing the usable area; and there is a need for an im-
proved small boat harbor.

Lecommended plan of improvement.—Provides for improvements
in the interest of hurricane flood protection, beach erosion control, and
navigation consisting of: a sand berm of about 3,000 feet long; con-
crete walls about 4,600 feet long and 270 feet long; four groins; a rock
revetment ; a land dike about 1,120 feet long with a culvert and sluice
Fate on Little Neck Pond ; a sand barrier; a mooring basin in Narrows
River of 15 acres 8 feet deep with an entrance channel 8 feet deep and
100 feet wide; and a rock jetty about 930 feet long.

Estimated cost (1969 price level) —

O T ) S $1, 1562, 000
Non-Federal - .. e e e e 04, 000
otAl e ——— e 1, 856, 000
Project economica.—-
Federal Non-Federal Total
Annnal charges:
Interest and amortization. ... ..o iaiiaiaaaa.. $42, 700 3 $73, 300
Malintenance and operation.... ..o eeaeas 4, 14, 100 18, 800
B 0171 47, 400 44,700 92,100
Annual benofits:
Flood damnges prevented. .. ... ... iaicerecieaccncalecccmcccecaecleccecme - 62, 500
Small hoat DArbOr . . e iiiiccacnccssacaen]osnemaacssacan|essnaananaanun 39, 400
Beach protection. . . .oee e e iireeeccnncaccansocoaccea|aseanaraemceac|oncmconenenann 22,000
MOLAL. o e ceeiei i ceneeeinsccasacsansacaacenssanesnen]rmcenavesesane|onmaranananans 123, 900

l)’mm/if-no.wt ratio~——1.3,

Local cooperation—Provide all lands, easements, and rights-of-
rcent of the total first cost

way : nccomplish all nlterations; bear 38

presently estimated to be $704,000 which includes a cash contribution
of $564,000; hold and save the United States free from damages due
to construction and maintenance; maintain and operate all work ex-
cept. the navigation project; assure public use of the beach improve-
ment: prevent water pollution; prevent encroachment; provide and
maintain suitable public landings; and construct and maintain reten-
tion wallg for dredged material., ILocal interests have indicated will-
ingness to cooperate in the desirved iimprovements,

of 165
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C'omments of the State and Federal agencies.—
Department of the Interior: Favorable.
Department of Agriculture: Favorable,
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: Favorable.
State of Rhode Island : Favorable. .
Comments of the Bureavw of the Budget—No objection,

NEW LONDON, CONN.
(H. Doc. 478, 87th Cong.)

Location-—On the west side of the Thames River estuary and the
northeast shore of Long Island Sound, about 50 miles east of New
Haven, Conn.

Awthority.—Public Law 71, 84th Congress, 1st session.

Iwisting project—There are no existing or authorized hurricane
protection projects in the area. A low, rockfill, offshore barrier con-
strneted by locnl interests south of Bentleys Creek provides a Jimited
degree of wave protection for an industrial area. Completed Federal
navigation projects provide a 33-foot deep channel extending 3.8 miles
from Long Island Sound to State pier, a 23-foot deep channel abont
6,000 feet long skirting the New London waterfront, and a depth of
15 feet in Shaw Cove,.

IFlood problem.—New I.ondon has experienced heavy tidal-flood
losses from past hurricanes and other great storms. Recurrence of
hurricanes of the magnitude of the 1938, 1944, and 1954 storms would
cause losses ranging from $250,000 for the 1944 hurricane to $5,500,000
for the 1938 hurricane,

Recommended plan of improvement—Consists of a section of bar-
rier and aalls extending about 3,260 feet from the vicinity of the ferry
deck on Pequot Avenue, ncross Powder Island to Fort Trumbull,
with a 30-foot gated navigation opening for the Bentleys Creek chan-
nel: a concrete land walif, at Smith Street west of Fort Trumbull;
and a 1,760-foot. barrier and wall system across the mouth of Shaw
Cove with a 46-foot gated navigation opening and a pumping station
to dispose of interior drainage.

Ilstimated cost (price level of 1961) . —

Federal ool e e 20 e e e 18 1 o = 902 o e 0 0 0 0 o e v o $2, 401, 000
Non-Federal o o e 1, 029, 000
TOERL.. .o et e e e e e e et e e 3, 430, 000
Projeot cconomios.—
Fedoral Non-Federal Total

Annual chargea: -
Intorest and amortization. ... ..o $01, 000 $46, 000 $136, 000
Maintenance, operation and replacement ., .o ... ..... 1,000 20, 000 27,000
Loss of land productivity. ..o ceeeafeam e cme——- - 3,000 3,000
B 0171 02,000 74, 000 166, 000
anntnl benefits: T I
Damages Provented ... oo e ccce v amme e cnea]eeemamanmacaan|oae e n—————— 244, 400
INEreased 1NN US0u e ae et i e eaececcscmccnencsrasnanan|oscemamamanace]oanencauacanen &5, 000
B 1 SR ARSI SRR 250, 300
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Benefit-cost ratio—1.5,

Local cooperation.—(a) Provide without cost to the United States
all lands, easements, and rights-of-way including borrow areas and
spoil disposal areas necessary for the construction of the project, at
costs presently estimated at $180,000; (5) accomplish without cost to
the United States all modifications or relocations of existing sewerage
and drainage facilities, buildings, utilities, and highways made neces-
sary by the construction of the project, at costs presently estimated at
$30,000; (¢) bear 30 percent 0} the total first cost of construction, a
sum presently estimated at $1,029,000 to consist of items listed in sub-
paragraphs (a) and () above and cash a contribution, now estimated
at $619,000, to be paid either in a lump sum prior to initiation of con-
struction, or in installments prior to commencement of pertinent work
items, in accordance with construction schediles as required by the
Chief of Engineers, the final apportionment of cost to be made after
actual costs and values have been determined; (d) hold and save the
United States free from damages due to the construction works; and
(¢) maintain and operate all works after completion in accordance
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. ILocal in-
terests have indicated their willingness to furnish the items of local
cooperation,

omments of the State and Federal agenocies.—
Department of the Interior: Favorable.
Department of Commerce: Favorable.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: Favorable.
State of Connecticut: Favorable.
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection.

WESTPORT, CONN.

(H. Doc. 412, 87th Cong.)

Location.—On the north shore of Long Island Sound about 40 miles
northeast of New York City.

Authority.—In partial response to Public Law 71, 84th Congress, 1st
session, approved. June 15, 1955,

Faisting grojeat.———'l‘here are no existing hurricane flood protection
projects in the area.

Flood problem.—Three severe hurricanes and Several other great
storms have struck the area within the past 22 years,

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for construction of
an earthen dike with rock paving on its top and seaward slope, where
necessary, togethor with necessary gated culverts for interior drainage
starting at high ground north of the intersection of Compo Road
South and Compo Beach Road and extending southerly along Grays
Creek about 2,20 feet to the vicinity of Agawam Avenue; thence east-
ward along the seaward side of Compo Beach Road 1,460 feet to

Soundview Drive; and thence northeasterly along the seaward side -

of Soundview Drive about 1,610 feet to high ground at Hills Point
Road.
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L'stimated cost (1960 price level) —

Federal o e e $217, 000
Non-Federal . e e 93,
L 0T ) U 310, 000

Project economics.-—

Annual charges;

Interest and amortization. ....eeeeec oo eceeeemeeaa $8, 300 $4, 000 $13, 200
Maintenance and operation, -cve e eeccomccceeeceenececeefamceeeemmaea 3,000 3,

L 8,300 7,900 16, 200

Annual benefits: Damages prevented. ... ..o ieeoeece]ecomrciricicafocemceccaaane- 39, 300

Benefit-cost ratio—2.4.

Local cooperation.—(a) Provide without cost to the United States
all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construction of
the project, at costs resently estimated at $50,000; (&) accomplish
without cost to the United States all relocations and alterations of
buildings and utilities made necessary by the work, at costs presently
estimated at $3,000; (¢) bear 30 percent of the total first cost of the
f)roject, a sum presently estimated at $93,000, to consist of the items

isted in subparagraphs (¢) and (b) above and a cash contribution
now estimated at $40,000, to be paid either in a lump sum prior to
initiation 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
cost to be made after actual costs and values have been determined;
(@) hold and save the United States free from damages due to the
construction works; (¢) maintain and operate all the works after
completion in accordance with regulations S;rescribed by the Sec-
retary of the Army; and (f) at least annually notify those affected
that the project will not provide Frotection from surges in Long
Island Sound higher in elevation than that experienced during the
1938 hurricane. They have indicated willingness to meet the items
of local cooperation, s
Comments of the State and Federal Agencies.—

Department of the Interior: Favorable.

Department of Agriculture: Favorable.

Department of Commerce: Favorable.

State of Connecticut : Favorable.

Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection,
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MYSTIC, CONN.

(H. Doe, 411, 87th Cong.)

Location~-Mystic is located in southeastern Connecticut, on hoth
léankfl of the lower Mystic River which empties into Long Island

ound.

Awuthority—Public Law 71, 84th Congress, approved June 15, 1955.

L'wisting project.—There is no existing Federal project for hurri-
cane protection at Mystic. The existing Federal navigation project
provides for a channel 12 to 15 feet deep, extending 3.756 miles up-
stream from the mouth, and an anchorage and turning basin 9 feet
deep. ILocal interests have constructed wharves, docks, and repair and
service facilities.

Flood problem.—-Three severe hurricanes have struck Mystic since
the beginning of 1938 causing damages of serious proportion. At 1960
price levels total flood damages of about $6 million would result
from o recurrence of these three hurricanes and two other severe
storms which occurred during this period.

Recommended plan of itmprovement.—Provide for two earth fill
barriers prolectm{ by armor stone and riprap with crests 16.5 feet
above mean sea Invef, one about 3,200 feet long ncross the harbor in
the vicinity of Sixpenny Island with a 75-foot navigation opening,
and one about-1,950 feet long across the inlet east o%' Mason Island
with a 12-foot small boat opening at the causeway bridge, together
with necessary gates and stoplogs; a land dike about 450 feet long,
with crest. elevation 16.5 feet above mean sea level, on the west side
of Mason Island with o gated drainage structure; and two land dikes
with crests 15.5 feet above mean sea level, having a total length of
about. 2,000 feet. on the mainland northeast of Mason Island, together
with necessary appurtenances. '

vstimated cost (pricelevel of 1960).—

Bederal e ——————— e o e e $1, 400, 000
Non-Federal . o e 638, 000
Total e 2,128, 000
Project economics.— -
Federal Non-Fedoral ‘I'otal
Annual charges:
Intereat and amortizatlon.. ..o cae e i icicinaaanas $57, 000 $27,400 |- $84, 400
Maintonanco and operation. .o 1,000 14, 800 15,800
Estimated tax 1088, oo i ieiecca e PR . 200 200
B L SRR 58,000 42, 400 100, 400
Annual bonofits:
Dinages prevented. .. .o R RS RN 165, 000
Elimination of omergency €ost. . - oo oeoeiacocmomceaieca|cmaec el , 000
B0 € SRR UOR SRS PRURSRURRER BSOSO 175, 000
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Denefit-cost ratio.—1.7.
Local cooperation—(a) Provide all lands, easements, and rights-of-
way necessary for construction of the project; (b) accomplish all re-
locations and alterations of sewerage anc{ drainage facilities, build-
ings, utilities, highways, and other structures made necessary by the
construction; (¢) bear 30 percent of the total first cost, a sum presentl
estimated at $638,000, to consist of the items listed in (&) and (b
above and a cash contribution now estimated at $549,000, to be paid
either in & lump sum prior to initiation of construction, or in install-
ments prior to commencement 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 actual costs and values
have been determined; (&) hold and save the United States free from
damages due to construction of the project; and (e) maintain and oper-
ate all the works after completion, except aids to navigation, in ac-
cordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army.
Local interests are willing to furnish the items of local cooperation.
Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior : Favorable,

Department of Commerce : Favorable.

Department of Agriculture: Favorable. -

State of Connecticut: Favorable,

Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection.

NAUGATUCK RIVER, ANSONIA-DERBY, CONN.

(H. Doc. 437, 87th Cong.)

Loocation—The city of Ansonia and the town of Derby are adjoin-
ing communities located in southern Connecticut, on the Naugatuck
River about 12 miles above Long Island Sound.

Authority.—A. resolution of the Public Works Committee of the
U.S. Senate adopted September 14, 1955, and similar resolutions of the
Public Works Committee of the House of Representatives of the
United States adopted June 13, 1956, and June 23, 1956, respectively.

Fwisting project—Federal flood-control improvements in the basin
affecting Ansonia-Derby consist of seven reservoirs, for flood control,
authorized by Congress. One reservoir, Thomaston, is located at mile
30 on the main stream and has been in operation for flood control since
September 1960. None of the other reservoirs are under construction.

Flood problem.—Flooding of the Naugatuck River causes damages
to residential, commercial, industrial, and other properties located in
Ansonia-Derby and creates health, safety, and economic problems
which adversely affect the welfare of the cities.

Recommended plan of improvement—Provides for approximately

12,470 linear feet of levee and floodwall, with appurtenant works, for

the protection of approximately 232 acres of industrial, commercial,
and residential areas in Ansonia-Derby.
Estimated cost { price level of J anuary 1960) —

RO A e e ettt e e 1 e e 1 e et k1 et e e e $0, 620, 000
NN OO R oo et e e e ettt e e o e e e e \
TPOAL o e e e et e e e e e e e et 6, 000, 000
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D’roject cconomics.—

Federal Noa-Federal Total

Annual charges:

Interest and amortization........... mteceeccmecaecaaaaa $208, 900 $15, 200 $224, 100
Maintonance and operation. . ... T . ..ol 0 10,700 10, 700
Net 1083 of productivity. ... ooooo i raanaaes 0 2,300 2,300

L T 208, 900 28, 200 237,100

Annual benefits:

Damages prevented. ..o oo i eiriciecirueaccccca]aecccacrcencea]ecrucaan P 200, 000
Enhancement from reductlon of flood hazard. o ..o ifoommiaiar e |aeceemanan - 84,000

1N IR DIIPIITN PRI 290, 000

Benefit-cost ratio—1.2.
Local cooperation.—(a) Contribute in cash because ‘0f the more
costly plan desired by local interests for the River Street area, 1.4
percent of the construction cost, presently estimated at $80,000, to be
paid either in a lump sum prior to start of construction or in install-
ments prior to start of pertinent work items, in accordance with con-
struction schedules ns required by the Chief of Engineers, the final
contribution to be determined after actual costs are known; ()pro-
vide, without cost to the United States, all lands, easements, and
rights-of-way necessary for construction of the project, including
changes to highway bridges and roads, railroad track, sewers, and
other utilities; (¢) fl’old and save the United States froe from damages
due to the construction works; (€) maintain and operate all the works
after completion in accordance with regulations prescribed by the
Secretary of the Army; and (¢) prevent encroncﬁment on the im-
proved channels or on the ponding areas, and if capacities are im-
puired, provide equivalently effective storage or pumping. capacity
without. cost to the United States. T.ocal interests are willing to
furnish the items of local cooperation. _ : S
Comments of the State (m(} Federd agencies.—
Department of the Interior: Favorable. .
Department.of Commerce: Favorable, ‘
Department of Agriculture: Favorable,
State of Connecticut: Favorable,

Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection.

RONDOUT CREEK AND WALLKILL RIVER, N.Y., AND N.J,

(8, Doc. 118, 87th Coﬁ(r.)

Location—Rondout . Creek drains 1,197 square miles "in southern
New York and northern New Jersey and empties into-the Hudson
River, near Kingston, N.Y. Its principal tributary, Wallkill River,
drains 786 square miles and enters the main stem just bolow, Lefever
Falls, 7.5 miles above the creek mouth. e

Authority.—The report is in partial response to two resolutions of
the Senate Public Works Committee adopted September 14, 1955, and
November 14, 1955, : : s

L'wisting projeot.—Clearing and snagging on Rondout Creek at
Rosendale and upstream locations was authorized in April 1956 and
completed in April 1957,
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Flood problem.—Floods affect over 23,800 acres of rural land of
the 250 acres of affected urban area, upproximatelfr 200 acres are
located in Rosendale and Ellenville, At Rosendale, the flood of
October 1955 was the most severe following by 2 months the previous
record flood of August 1955. One drowning occurred along Beer kill.
Average annual damages on Rondout Creek are $247,600; on Sandburg
Creek, $267,400; and on Wallkill River and tributaries, $367,300.

Recommended plan of improvement.—The only localities for which
protective works are economically justified at this time are Rosendale
and Ellenville. At Rosendale improvements would be made on Rond-
out Creek primarily by channel excavation, floodwall and levee con-
struction, ponding areas, a pump station, utility and road changes,
and drainage structures. At Ellenville improvements would be made
on Beer kill and Fantine kill by the construction of floodwalls, levees,
and channel improvements with appurtenant ponding areas, drainage
structures, utility changes, and bridge replacements and alterations;
and improvement of north gully, bf' a concrete chute, bridge recon-

it

struction, upstream debris dam, utility changes, and drainage struc-
tures, C PR ,

Estimated cost (price level of June 1960) —- _ ,
Federal i oo $5,111, 000
Non-Federal__-__,,_____-__--_-_u-_-_-.___.____..”--_n________;;;f- 836, 100

1Y U e e - 6,947,100

Project economics.— . '

Federal | Non.Federal| ~ Total

Annual charges:

Interest And AMOFL1ZAHON . o onoeeeeemooo oeeeeeooooeo $193,700 | $30,200 | $223,900
Maintenanoce and operation. ... ..o aercmncceocacracnnan 0 24, 500 ©. 24,500
Major replacements. ... oo coccomecras Aemecemmamsen—an .. 0 . 610} 6, 100
 Total....... e weencerneemeanrgeennnasannnnnnne| - 193,700 . 59,800 253, 500
Annusl benefits: Damages provented. ...l looeini L e e - 311, 800

 Benefit-cost ratio—12 to 1. -

Looal cooperation.—Furnish without cost to the United States all
lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for.construction of the
improvements; hold and save the United States free from damages
due to the construction, works; perform without. cost to 'the United
States all alterations of highways, highway bridges, utility and re-
lated facilities made necessary for construction of the roject : -pro-
tect the channels, ponding areas, and other ﬁood-controlpworks from
future ericroachment or obstruction that would reduce their flood-car-
rying capacity and control development of the fringe areas not pro-
tected by the proposed improvement with a view to preventing an un-
due increase in the flood-damage potentialj and maintain and operate
each usable element of the work after completion of the element and
of all the works after completion thereof in accordance with regu-
lations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. Local interests have
indicated their willingness to cooperate in them,
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Comments of the State and Federal Agencies.—
Department of the Interior: Favorable,
Department of Agriculture: Favorable.
Department of Health, Education and Welfare: Favorable.
Department of Commerce : Favorable.
State of New York: Favorable.
State of New Jersey : Favorable,
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget—No objection.

RARITAN BAY AND SBANDY IOOK BAY, N.J.
(H, Doc. 464, 87th Cong.)

Location—21-mile length of Shores of Raritan and Sandy Hook
Bays between South Amboy and Highlands: The western end is
about 30 miles southwest of midtown New York City.

Authority—Section 2 of River and Harbor Act of July 3, 1930,
%ertaining to cooperative beach erosion control investigations; and

ublic Law 71, 84th Cong., 1st sess., June 15, 1955, pertaining to hurri-
cane investigations of the eastern and southern seaboard.

Ewmisting project.—None for hurricane or heach protection. Fed-
eral Government through the Works Progress Administration partici-
pated in constructing some protective works, Under authorized Navi-
gation projects jetties at Cheesequake Creek were built in 1882-83 at
a cost of $40,000, and the breakwater off Atlantic Highlands was com-

leted in 1940 at a cost of $562,726, of which local interests contributed
553,790. Since 1929 considerable productive work has been accom-
plished by local interests at a cost. of about $1 million.

Problem.—There is a need for protection of shore areas from erosion
by wave attack and from inundation from storm tides,

Recommended plan of improvement—Provides for (a) construc-
tion of 8,800 feet of beach fill and 1,940 feet of tie-back levee with
necessary interior drainage facilities and road crossings in Madison
Township; gb) construction of 4,800 feet of beach fill in Matawan
Township; (¢) 3,000 feet of beach fill at Union Beach; and (&) con-
struction of 14,150 feet of each fill, 13,200 feet of tie-back levee, and
three rock groins to be provided when required together with interior
drainage facilities and road crossing at Keansburg, and East Keans-
burgﬁ.‘ “Provides for reimbursement to local interests of $57,000 as
the Federal share of the costs incurred by them in accomplishing the
beach protection work at Keausburg in 1957,

Estimated cost (price level May 1960) —

AT A e e er e e e e e 2o 1 e e e e e $3, 007, 000
Non-Bederal . e e 1, 651, 000
POt e ettt et e an e e e et s 20 2 e e e e 4, 748, 000
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Project econemics.—

Federal Non-Federal Total
Annusl charges:;
Interest and amortizatlon. .. ..o occcaceaiaacneaa $111, 400 $60, 000 $171, 400
Maintenance and oporation. ..ocoeo o cocccecneanccccccmaeleaneeccaeaa- 72, 800 72, 800
0 17 | S S 111, 400 132, 800 244, 200
Annusl beneflts:
Hurricane proteotlon. . . caceceocacaceacaccccnccanerannaen]acecrccracccaa|enecccacacanan 360, 500
Bhore protectlon. «ccoe e cnciecaciaccacccaacaccaccascacas|ecnccccoancena|omanmasamnne. 178, 300
b7 DRI SIPIN SR PRI 538, 800

Benefit-cost ratio—2.2.

Local cooperation.—Provide without cost to the United States all
lands, easements, and rights-of-way, including borrow areas necesary
for construction of the project ; accomplish without cost to the United
States all alterations and relocations of buildings, streets, storm
drains, utilities, and other structures made necessary by the construc-
tion; bear 35.2 percent of the total first cost consisting of the items
stated above and a cash contribution to be paid either in a lump sum
prior to initiation of construction or in installments prior to com-
mencement of construction of pertinent items, in accordance with con-
struction schedules as required by the Chief of Engineers, the final
apportionment of cost t?)qbe made after actual costs and values have
been determined ; hold and save the United States free from damages
due to the construction works; maintain all the works after comfﬁe-
tion in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of
the Army; maintain during the economic life of the project con-
tinual public ownership of the non-Federal publicly owneg shares and
continual availability for public use of privately owned shore equiva-
lent to that upon which the recommended Federal participation is
based ; control water pollution to the extent necessary to safeguard the
health of bathers; obtain approval of the Chief of Engineers of de-
tailed plans and specifications for the work contemplated and arrange-
ments for its prosecution, prior to commencement of any work on
the recommended beach-protection phase of the project at Matawan
Township and Borough of Union Beach or the beach-protection phase
of the project at Madison Township for which Federal participation is
planned, 1f undertaken separately from the recommended combined
improvement.; construct, concurrently with the recommended beach
fill, suitable parking fields and bathhouses open to all on equal terms;
and at least annually inform interests affected that the hurricane
improvements will not provide substantial protection from bay surges
higher in elevation than that of hurricane Donna, September 12, 1960,
Local interests have indicated willingness to comply with the require-
ments of local cooperation.

Comments of the State and I'ederal agencies—

Department of Interior: Favorable,
Department of Agriculture : Favorable.
Department of Commerce : Favorable.
Department of Health, Fiducation, and Wolfare : Favorable,
State of New Jersey : Favorable,
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objections.
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JUNIATA RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, PENNSYLVANIA

(H. Doc. 565, 87th Cong.)

Location—Juniata River is located in south central Pennsylvania,
and is formed by the junction of the Frankstown Branch and Little
Juniata River. Meandering 102 miles easterly, the Juniata River
joins the Susquehanna River about 84 miles above Chesapeake Bay.
Raystown Branch is the largest tributary of the Juniata River.

Awuthority.—This report 1s in full response to authority provided
in section 11 of the Flood Control Act approved December 22, 1944,
and in section 204 of the Flood Control Act approved September 3,
1954. . .

Ixisting project.—The only Federal flood control project in the
Juniata River f%asin is one for local protection at Tyrone, Pa., au-
thorized by the Flood Control Act approved December 22, 1944, It
provides for the construction of a levee, floodwalls, improved channels,
yressure conduits, and pertinent works, at an estimated cost to the

nited States, revised in 1960, of $9,400,000. Local cooperation has
not been furnished and no work has been performed.

Flood problem.—The area subject to floods_by the Juniata River
extends throughout the entire length of the basin and is both urban
and rural. Towns and villages affected are Williamsburg, Tyrone,
IHuntingdon, Smithfield Township, Bedford, Everett, Mount Union,
Lewistown, Mifflin, and Newport. In the basin are farms and resi-
dences, business and commercial establishments, public utilities, rail-
roads, and highways, all of which are subject to floods. The greatest
losses were caused by the March 1936 flood. Floods have caused
damages-in excess of $14 million from 1936 to the present based on
damage estimates made after each flood and on prices then current.
_ Recommended plan of improvement—The most suitable plan of
improvement to serve the water-resource needs of the basin would
consist of a multiple-purpose reservoir on the Raystown Branch to
provide for flood control, hydroelectric power, recreation, fish and
wildlife, and low-flow augmentation for water-quality improvement.
The recommended plan consists of a dam and earthfill construction
with & maximum height of 225 feet above the streambed and a length
of about 1,770 feet; a spillway controlled by gates, located in a saddle
of a ridge near the damsite; a powerhouse located downstream from
the dam; three tunnels through the ridge to supply the turbines; a
re-regulating dam, located at river mile 0.5, provided to reduce fluctua-
tion of discharges from the peaking power operation; preservation
of the sites against incompatible development; and provided that
installation of the power generating facilities shall _notl{)e made until
the Chief of Engineers shall submit a reexamination report to the
Secretary of the Ariny for approval of the President.
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L'stimated cost (price level of 1960) .—

Federal. oo e e e $77, 361, 000
Non-Federal . o oo e et e 0
TPOA] e e e e 77, 361, 000

1$32,150,000 without power as recommended by committee.
Project economics.—
Annual charges (all Federal) :

Interest and amortization. . $2, 796, 000
Economic cost of land .. e 136, 000
Operation, maintainance, and replacement_ . .. ___________.__ 600, 000
Taxes fOregONe. . e e 1, 100, 000
otal . e e 4, 632, 000
Annual benefits:

POW Y e e e e e e e 4, 189, 000
Recreation e 1, 104, 000
Flood control .o 576, 000
Pishery e e 84, 000
Water quality oo e - 70, 000
SRR . O 6, 023, 000

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3.

Local cooperation—None, :

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department, of the Interior: Favorable.
Department of Agriculture: Favorable.
D‘egarbment of Commerce : Favorable.
Public Health Service: Favorable.
Federal Power Commission : Favorable.
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania : Favorable.

Comaments of the Bureau of the Budget.—Advises that there would
be no objection to submission of the report to Congress, subject to
consideration of the following: That it would be preferable for au-
thorization of the power-generating facilities to await completion
and consideration by Congress of the reexamination report proposed
by the Chief of Engineers, under normal preauthorization procedures;
that if power-generating facilities shoul(i) be conditionally authorized
at this time, the reexamination report to be prepared for submission

L LAZA0 LILL0y LALT ARRSANISAiAaAlvalas Va v  of A\SAA

to the Sem'étary of the Army and approval Ly the President should
take full cognizance of the plans of the investor-owned public utilities
in the area, and contain information in sufficient detail to-demonstrate
_that inclusion of hydroelectric power facilities in the project is fi-
nancially feasible in the light of pertinent reimbursement and repay-
ment policies in effect at 510, time; that the Congress should be fur-
nished with more detailed data relative to a project without power but
with provisions for future installation at the time the project is being
consi(\ered, for authorization; and that the Secretary of the Army
may wish to consider deferring submission of the report to Congress
pending completion of the comprehensive survey of the Susquehanna
River now being undertaken by the Corps of Engincers. -

N 13077u¢.7'k3.7.~'1‘ﬁ0 committee notes that construction of the dam and
reservoir on the Raystown Branch of the Juniata River is urgently
needed  to reduce flood heights along the Juniata River below the
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dam and the lower reaches of the Susquehanna River. In addition,
it notes that the reservoir created by the dam will meet a growing
demand in the area for public outdoor water-associated recreation
and for conservation of the fish and wildlife resources. In view of
the considerable opposition to inclusion of power as a feature of the
Raystown project, t}m committee recommended the project with power
features eliminated. It notes that a project without power will fully
serve the remaining purposes and is economically justified, The com-
mittee notes that if the Chief of Engineers deems it desirable, he may
submit a reexamination report on the power generating features to
the Congress for its consideration. The Federal cost of the project
with the power features eliminated is $32,150,000.

DELAWARE RIVER BASIN, N.Y., N.J., PA,, AND DEL,

(H. Doc. 6522, 87th Cong.)

Location.—The Delaware River drains a relatively long, narrow
area in the Northeastern United States. The area extends approxi-

mately 265 miles southward from the western slopes of the Catskill:

Mountains in New York to the Atlantic Ocean at the mouth of Dela-
ware Bay hetween Cape Muy in New Jersey and Cape Henlopen in
Delaware. The basin boundary encompasses 2,362 square miles in
southeastern New York, 6,422 square miles in eastern Pennsylvania;
2,969 square miles in western New Jersey; 1,004 square miles in Dela-
ware; 8 square miles in the northeastern corner of Maryland, and 782
square miles of water surface in Delaware Bay. '

Authority—Resolution, Senate Committee on Public Works, adopt-
ed September 14, 1955, and other resolutions.

Ewmisting project—Federal improvements by the Corps of Engi-
neers consist of the Prompton and Edgar Jadwin Reservoirs in the
Lackawaxen River Basin, the Bear Creek Reservoir on Lehigh River
and local protection works at Allentown and Bethlehem, Pa., SCS
programs are underway on four watersheds and planned for 16 other
watersheds, Authorized Federal navigation projects for the Dela-
ware River provide for a channel 40 feet deep from the sea for 126.3
miles to Newbold Island, thence 35 feet deep for about 514 miles to
Trenton, thence 12 feet deep for about 114 miles to the head of navi-
gation, ~Appurtenant fucilities and numerous tributary channels on
both sides of Delaware River and Bay also are provided under the
existing project.

Flood problems—Major floods in the Delaware River Basin are
usually associated with severe storms resulting in widespread heavy
precipitation and often accompany hurricanes. The area of major
flood damnages a‘long the main stem of the Delaware River lies along
the 9h-mile reach from Delaware Water Gap, Pa., to Burlington,
N.J. Damago centers at onesdale and Hawley in the Lackawaxen
Basin aro now afforded protection by reservoirs and local protection
works, In the L.ehigh River Basin, the Bear Creek Reservoir, and
local protection works I‘)rovide protection for damage centers at Weiss-
port, Allentown, and Bethlehem, but areas elsewhere in the basin are
subjeet, to mcurrinp}-lﬂood damages. In the Schuylkill Basin major
f}i{qods occur along the 75 miles of the main stream of the Schuylkill

iver.
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Recommended plan of improvement.—The plan of improvement
consists of 11 major control projects to be constructed prior to the
year 2010; 8 major control projects to be developed for recreation
prior to 2010, with water supply to be added subsequently; and 39
small control projects to be developed under continuing authoriza-
_tions, subject to the desires of local interests. Of the 11 major control
projects to be constructed prior to 2010, all would provide for water
supply and recreation, 8 would provide for flood control storage and
2 for generation of hydroelectric power. Recreation potentials at the
11 major projects proposed for early development were appraised
both for that directly related to the basic water control project and
for that indirectly related to the basic water control project and its
directly related recreation potentials. Cost allocations were based
on the basic project without consideration of the indirect values ex-
cept in the case of the Tocks Island project where it was found that
the widespread regional and national significance of the recreation
opportunities warranted the apportionment of all specific and allo-
cated recreation costs to Federal costs. Also, it was found that at
the Tocks Island project the development of pumped storage hydro-
electric facilities would probably be feasible as either a Federal or
non-Federal venture. However, because of difficulties in firmly as-
sessing production costs and power values authority for construction
of the pumped storage features was not recommended. The recom-
mended plan would reduce average annual flood damages about 43
percent along the principal waterways and about 33 percent in the
upstream areas. The plan, also, would meet streamflow require-
ments for the basin to year 2010, including authorized diversions,

Iirst costs and annual O.M. & B.—The first cost of the long-range
plan of development of the water resources of the Delaware River
Basin consisting of a 58-reservoir system, is estimated at $591 million,
of which the initial and ultimate Federal costs are estimated at $232
million, and $143 million, respectively. The plan of development
provides for Federal construction of six reservoirs and modification
of two authorized projects, which are included in the comprehensive
plan, at initial and ultimate Federal costs estimated at $224 million,
and $135 million, respectively. The following table lists the projects
in the comprehensive plan, together with estimated Federal and non-
IFederal costs of construction and annual maintenance.

00048-—~02——9

HQ AR005682



Case 4:14-cv-00139-HLM Document 38-22 Filed 11/16/15 Page 95 of 165

124

RIVER AND HARBOR AND FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS

Comprehensive plan of development, Delaware River Basin

[Costs in thousands of dollars. Totals may not agree with sums due to rounding)
Costs
Construction Annual operation, mainte-
Project Purpose nance, and replacement
Federal Non- | Total Federal Non- Total
Federal ! Federal !
MAJOR CONTROIL PROJECTS
Hawk Mountain. .............. () I R, 42,000 42,000 |ocecnnaao- 201 201
Newark .o caicccmnaaas (£ T O 15, 300 16,300 |ocaooaooos 190 190
Christiang. oo oo [C) J 18, 000 18,000 |-cuoooo-. 302 302
Subtotal. . oo i 73, 300 76,300 |- 783 783
Prompton ¢ _ . ..., 3 470 4, 6500 4,970 54 84
TocksIsland .. .cooooooo .. o 03, 500 28, 500 , 000 1,872 3 1,970
Bear Creck 4. oo, 3 4,200 9,110 13, 400 56 64 120
Beltzville. .. oo cecmeeeo 6 6, 260 7, 640 13, 800 60 48 108
Aquashieola_____________.___.___ b 8, 600 10, 400 19, 000 41 44 85
Trexler. .. oo ccciceaas s 4,330 5,770 10, 100 57 47 104
Matden Creek. ..o ooooooooo__ 8 9, 800 17, 27, 600 83 55 138
Blue Marsh .. _oooocmaaaoo 8) 7,090 5,410 12, 500 73 38 m
Subtotal ..o 134, 900 89, 100 224, 000 2,260 450 2,710
4 \01: Y BRI RO 134,900 | 164,400 | 299,300 2,260 | 1,240 3, 500
MAJOR PROJECTS TO BE DEVELOPED IN TWO STAGES:
Paullne._ . ... (3; .......... 23, 100 23,100 |oceaa-.. 221 221
Pequest..ooooooooroaccaaan ? .......... 16, 300 16,300 [occnvevn-e- 115 115
Hackettstown. . .o.ooo.o... () JE POSPN , 000 ,000 |l 553 553
New Hompton...occeceomnaca.. () TR PO, 29, 600 20,600 [cccuoeeoa- 332 332
TOMEKON e e e ceceacecamcaeeaee () feweoeoaana 21, 800 21,800 |.cooooeoe. 276 276
Newton .. oo (€ PO 46, 400 46,400 | .._.... 415 415
French Creek. .. vovececuanoao (l; .......... 18, 700 18,700 |o oo 332 332
Evansburg . coocooeaoomoooanaos (C) 2NN PO, X 800 |ocmecnneas 345 345
Total. oo e[ an 208,000 { 208,000 {...oac.--- 2, 690 2, 590
SMALL CONTROL PROJECTS
Parkstde. cemeecrccccnccnennn ¢ 1, 000 921 1,020 {oooo . 0.3 0.3
SWIltWAter- ceeiceemaccnaaaan ’ 1,030 9 47 1,080 |. oo .3 .3
Jim ThorPe. e eecccvcnnnnna ' 445 924 469 (oo .3 .3
36 small projeots. ..o oo. (19) 6,270 782 , 080 1ol 11 11
Total. oo ceaa| e 8, 750 874 9,030 [-ceearuna- 12 12
Total plan. . cveeeovoaooofoaaeaaaas 143,000 | 374,000 | 517,000 2,260 | 3,840 6, 100
Total plan #__.._... RN PR, 3, 000 ,000 | 691,000 5040 | 4,360 10, 300

1 Exoludes costs and benefits for fndireotly related recreation except at Tocks Island,

? Water supply, recroatio
¥ Water supp b
4 Coste an
§ Water supply, recreat

neflts for addin
, fis

n, and power.
ly and recreation,

water 8

u
and wll(Y

ply and recreation to existing flood-control project.
life ,and flood control,

§ Water supply, recreation, fish and wildlife, flood control( and conventlonal power,

10 mtloni

¢ Floo

d con

maintenance, and replacements costs are for
rol and recreation,

$ Excludes nominal amount for optional recreation facilitles,
10 Flood control,
11 Includes pumped-storage hydro at ‘I'ocks Island and indirect recreation in other 18 major projects,

nitial stage only.
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Project economics—
Costs and benefits in thousands of dollars

[T'otals may not agree with sums due to rounding]

Annual benefits —
Annual Benefit- |Estimated
Project economic to-cost date of
cost ! Flood | Directly Water ratio .need
control | related Power supply | Total!
recreation

MAJOR CONTROL PROJECTS

Hawk Mountaln___.
Newark . ........_.
Christlana...........
Prompton 2_____..._.
Tocks Island....____
Bear Creek 7______.__
Beltzville..._..._.._.
Aquashicola._..__.__
Trexler- - coc-eeooens
Malden Creek.......
Blue Marsh.........

it et i at et o ol of of o4
1 OB T D3 K5 P DD

Pauling_ . oonno.
Pequest..__..
Hacuicettstown
New Hampton
Tohickon....
Newton____.__. -
French Creek._._...
Evansburg..........

e
WD LI W

Parkslde. cocaeo—ooe 37 L2 PR PN SRS 42
Swiftwater-....._... 39 4 U PO FURSIUN S, 71
Jm Thorpeancaeeeae 17 ) 135 NI SRR E, 18
3G small projects..... 267 LY PN FRSIN FUNSRN 457

latal kel
NS oo
&

1t Excludes ~o0sts and bhenefits for indirect)y related recreation exce&t at Tocks Island, Costs and benofits
for Tocke Island include $3,476,000 and $6,341,000, respectively, for indirectly rolated recreation,

2 Costs snd benefits for adding water supply and recreation to oxisting flood control projects.

3 8ite vequisition for recreation immediately and development for water supply as needed.

{ To bs eccomplished under existing authorities and continuing programs,

Local coopervtion.—I.ocal interests are required to give assurances
that they will:

( 1} Make demands for the use of water storage within a period
which will permit paying out of the costs allocated to water supply
within the life of the project; such costs to be determined by applying
the percentages given in the report to actual costs for construction,
operation, maintenance, and major replacement. "These water supply
costs are presently estimated at $89,100,000 for construction and $450,-
000 annually for maintenance, operation, and major replacements. -

(2) Prevent encroachmant on the stream channels downstresm from
the reservoirs to the extent neected to provide reasonably efficient reser-
voir operation. ,

(3) Hold and save the United States fteo from all water-rights
clmlms resulting from construction and operation of the reservoirs;
an

HQ AR005684



Case 4:14-cv-00139-HLM Document 38-22 Filed 11/16/15 Page 97 of 165

126 RIVER AND HARBOR AND FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS

(4) Agree to undertake establishment and prosecution of programs
for the acquisition of lands, and to develop facilities as needed for
the recreation developments assigned to them.

Comments of States, municipalitics, and Federal agencies.—

State of New York: No objections to approval of eight major
projects in which the Federal Government would participate hut
reserved any statement relative to the remainder of the plan until
the basin commission has considered the plan,

State of New Jersey: Approved the eight major projects in
which the Federal Government wonld participate but preferred
to refrain from comment, on the remainder of the plan until the
basin commission has considered the plan.

State of Delaware: Objected to grouping of counties by sub-
regions as used in the report; cited the urgent need for additional
pollution investigations and water quality recovery research; con-
tended that the report placed ,primary emphasis upon surface
waters and relegated Delaware’s water problems to a localized
minor role; from a comparison of potentials, concluded that the
two proposed reservoirs in Delaware and the Tocks Island Res-
ervolr would be equally of national significance with regard to
recreation ; expressed the feeling that the flood damages in Dela-
ware were not given sufficient coverage; questioned the estimates
of future irrigable land in Delaware as used in the report; ob-
jected to the report’s failure to include in the plan of develop-
ment the alternate sources of water to meet Delaware’s needs;
questioned the treatment of the water supply {)otentials of the
proposed Brandywine development as planned by the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania; and pointed out the continuing need for
information on water uses and the need to keep the planning
report a “living document.”

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania: Urged that attention and
urgency be given to the construction of small reservoirs under
Public Law 566 and Public Law 685; expressed the view that
low flow augmentation will be needed to insure reasonable water
quality in the Delaware Basin; stated that the proposed Hawk
Mountain project would adversely affect trout and bass fisheries
in that area; requested that consideration be given to the provision
of workable fish passing facilities in the proposed dams; and,
except as noted, gave general approval to the proposed plan,

ity of Philadelphia: Expressed concern over the treatment in
the report of water quality and quantity ; objected to lack of data
on direct and indirect costs of the plan to the ¢city of Philadelphia;
requested evidence that the costs and benefits would be shared
equitably by all parties; and pointed out that the city did not
participate directly in writing the report.

City of New York: Generally favorable with comments to
clarify the influence, on the plan, of New York City’s existing
Delaware operations. '

Department of Commerce: Pointed out the inadequacy of exist-
ing control and map information for the area; agreed with esti-
mates of highway relocation costs with one major exception and
suggested coordination with State highway oflicials; found that
Commerce could not concur in proposal for advance acquisition
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to preserve reservoir sites unless financing of the relocation of
affected highways is included in the proposal; and noted that the
effects of the projects on highway transportation costs had not
been included in the economic analyses.

Department of Labor: Acknowledged receipt of report and
offered no comment.

Department of the Interior: Concurred generally in the pro-
posed plan and the request for authorization to construct six
major control projects and modify two existing Federal projects;
assumed plan will be subject to continuing study, review, and
modification as warranted; concurred in finding of national sig-
nificance of Tocks Island recreation and full Federal funding;
proposed modification of report to provide authority for corps
to acquire land for conservation and development of fish and wild-
life; concurred in proposal for advance acquisition of sites; agreed
that proposed Tocks Island project be recommended for authori-
zation and that further study be undertaken before conclusions
regarding adjacent pumped storage potentials; requested further
study of mineral activities at certain project sites; and agreed
generally with the substance and recommendations of the report
except as noted above. ‘

Department of Agriculture: Noted that the report points out
the need for programs concerned with the use and treatment of
land and coverand advised that such programs are now underway
in the basin by the Department of Agriculture; pointed out that.
the small control projects were appraised only for flood control
and expressed the belief that additional small control project
would be found economically feasible if apprasied for multiple
purposes; and requested that the report recommended Federal
development of the power potential, including pumped storage,
found economically feasible with provisions requiring preference
to public bodies and cooperatives in the dispostition of the powers,

Department of Health, Education and Welfare: Noted that the
report contains no discussion of possible pollution control bene-
fits; repeated USPHS recommendations regarding programs for
water quality management and data collection ; and recommended
adoption of the vector control program as an integral part of the
comprehensive plan,

Federal Power Commission: Reviewed the findings of the re-
port with respect to power and concluded that the proposed plan
will serve as a useful guide for continuing studies of efficient
utilization of the water resources of the basin. :

Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget—No objection to submission
of report to Congress. However, considers that. in view of recent leg-
islation approving the Delaware compact and creating the Delaware
River Basin Commission, the formal adoption by Congress of the
recommended comprehensive plan for the Delaware River Basin is un-
necessary but believes the eight projects recommended for construction
should be authorized. Also, in connection with the complete develop-
ment of the recreation potentials of the Tocks Island project, wholly
at Iederal expense, the Director of the Bureau of the Budge finds
that such deevlopment would he appropriate and in accord with the
program of the President, provided suitable entrance, admission, and
other user fees are established.
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NORTIH BRANCII, POTOMAC RIVER, MD. AND W. VA,

(H. Doc. 489, 87th Cong.)

Location.—The North Branch of Potomac River rises near the
western boundary of Maryland, flows generally northeast between
Maryland and West Virginia, and joins the South Branch about 20
miles below Cumberland, Md., to form the Potomac River. It drains
1,328 square miles of predominantly mountainous terrain with eleva-
tions ranging from 4,860 to 600 feet above mean sea level.

Awuthority.—In full response to House Public Works Committee
resolution adopted July 29, 1955, and in partial response to resolu-
tions of the Senate Puglic Works Committee adopted September 14,
1955, January 26, 1956, and July 6, 1959, as amended April 27, 1960,
and to resolution, House Public Works Committee adopted August 16,
1950. -

Fwisting project.—A local flood-protection for Cumberland, Md.,
and Ridgeley, W. Va., completed in May 1959, provides for channel
improvements, floodwalls and levees, interior drainage facilities, and
an industrial dam. The cost to the Federal Government, for new work
was $15,600,000, exclusive of $1,400,000 contributed by local interests
and $50,000 from emergency relief funds. Additional items such as
bridges, streets, and rights-of-way increased the total cost to local in-
terests to $2,900,000. In 1939, the Works Progress Administration,
under sponsorship of the Upper Potomac River Commission, initiated
construction of an earth and rockfill dam on Savage River about 4.5
miles above its junction with the North Branch. Work was suspended
in 1942 because of World War II, and resumed in 1949 under super-
vision of the Corps of Ingineers. The project was completed in
January 1952 and transferred to the Upper Potomac River Commis-
sion on July 1, 1953, for operation and maintenance. The total cost
was $6,237,000, of which $1,142,000 was contributed by local interests.
The reservoir capacity of 20,000 acre-feet permits regulation of stream
flow for industrial and domestic water supply and pollution abate-
ment and provides some incidental flood control.

Flood problems—Six damaging floods have occurred in the past 23
years. Over 11,000 acres of valley land along the North Branch and
its tributaries have been subjected to frequent and severe floods.
Urban areas have been flooded to depths of 10 feet. The largest flood
above Cumberland in recent years occurred in March 1924 and caused
the loss of five lives. Recurrence of that flood with present stage of
development, and with Savage River reservoir in operation would
cause damages of $5,200,000. Average annual flood damages under
present conditions are $891,800.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for construction on
the North Branch of Potomac River, Md., and W. Va., of a dam and
reservoir in the vicinty of Bloomington, Md., for flood countrol, water
supply, water quality control and recreation, generally in accordance
with the plan of the district engineer. The dam would be a concrete
gravity structure with an earth fill embankment on the right abutment,
approximately 1,930 feet long, with a maximum height of about 287
feet above the stream bed. The dam would contain a gated spillway
contrelled three tainter gates,
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E'stimated cost (price level of J anuary 1961).—

FeAeral e e ——————— e et $50, 965, 000
NON-FeAeral o o e e e e e e e e ™)
L OtA] e e e 60, 965, 000

1$16,035.000 to be relmbursed by local interests for water supply.

Project economics.—

Federal Non-Federal Total
Annual charges: :
Interest and amortization.. ... . . .. $1, 288, 000 $600, 800 $1, 078, 800
Maintenance operations and major replacoments......._.. 145,000 55, 000 200, 000
Economie cost of land . - . .ot eecmena 7, 600 6, 000 13, 500
1 1, 440, 500 761, 800 2,162,300

Annual benefits:

Damages prevented. .. ocooceoenneecocneeeeecce————— 585, 300
Water SUPPIY..ceeeoocannnen 1,283, 300
Water qUBHLY . o e et ce e cc e e e —m—nmaae 1, 593, 400
Recreatlon. . ... emeeas 120, 700

A RN RN J 3, 682, 700

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.6.

Local cooperation—The requirements of local cooperation consist
principally of the repayment of costs allocated to low-flow augmenta-
tion. Local interests must agree to Fa all the costs allocated to water
supply amounting to 33.2 percent o tl}l,e construction cost of the proj-
ect and presently estimated at $16,935,000, 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 con-
struction schedules as required by the Chief of Engineers; or as an
alternative, contract with the United States to repay, within a period
of 50 years, a portion of the costs allocated to water supply on the
basis of initial requirements, amounting to 5.8 percent of the con-
struction cost and présently estimated at $2,943,000, plus interest dur-
ing construction on this amount, with interest on the unpaid balance
and with payments to begin when storage is first available for water
supply; furnish assurances satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army
that they will repay the remaining costs allocated to water supply on
the basis of future requirements, amounting to 27.4 percent of the
construction cost, presently estimated at $13,992,000, plus interest
during construction on this amount with interest on the unpaid bal-
ance, 7)eginnin 10 years after storage is first available for water
supply and with final payment to be made 50 years thereafter, except
that no interest will be charged thereon for the first 10 years after
storage is first available for water supply; contract with the United
States to pay the operation and maintenance costs allocated to water
supply presently estimated at $47,000 annually, beginning when stor-
age is first available for-water supply; agree to pay the major re-
placement costs allocated to water supply as such costs are incurred,

- presently estimated to average $8,000 annually; furnish assurances
satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army of their intent to control
pollution of the streams subject to low-flow augmentation by adequato
troatment or other methods of controlling wastes at their source; and
furnish assurances satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army that they
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will protect downstream channels from encroachinents which would
adversely affect operation of the project. Many beneficiaries are in-
volved. At present no entity has agreed to furnish the required
local cooperation. Establishment of a legally constituted local body
capable of performing this function is essential and is under consid-
eration. -
Comments of the State and Federal Agencies.—

Department of the Interior: Favorable.

Department of Commerce : Favorable.

Department of Health, Education and Welfare: Favorable.

Department of Agriculture : Favorable:

Federal Power Commission : Favorable,

National Capital Regional Planning Council: Favorable.

Chsglrman, nterstate Commission on Potomac River: Favor-

able.

District of Columbia : Favorable.

State of West Virginia: Favorable.

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania: Favorable,

Commonwealth of Virginia : Favorable.

State of Maryland : Favorable.

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection.

NORFOLI, VA,
(H. Doc. 354, 87th Congress)

Location.—Norfolk, Va., is on the port of Hampton Roads, about
180 miles southeast of Washington, D.C., and about 20 miles west of
the confluence of Chesapeake Bay and the Atlantic Ocean. The major
portion of the city’s shore frontage is on the Elizabeth River and its
Eastern Branch, and is not exposed to high waves from Chesapeake
Bay and the Atlantic Ocean.

Authority.—In partial response to Public Law 71, 84th Congress,
ist session, approved June 15,1955,

Ewisting rrojeazf.—-There are no existing or authorized hurricane
projects in the area. The existing Federal navigation project provides
for depths of 40 feet in Elizabeth River 18 to 25 feet in the Eastern
and Western Branches, and 12 feet in the short channel up Scotts
Creek. The Xlizabeth River and its Southern Branch are segments
of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway.

Flood problem.—The downtown section of the city of Norfolk is
subject to periodic flooding from hurricanes and northeast storm tides,
This salt water flooding causes damages to commercial, residential, and
other properties located in the low-lying areas and creates health,
safety, and economic problems which adversely affect the welfare of
the city.

Reco};nmmz(led plan of improvement—Provides for a floodwall ex-
tending for abont 2,750 feet from a grade point near Tazwell and Duke
Streets along Tazwell, Boush, Main, Matthews, Water, and Granby
Streets to a grade point in the rear of the U.S. custom house, together
with six closure structures and necessary adjustments to railroad and
street crossings adjacent thereto; a storm drain pump station at the
foot, of the City ITall Avenue, together with necessary collector lines
and appurtenances; and a sanitary sewage lift station in the floodwall
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at Fayette and Water Streets, together with necessary collector lines,
force mains, valve chambers, and appurtenances. Subsequent to
authorization of the recommended hurricane protection works, and
with prior approval of the Chief of Engineers, if the city elects at its
own expense-to incorporate features in highway or other development
works in the waterfront area which will serve the purpose of the hurri-
cane protection works in the area of local construction, it is further
recommended that the United States participate in the cost of such
features on a basis such that the overall cost to the United States
for hurricane protection shall not be greater than that which would
apply in the absence of such features, and such that any resultant
savings in the overall cost of the dual purpose features shall be shared
equitably between the United States and the city on the basis of cost
allocation and cost apportionment approved by the Chief of Engineers;
provided that such participation in the dual purpose features shall
be subject to the ungertakmg of any necessary remaining hurricane
protection works by the United States.

E'stimated cost (price level of June 1959) —

Federal . e $1, 537, 000
Non-Federal . o e e m , 000
Ot Al e 2, 261, 000

Annual charges:

Interest and amortization. ... $60, 000 $39, 500 $99, 500
Maintenance and operation. oo oo ceem e e ——aa 15, 500 15, 500
TOAL. . e e e e 60, 000 55, 000 115, 000
Annual benefits: Damages prevented .cooaeceee oo oo ocmcceceafomcccc e e e ceacaae e 178,000

Benefit-cost ratio—1.5.

Local cooperation—(a) Provide without cost to the United States
all lands, easements, and ri;i,rhts-of-way necessary for construction of
the project, at costs presently estimated at $376,000; (&) accomplish
without cost to the United States all relocations and alterations of
sewerage and drainage facilities, buildings, utilities, and other struc-
tures made necessary by the work, exclusive of stori» sewer, street,
and railroad alterations forming an integral part of the protective
works, at costs presently estimated at $287,000; (¢) bear 30 percent
of the total first cost of the project, exclusive of betterments, a sum
presently estimated at $658,000, to consist of the items listed in sub-
paragraphs (e) and (b) above and a cash contribution now estimated
at $45,000, to be paid either in a lump sum prior to initiation of con-
struction, or in installments prior to commencement of pertinent work
items, in accordance with construction schedules ng required by the
Chief of IEngineers, the final apportionment of cost to be made after
actual costs and values have been determined; S(l) bear the entire
- cost of tho items considered as betterments, including the sewage lift
station, presently estimated at $66,000; (¢) hold and save the United
States free from damages due to the construction work; and (f)
maintain and operate all the works after completion in accordance
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. Local
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interests have indicated willingness and ability to furnish require-
ments.
Conunents of the State and Federal agencies.—
Department of the Interior: Favorable.
. Department of Commerce: Favorable.
Department of Agriculture: Favorable.
State of Virginia: Favorable,
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.~—No objection.

CAROLINA BEACH AND VICINITY, NORTH CAROLINA
(H. Doc. 418, 87th Cong.)

Location—The area is in New Hanover County, about 15 miles
southeast of Wilmington, N.C., on the peninsula which separates the
lower Cape Fear River from the Atlantic Ocean. The study covers
about 7 miles of the shore and the towns of Carolina Beach and Kure
Beach, also unincorporated communities of Wilmington Beach and
Hanby Beach.

Authority —Section 2 of Public Law 520, 71st Congress, approved
July 3, 1930, and Public Law 71, 84th Congress, approved June 15,
1955.

Ewisting project.—No hurricane or beach protection projects.

Beach erosion and hurricane problem.—Intermittent surveys of the
shore and offshore depths since 1938 indicate alternate erosion and
accretion with a net accumulative loss of beaches. During the period
1900 to 1959, 22 hurricanes have affected Carolina Beach and vicinity.
Recurrence of the maximum hurricane tide of record caused by the
hurricane of October 1954, under January 1960 prices and conditions,
would cause inundation and wave damages in the area estimated at
$5,500,000. The average annual future tidal damages in the area are
estimated at $380,800.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for construction of
a dune with a crown width of 25 feet at elevation 15 feet, mean low
water, together with an integrated beach berm of 50 feet wide at
elevation 12 feet, mean low water, extending about 25,800 feet from

northern limits of Carolina Beach to southern limits of Kure Beach;

initial deposition of sufficient suitable material north of Carolina
Beach to serve as a feeder beach; and Federal participation in the
cost of beach nourishment for a period not to exceed 10 years from
the year of completion of the initiafplacement.

Fstimated cost (price level of J anuary 1960) —

B RACTAL. . e e e e e e e e $739, 000
Non-Federal .. o e 500, 000
L 5] o ) D U U DU U U USSP 1, 239, 000
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Project economics.—

Federal Non-Federal Total

Annual charges;

Interest and amortization.. ... ... ... $28, 390 $23, 420 $51, 810
Maintonance and operation. ... ..o ciccc e emaae e 14, 600 14, 600
Beach nourishment . .o oo riciaeen 6, 600 50, 100 56, 700

4011 ) SIS 34,000 88,120 123,110

Annual benefits:

Damages prevented. ..o eccmeaean 213, 500
Emergency cost saved. . 5,300
Increased beach use.... . - 133, 900
Increased Property USe.. oo cvrceccccaceccacacccccmamnaans 23, 000

017 | RPN UPNI HI IO PRI 376,700

Benefit-cost ratio.—3.1.

Local cooperation—Furnish lands and rights-of-way ; accomplish
necessary relocations of buildings, streets, utilities, and other struc-
tures; bear 40.3 percent of the first cost consisting of the items above, .
and a cash contribution presently estimated at $500,000; hold and
save the United States free from damage; maintain the works and
nourish the beach, except that for the first 10 years the Federal Gov-
ernment will contribute an amount estimated at $6,600 annually for
nourishment; maintain current public ownership and use; adopt
ordinances to preserve the improvement; control water pollution;
obtain prior upgroval by the Chief of Engineers of plans for the beach
protection work; contribute in cash for wave-protection works in ad-
dition to the item above requiring a contribution of 40.3 percent, the
added cost for separate construction of the beach-protection works
presently estimated at $123,000; and, annually inform local interests
that the project will not provide substantial wave protection durin
ocean surges greater than Hurricane Hazel, October 15, 1954. T.oca
interests have indicated their willingness to comply with the require-
ments of local cooperation.

Comments of the State and Federal Agencics—

Department of the Interior: No objection,

Derartment of Agriculture : No objection.

Department of Commerce : No objection,

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare : No objection.
State of North Carolina : Favorable.

Comanents of the Bureau of the Budget—No objection.

) Al
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER AT AND IN VICINITY OF WEST POINT AND
FRANKLIN, GA,

Location.—Chattahoochee River forms a portion of the border be-
tween Alabama and Georgia and drains the northeentral portion of
Georgia. The Chattahoochee River drainage basin is 440 miles long
and averages 30 miles wide, The Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers
join to form the Apalachicola River,

Authority.—Resolutions by the Committee on Public Works of the
ITouse of Representatives adopted July 29, 1956, and July 31, 1957,

Kwisting project.—DBuford Dam in the extreme upper watershed for
flood control, hydroelectric power, navigation, and other purposes;

HQ AR005692



Case 4:14-cv-00139-HLM Document 38-22 Filed 11/16/15 Page 105 of 165

134 RIVER AND HARBOR AND FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS

Jim Woodruff lock and dam on the lower river for navigation and
hydroelectric power; and two other locks and dams on the Chat-
tahoochee River which would provide navigation to Columbus, Ga.,
are nearing completion. The Soil Conservation Service has a small
dam program on Bull Creek near Columbus, Ga. Many small pri-
vately owned dams for hydroelectric power.

Problems~—DBuford Reservoir controls floods in the upper water-
shed. Average annual flood damage for the Chattahoochee River at
and below West Point are estimated at $600,000 principally in West
Point, Columbus, and Phenix areas. There is also a growing demand
for power in the area.

Recommended plan of improvement—Construction of West Point
Reservoir for hydroelectric power, flood control, navigation, and rec-
reation. The dam would be located at river mile 201.4 and would
form a reservoir of 553,000 acre-feet capacity ; 282,000 acre-feet would
be for power purposes except for flood control storage use of a maxi-
mum of 204,000 acre-feet from December through April. Storage of
158,000 acre-feet would also be usable for flood control above the power

ool.
P Estimated cost (1961 prive level) —Federal, $52,900,000.

Project economics.— -

Annual charges:

Interest and amortization. . $1, 635, 000
Maintenance, operation, and replacement- ... _________ 518, 000
TAXES LTOT@EONMC . et et e e 518, 000

Total .o e e e e e e 2, 671, 000

Annual benefits:

Flood control. . e 481, 000
P OW T e e e e e i e 2, 085, 000
Recreation. e 640, 000
Fish and wildlife e 268, 000
Navigation. oo ————— e 50,000

4 0 161 U U UV 3, 524, 000

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.3.

Local cooperation—Local interests shall agree to inform annually
those affected, for a period of time as determined by the Chief of Engi-
neers to be necessary, that the proposed project will provide partial
protection from floods.

Comments of the States and Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior: No objection.

Department of Agriculture: No objection.

Department of Commerce : No objection.

Federal Power Commission ; No objection,

Public Health Service, Department of HIEW : No objection,
State of Alabama: Favorable.

State of Georgia: Favorable,

Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—The Burean of the Budget
notes that the estimate of expected power revennes from the West,
Point project, furnished by the Southeastern Power Administration
would be suflicient. to repay the cost allocated to power only over a
period of 100 years. The Bureau also notes that a major portion of
the benefits and costs of this project have been assigned to power
purposes.
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The Bureau states that section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944
requires that power produced at reservoir projects under control of
the Department of the Army be sold at rates wilich will recover costs
of power production, and transmission, including capital investment
allocated to power, over a reasonable period of years. The Bureau
further states that, as a matter of policy, a period of 50 years has been
considered appropriate for the recovery of power investment. Such a
period was most recently affirmed by the Congress as a condition of
t}%e authorization of Laurel River Reservoir in the Flood Control Act
of 1960.

Accordingly, the Bureau would expect that construction of the
West Point I){’eservoir, if authorized by the Congress, would not be
undertaken until there is specific assurance that all costs allocated to
power can be returned with interest within a period of 50 years.

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the
submission of the report to the Congress.

INTERIM REPORT ON SOUTH DADE COUNTY, FLA., CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN
FLORIDA PROJECT

Location.—The area under consideration is in the southeastern sec-
tion of Dade County, Fla., south of Miami along Biscayne Bay.

Authority—Senate Public Works Committee Resolution, adopted
November 15,1954 (partial response).

Ewaisting project.—The central and southern Florida project pro-
vides in part for a levee around the area considered in this report.
This levee, designated as “I.-31,” and its control structures are for pro-
tection against most nonhurricane storm tides and for regulation of
freshwater flow.

Flood problem.—There is need for an adequate system of canals to
provide drainage for urban development, with water control struc-
tures to prevent overdrainage of lands and contamination of ground
water by salt water encroachment.

Recommended plan of improvement—The plan of imgrovement

provides for construction of 12 major outlet canals to drain by gravity
the south Dade County area involved.
E'stimate cost (pricelevel of October 1960) —
P eAeral e e e e e e e e e e e e $13, 388, 000
Non-Federal e T 065, 000
POt e e e e e e e e rm e e e 20, 463, 000
Project economios.—
Federal Non-Federal Total
Annual charges:
I’rimary works:
Interest and amortizatlon. . . ool $484, 000 $266, 000 $739, 000
Malntenanco and operation. .o oo oo fe e aeaaan 16, 000 X
T0ss of productivity of lands (economle cost) ... |......_ ssnacac|eccensecescana 40, 000
Totnl primary Works. e o e ccaeiornrcmennacncanna- 484, 000 370,000 804, 000
“ASSOCIAte WOTK. oo e e ceececcveccsecccnsenmnnnccmcacaanlecanaasanaanne 133, 000 133, 000
Mota). o e eecrccceeccacceanama————————— 484, 000 503, 000 1,027, 000
Annual bonofits:
Flood damages proventod... oo ceeoccoeamccccccveccmec|ucrercscansemnfamcmemcncacaa- 1,807, 000
Increased 1and USe. oo eeae e reccaicccaccccanncccssfecenncnarnaaa- sememeeannsnen 1,772,000
TOLAL. - o eme e cecaercacmcecmmammcmemeccaceccacsscsecssns|ecssavnannnnns|amaancanacanan 3, 669, 000
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Benefit-cost ratio.—3.6.

Local cooperation.~—Local interests are required to contribute 19.2
percent of contraet price plus supervision and administration, pres-
ently estimated at $2,953,000, to be paid prior to start of work units;
construct and maintain associated lateral drainage facilities; provide
all lands, easements and rights-of-way; make all bridge, road, and
utility relocations except railroad bridges and approaches; hold and
save the United States free from damage; prevent encroachment on
the channel; maintain and operate the completed works; and inform
affected interests annually that the project will provide no protection
from ocean surges. N

Comments of the State and Federal agencics.—

Department of the Interior: No objection.

Department of Agriculture: No objection.

Department of Commerce: No objection.

State of Florida: Concurs in plan but objects to cost-sharing
features, road relocation standards, and cost estimates of main-
tenance,

Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—The Bureau of the Budget
notes that the Chief of Engineers, in his letter to the Department of
the Interior, has stated his intention of coordinating with all interests
concerned in undertaking the recently authorized investigation of
means of supplementing existing water supplies to the Everglades
National Park. The Bureau would, therefore, expect preconstruc-
tion planning of this project, if it is authorized, to be fully coordinated
with this pending investigation in order that there will be adequate
assurance before funds for construction are requested that the project
will contribute to the achievement of maximum benefits to the region
and the Nation from development of the water resources of the area.

The Bureau advises that there is no objection to submission of the
report to Congress, '

INTERIM REPORT ON CUTLER DRAIN AREA; FLORIDA C:ENTRLAL AND
" SOUTHERN FLORIDA PROJECT

(S. Doc. 123, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Cutler drain area comprising about 38 square miles in
Dade County is located immediately south of Miami on the Atlantic
coast of IFlorida.

Authority.—Senate Public Works Committee resolution, adopted
November 15, 1954 (partial response). ‘

Lwisting project.—There are no Federal improvements within the
Cutler drain area, Iowever, the area is encompassed by works of
the central and southern Florida project.

I'lood problem.—There is a need for flood control and drainage in
the Cutler drain area which has experienced eight damaging floods
since 1946.

Lecommended plan of improvement.—The plan of improvement
provides for improvement of the Cutler drain area for fiood control
and major drainage including a connecting canal te Snapper Creek
Canal to permit diversion of fresh-water supply from the north, =
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L'stimated cost (price level April 1961) —

Federal . $2, 063, 000
Non-Irederal - e e —— 2, 104, 000
O] - e e e 4, 167, 000
Project economics (price level, April 1961) . —
Federal Non-Federal Total
Annual charges:
Primary works:
Interest and amortizotlon. ce oo ccececaececceaaaaa $75, 800 $75, 900 $151, 700
Maintenance and operation. .. ..o oooioifeaiaaacaaas - 30, 30, 300
Loss in productivity of land (economic ¢08t) . . .ceeeeo oo momceae e femmccaaaaa 35, 000
Total primary Cost e eccceccececmaaaaa 75,800 108, 200 217, 000
Assoclated WOrk. o« cimcciceccac|ammcamamanaan 17,000 17,000
B 017 75,800 | . 123, 200 234, 000
Annual benefits:
Flood damages prevented. ... oo eoa o iceceecn]emmceecce e e e e eae 333, 000
Increased 1and US8. -.aeenmeeoccaeeiciememcaccccccseeeefeececccme e e cme e 1,017, 000
3117 RSO U I 1,350, 000

Beneéﬁt-cost ratio.—>5.8.
Local cooperation—Local interests are required to construct and
maintain associated lateral drainage facilities; provide all lands, ease-
ments, and rights-of-way; make all bridge, road, and utility reloca-
tions except railroad bridges and approaches; hold and save the United
States freo from damage; prevent encroachment on the channel; and
maintain and operate the completed works.
Comments o fl the State and [ederal agencies.—
Department of the Interior: No objection.-
Department of %Fricu'ltum : No objection.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Public Health
Service: No objection.
State of Florida: Favorable.
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget—No objection.

FOUR RIVERS BASINS, FLA.

Location—~The Four River Basins in this report consist of the
drainage arcas of four main streams in central and southwest peninsu-
lar Florida which rise at or within the Green Swamp region and
certain intervening streams on the west coast of Florida. e four
rivers are the Hillsborough, Oklawaha, Withlacoochee, and Peace
Rivers, The city of Tampa is located on Hillsborough River.

Authority—Nine resolutions of the Senate and House Public
Works Committees and two items in acts of Congress,

Liwisting project—There are several authorized navigation im-
provements including the cross-Florida barge canal, which will pro-
vide navigable channels in the lower reaches of the Withlacoocheo and
Oklawaha Rivers; the Pitblachascotee River rom the Gulf of Mexico
to Port Richey, Tampa Harbor; the Oklawaha River to Moss Bluff
Dam; Withlacoochee River; Poace River and Anclote River. There
are no flood control projects in the area.
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Flood problem.—There is a water problem because of flooding and
poor drainage during wet seasons and a lack of water during dry
seasons to adequately meet demands for agricultural and domestic use.
Salt water enters Lake Tarpon from underground and, when the lake
rises, damages surrounding land.

Recommended plan of improvement.—-The plan of improvement
provides for improvements of southwest Florida, drained by the
IMillsborough, Oklawaha, Withlacoochee, Peace, Anclote, and Pithla-
chascotee Rivers, and Lake Tarpon for flood control, major drainage,
and other purposes.

Tstimated cost (pricelevel of October 196/) —

T eder ] o e 857, 760, 000
NON-Federn et e e e e e 42, 020, 000
D Ot ] e e e e e e e e et e e e e 09, 780, 000

Project economics.—

Federal Non-Federal Total

Annunl charges:
Primary work;
Interest and amortization
Maintenance and operation

$2, 201, 000 $1, 475, 000 $3, 676, 000
328, 000 32

Loss of land productivity (econoinic cost) 001:(X)0
Total primary Work - - oo caacaaaas 4, 605, 000
AssocIated Work . oo e e cceae e 241, 500 241, 500
B 01 7Y U 2, 201, 000 2, 044, 600 4, 846, 500

Annual benefits:
Flood damages prevented 2, 906, 000
Increased land u80. .vcueno. .. 3, 383, 000
Fish and wildlife conservation 528, 000
Navlgation. .. .. _.o.__.... 134, 000
Recreation. . cccmciaieas 87, 000
B 0] Y SRR PIORPIRPIPRIN ISP BRSO 7, 038, 000

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5.

Local cooperation.—l.ocal interests are required to contribute 17
percent of the contract price plus supervision and administration
?r&qently estimated at $10,700,000; construct and maintain associated
lateral drainage facilities; provide all lands, easements, and rights-
of-way; make all bridge, road, and utility relocations except railroad
bridges and approaches; hold and save the United States free from
damage; preserve outlet waterways needed for the proposed work;
and maintain and operate the completed works. The Southwest
Iflorida Water Management District would asswune responsibility for
local cooperation,

Jomments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Departiment of the Interior: No objection,

Department of Agricilture: No objection.

Department of Commerce: No objection.

Departmeont of Health, Education, and Welfare: No objection.
State of IMlorida: Favorable. ,

Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.-—The Bureau of the Budget
suggests that further consideration be given to the matter ol a local
cash contribution toward the cost of the project for henefits to recrea-
tional boating. The Bureau recommends that the cost allocated to fish
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and wildlife enhancement features in projects of this kind be divided
equally between the Iederal Government and local interests.

Remarks—The committee has made the appropriate changes to
reflect the Budget views.

CIHIUNKY CREEK, CITICKASAWIIAY AND PASCAGOULA RIVERS, MISS,
(H. Doc. 549, 87th Cong.)

Location.—The Pascagoula River drains most of southeast Mis-
sissippi and a small part of southwest Alabama, covering an area of
9,700 square miles. It discharges into the Gulf of Mexico at Pasca-
goula, Miss. ,

Authority—This report is in full response to section 11 of the Flood
Control Act adopted July 24, 1946, and to the House Committee on
Public Works resolution adopted June 26, 1952,

Listing j?)roje()L‘.—«S()washee Creck channel at Meridian, Miss., was
improved for flood control in 1955 under general congressional
authority for construction of small flood control projects, at a Federal
cost of $142,600. ’

I'lood problem.—QOkatibbee and Chunky Creeks join to form the
Chickasawhay River which flows 164 miles to join the Leaf River and
form the Pascagoula River. 'There is a serious flood problem along
Okatibbee Creek for 37 miles above its mouth and along the 18-mile
upstream reach of the Chickasawhay River. The total flood plain
covers 27,000 acres, of which 650 acres are urban.

Recommended plos of improvement.—A reservoir, located 38 miles
above the mouth of Okatibbee Creek and 7 miles northwest of Merid-
ian, for flood control, recreation (both general and fish and wildlife),
and municipal and industrial water supply. Gross storage would be
109,800 acre-feet, with 80,600 acre-feet for flood control, 8,500 acre-
feet. for water supply and recreation, and the balance for sediment
accumulation. The flood control storage would provide partial pro-
tection as far.as 18 miles downstream along the Chickasawhay River.
The water supply storage would provide a dependable yield of 25
million gallons daily. Basic facilities for public access and use of
the l)roject area would be provided.

Istimated cost (price level of 1961) —Federal, $6,7:10,000.1

Project economics.—-
Annual charges (Federal)

Interest and amortization... ... et e et e e e £ 22t e on $210, 000
Maintenance and operation_ . e (0, 000

LU - - e oo e N 270, 000

Annual beneflts: -

TLOOA CONEION e e e e e et e e e e 159, 000
General recretion ... e e 125, 0600
I'ish and wildlife recreation . 60, 000
Muniecipal and industrial water supply o 50, 000

) 2 U SRS o v o e e 1 i e 3%, 000

1 Includes constructlon costs alloeated to water rupply of $1 milllon to be relmbursed
in accordance with the Water Supply Act of 1958,

00048—02——10
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Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5.

Local cooperation.—Furnish, prior to construction, assurances satis-
factory to tf\e Secretary of the Army that they will hold and save the
United States free from damages from water-rights claims resulting
from construction and operation of the project; prevent encroach-
ment and obstruction of downstream channels which would adversel
affect operation of the project; and pay the United States, in accord-
ance with the Water Supply Act of 1958 as amended, the entire amount
of the construction costs allocated to water supply, presently estimated
at $1 million, and the entire amount of operation, maintenance, and
roplacement costs allocated to water supply, presently estimated at
$3,000 annually, the final amounts to be determined after actual costs
are known. The city of Meridian has assured that they will cooper-
ate in the development of plans, and, upon approval of construction by
Congress or when plans are completed, will make a firm determination
of the extent the city could participate in the project.

Comaments of the State and I'ederal agencies—

Department of the Interior: No objection,

Department of Agriculture: No objection.

Department of Commerce: Favorable.

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: Favorable.
TFederal Power Commission: FFavorable.

State of Mississippi: Favorable.

Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection. However,
the Burea» would expect that prior to any request for funds to initiate
construction of the project, it would be reevaluated in the light of the
administration’s standards and policies, pertaining to recreation,
applicable at that time.

GIN BAYOU YAZOO RIVER, MISS,

Gin Bayou drains an area of about 2 square miles before it traverses
the eampus of the Mississippi Vocational College. It is a tributary
of Muddy Bayou which in turn is a tributary of Quiver River.

Gin and Muddy Bayous have inadequate channel capacities due to
obstructions caused by vegetation. In addition, road crossings have
inadequate culverts resulting in severe flooding of the campus of the
Mississippi Vocational College during periods of heavy rainfall.

In view of the severe damages suffered by the Mississippi Vocational
College thoe committes has seen fit to include language in the bill
authorizing a project which is designed to alleviate the present flood
and drainage problem, ‘

MISSISSIPPI RIVER DELTA A' AND BELOW NEW ORLEANS, LA,
(I1. Doe. 550, 87th Cong.)

Location.—~Tho study area covered in this report is in the coastal
region of Louisiana. It includes the lands subject_to inundation by
hurricane tides extending on both banks of the Mississippi River
from the vicinity of New Orleans to the Gulf of Mexico and from
%ho south shore of Lake Borgne and Chandeleur Sound to Barataria
3ay.
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Authority—Public Law 71, 84th Congress, 1st session, June 15,
1955.

Ewisting project.—The main river levees which are part of the Fed-
eral project “F?lood control, Mississippi River and tributaries,” range
in clevation on the east bank from 24 feet mean sea level at New Or-
leans to 14 feet at Bohemia, La., and on the west bank from 24 feet
opposite New Orleans to 9 feet at Venice, La. These levees have not
been overtopped from the river side by hurricane tides sincs they were
constructed to present grades.

I'lood problem.—During the period of recorded history of Louisi-
ana, 151 known hurricanes or tropical storms have struck or threat-
ened the State. There have been 12 hurricanes which caused major
damages and 10 hurricanes or tropical storms causing minor damages
within the study area since 1893.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Prevention of hurricane tidal
damages by increasing the heights of the existing back levees and
modifying the existing drainage facilities where necessary in four
separate reaches consisting of : the west bank tor about 15 miles be-
tween cities Price and Empire (design grade 13.5) ; the west bank for
about 21 miles between Empire and Venice and with such modifica-
tions of the main levee as may be required (design grade 13.5) ; the
east bank for about 16 miles between Phoenix and Bohemia (desigh
grades 13 and 14) ; and the east bank for about 8 miles between Violet
and Verret (design grade 12).

Estimated cost—

Federal . o e $7, 502, 000
NON-TPeAOTAL e o e ettt e e e e e 3, 216, 000
Total e e 10, 718, 000

Project economics.—

e Federal Non-Federal Total
" Amnual charges: ’

Interest and amortization. ... oo < $220, 200 $124, 500 $350, 700
Malintenanco, operation, and major replacoments. . .......|.ceeoo ... SR 5, 600 . 5, 500
Feonomicioss on laids. .o . 5400 6,400
B 00 €1 SRR 226,200 135,400 | 361, 600
Annual bonefits: Damages provented. ..o ooeooaoocnie]imuicaciaaaans | ............. - 801, 000

Benefit-cost ratio—2.2.
Local cooperation—(a) Provide all lands, easements, and rights-of-
way, including borrow areas-and spoil disposal areas necessary for
the construction of the project, at costs presently estimated at $772,000;
(0) accomplish all necessary alterations and relocations to roads, pipe-
lines, cables, wharves, and other facilities required by the construction
of the project, at costs presently estimated at $600,000; (¢) bear 30 per-
cent of the first cost, a sum presently estimated at $3,216,000; to consist
cof tho items listed in subparagraphs (@) and (5) above and a cash
contribution presently estimated at $1,844,000, to be paid either in a
lump snm prior to initiation of construction or in installments prior
to start 01J pertinent work items, in accordance with construction
schedules as required by the Chief of Tingineers, or, as a substitute for
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any part of the cash contribution, accomplish in accordance with
approved construction schedules items of work of equivalent value as
determined by the Chief of IEngineers, the final apportionment of costs
to be made after actual costs and values have been determined; (&)
hold and save the United States free from damages due to the construc-
tion works; (e) maintain and operate all works after completion in
accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army;
(f) prevent any encroachment on ponding areas unless substitute stor-
age capacity or equivalent pumping is provided promptly; and (g) at
least annually, notify those affected that the project will not provide
complete protection from tidal flooding and that further local actions
must be taken during hurricane emergencies.
Comments of the State and I'ederal agencies.—
Department of the Interior : No objection.
Department of Commerce: Favorable.
State of Louisiana : Favorable.
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection.

RED RIVER IN NATCHITOCIIES AND RED RIVER PARISHES, LA,
(H. Doc. 476, 87th Cong.)

Location.—The three projects considered are located on the Red
River in central Louisiana in the vicinity of the town of Natchitoches.
The areas concerned are primarily agricultural.

Awuthority—Senate PPublic Works Committee resolutions dated
March 11, 1957, and June 20, 1957; House Public Works Committee
resolution dated April 21, 1950; and House Committee on Rivers and
IHarbors resolution dated February 25, 1938, partial response).

Ewxisting project.—Denison Dam on Red River at mile 734; Red
River below Denison Dam in-Arkansas, Oklahoma, Texas, and Louisi-
ana, which provides for construction of reservoirs; Bayou Pierre, La.,
which 1provides for improvement of its lower 30 miles; Itast Point,
La., which provides for construction of {lood protection works in
Loggy Bayou to the Coushatta Bayou area; and the Overton-Red
River Waterway, La., which provides for construction of a channel
206 miles long and 9 feet deep to extend from Mississippi River mile
301 to Shreveport, La.

I'lood problem.—Three small agricultural areas have been subjected
to flooding from the Red River, Red River backwater, and loeal run-
oft. The areas considered for protection were: Bayou Nicholas and
Coushatta, Lake 1ind to m()udl of Bayou Pierre, and the Camnpti-
Clarence area. :

Recommended plon of improvement: Bayow Nicholas Basin and
Coushatta.—Construct o ring levee system with onoe section extending
from the bluff north of Highway 84 across Bayou Nicholas to the
natural high Red River bank. A sccond segment would run from the
high bank a short distance downstream to tie into the embankment
of the Kansas City Southern Railway. A culvert would provide for
local drainage. Campti-Clarence area.—A ring levee extending from
Campti along Red River to Saline Bayou, thence aloug the west bank
of the Bayou to Chivery Dam, thence westward to the hill line south-
west of Clear Lake. A snddle dike would be required about 4 miles
east of Campti. The levee would be about 32 miles long and average
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1.5 feet in height. Seven gated pipe culverts and landside ditches
would be required for interior drainage, in addition to clearing and
snagging of about 11 miles of Bourbeaux Bayou, closure of Bourbeaux
Bayou near Ch’very Dam, and enlargement of 5 miles of Chevreuille
Bayou to provide a new outlet for Bourbeaux Bayou.

Estimated cost (price level of A prit 1960) —

Bayou Campti-
Nicholas Clarence
L 1 U SN $55, 000 $1, 203, 000
Non-Federn). . . cecaeemaaas 6, 000 220, 00
1 03 U P 61, 000 1, 513, 000
Project lfconomics.—
Federal Non-Federal Total
Annual charges:
Campti-Clarence area:
Interest and amortization. ... ... aaas $10,477 $10, 226 d $59, 702
Operation and maintenance. ... ..o iea ) eaeaaaaa 7,080 7,080
Roplacements. ... ..o 3,434 882 4,316
Economiclossofland. ... .o e ceanaaaa 1, 430 1,430
DIFAIMALC . o e ene 764 5, 942 6, 700
1] €1 S 44,676 34, 560 70,234
Bayou Nicholas Basin and Coushatta: T -
Interest and amortization 279 2,207
Economie loss of land.......... 43 43
Operation and maintenaneo. ... ... o eiieeiacaaes 190 190
X0 7:) D memmmmemamemmmemememomnman 1,988 512 2, 500
Aunnual benofits: -
Campti-Clarence area:
I"lood damage provented .. oo e cccccccaa]ececcacccccae|enccacnaan— 01, 400
Land enhancement . . ..o e i e 35, 700
B € PSRN PSSO RSP 07, 100
Bayou Nicholas Basin and Coushatta: Flood damagoes pre- N |
VIO e e ceeee e cececnacnccmacememeeaacacenamenencmmaccen|esrcsncsananceloanaaaancannann 2,700

Benefit-cost ratio—Nicholas Basin and Coushatta, 1.1; Campti-
Clarence, 1.2,

Local eooperation.—ITurnish lands, casements, and rights-of-way;
make necessary relocations; maintain and operate; hold and snve
United States free from damages; prevent encroachment on improved
channels; and organize drainage district.

Conuments of States and Iederal agencies.—

State of Louisiana: IFavorable.
Department of the Interior: Ifavorable.
Department of Agriculture: Favorable.

C'omments of the Bureav of the Budget—No objection.

Remarks.—Subsequent to {ransmission of the report to Congress,
the Chief of Engineers approved a flood protection 1project for Bayou
Nicholas (Coushatta, La.), under the special small project program
authorized by section 205 of the 1948 Iflood Control Act as amended
by Public Law 685, 84th Congress. Accordingly, no additional au-
thovization is required for construction of this project,
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LOWER MISSISSIPPI RIVER BASIN—WILL M. WIITTINGTON AUXILIARY
CHANNEL

The committee has included language in the bill authorizing the
change in name of the lower auxiliary channel in honor of the late
Representative Will M. Whittington, a Member of Congress from the
Third District of Mississippi, and former chairman of the House Com-
mittee on Public Works,

The lower auxiliary channel is a major feature of the Yazoo Basin
project in Mississipp1 and provides for diversion of a large portion of
the flow of the Yazoo River. It leaves the river at mile 4b and reenters
at mile 109. It is 82 miles in length and costs approximately $11 mil-
lion. It is fitting that a project of this magnitude be named in honor
of the distinguished gentleman from Mississippi.

Judge Whittingon’s colleagues considered him to be “the father of
flood control.” Ferusal of the flood control bills enacted during his
congressional career and the legislative history that relates to them
wi]f;show that there is ample basis for this designation.

In introducing the 1950 flood control bill on the floor of the House
of Representatives Judge Whittington had this tosay:

You will pardon me for saying this, but I have had some-
thing to do with the writing of every flood-control bill on the
statute books. Iam not a young man any longer. My eyesare
toward the setting sun. I want to provide for the protection
of the people in the State where I live, but I will never ask
my Government, or your Government to provide for the dis-
trict that I live in unless comparable relief is extended to
every other congressional district in the United States.

These words of the beloved Judge Whittington echo the sentiments

of the Committee on Public Works, whose duty and responsibility
is to serve the needs of the Nation in the field of water resource de-
velopment.
VINCE AND LITTLE VINCE BAYOUS, TEX.
(H. Doc. 441, 87th Cong.)

Location—"The watershed of Vince Bayou and its tributary, Little
Vinee Bayou, lies in Harris County, Tex., at and in the vicinity of
Houston,

Authority—TResolution, Fouse Public Works Committee, adopted
July 1, 1958,

Faisting project.—There are no Federal improvements for flood
control in the Vince Bayou watershed.

I'lood problem.—-Floods in this densly urbanized area are caused
by thunderstorms, general storms, and torrential rainfall associated
with hurricanes and other tropical disturbances. At least six major
floods have occurred since 1928. Average annual damages are esti-
mated at $2653,000.

Recommended improvements—Channel improvement of Vince
Bayou from the mouth (at Fouston ship channel) upstream about,
7.3 miles, and of Little Vince Bayou from the mouth upstream about
4.2 miles. Improved channels would have bottom widths of 10 and
15 feet in concrete-lined sections and 20 to 50 feet in unlined, earth
sections,
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Lstimated cost (January 1961 prices) —

Federl e $2, 224, 000
Non-Federal . e e 1, 956, 000
TOAL- e e e e 4, 180, 000

Project economics.-—

Federal Non-Federal Total

Annual charges:
Interest and amortization. ... oo oo .. $83,300 $90, 000 $173, 300
0 27,000

Maintenance and operation. ... ... ... 27,000
B L7 DU 83, 300 117,000 200, 300
Annual benefits: Flood damage prevention. ..o . oo s 237,000

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2. ,
Local cooperation~—Furnish lands, easements, rights-of-way, and
spoil disposal areas; bear costs of all necessary alterations and reloca-
tions of utilities except railroad bridges; hold and save the United
States free from damages; maintain and operate the project; prohibit
encroachments on flood-carrying capacity of channels. ILocal interests
agree.
Comments of States and Federal agencies.—
State of Texas: Favorable.
Department of Interior: Favorable.
Department of Agriculture : Favorable.
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.-—No objection.

HURRICANE SURVEY OF PORT ARTIIUR AND VICINI'PY, TEXAS
(I Doec. 505, 87th Cong.)

Location—Port Arthur is located on the west shore of Lake Sabine
in the extreme southeast corner of Texas, about 14 miles from the Gulf
of Mexico.

Awuthority—IPublic Law 71, 84th Congress, approved June 15, 1955,

Twisting project.—1'here ave no existing I'ederal projects for hurri-
cane protection in the Port Arthur area. Local interests have con-
structed a system of earth levees and seawalls for storm tide protec-
tion for the older portions of the developed area.

I"00d problem.-—Qccurrence of a severe hurricane in the vicinity of
Port. Arthur would overtop the existing improvements and cause
extensive damages to residential and industrial property. Also con-
siderable development has occurred in the low coastal lands outside
the existing protection system.

Leecommended plan of improvement.—Provides for enlarging,
strengthening, 1111({7 extending the existing levees and seawall to pro-
tect with a single enclosure about 37,000 acres of Port Arthur, Groves,
Lakeview, Pear Ridge, and Grifing Park and intervening areas.
Two separate industrial aveas south of Taylors Bayou would be pro-
tected {)y ring levees., Additional pumping capacity for interior
drainage would be provided,
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E'stimated cost (price level of September 1961) —

Fetderal. o e e e $23, 880, 000
NON-Federal . e et e e e e 10, 020, 000
P O] o e e e e e 38, 400, 000
Project economics.—
I'ederal Non-Federal Total
Annual charges: f
Interest and amortization. ... . . ... .. $710,000 $340, 000 $1, 050,000
Maintenance and operation. . .. e 100, 000 100, 000
POt . e meaema—————— 710, 000 440,000 1, 150,000
Annual benefits:
NDamages prevented. ..o iimeae e me e 6, 388, 000
Land enhancement . . oo oo ciceccaco e cccceeeccme e 122,000
101 22 USSP RN PUSUP PSSR 6, 510, 000

Benefit-cost ratio—5.1.
Local cooperation~Turnish all lands, easements, and rights-of-
way, including borrow areas; make alterations and relocations of
buildings, pipelines and utilities; bear 30 percent of the total project
cost to mclu(}e the above items and a cash contribution presently esti-
mated at $9,330,000, the final apportionment of cost to be made after
actual costs and values have been determined; hold and save the
United States free from damages; maintain and operate all works;
and prevent encroachment on the ponding areas that would reduce the
capacity unless such is offset by additional pumping capacity. Local
interests have indicated their willingness and ability to meet these re-
quirements,
Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—-
Department of the Interior: Favorable.
Department of Agriculture: Favorable.
Department of Commerer.: Favorable.
State of Texas: Favorab'e.

Comment of the Bureav of the Budget.—No objection,

HURRICANE SURVEY O FREEPORT AND VICINITY, TEXAS
(H. Doc. 495, 87th Cong.)

Location—TFreeport, Tex., is located at the mouth of the Brazos
River about 43 miles southwest of Galveston,

Auwthority—Public Law 71, 84th Congress, approved June 15, 1955.

Taisting project~—There is no Ifederal flood or hurricane protec-
tion project at Ifreeport. T.ocal interests have constructed a system of
levees to protect the area between the Brazos River and Oyster Creek
from ocean surges. Also the Freeport Iarbor project provides for
diversion of the Brazos River to the Gulf of Mexico sout%lwest of the
original river mouth, a dam at the point of diversion together with a
levee along the diversion channel, and a deep-draft channel in the old
rivoir together with jetties at the entrance and turning basins in the
harbor.,
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I'lood problem.—Oceurrence of severe storm tides in excess of 10
feet can overtop the existing protection system at low points with
subsequent inundation of large residential and industrial areas.

Recommended plan of improvement—Raising and enlarging about
40 miles of existing levee and the construction of nearly 5 miles of
leves along Oyster Creek to extend the existing levee to high ground
near Lake Barbara together with the necessary extension of existing
drainage structures and road ramps. Also, the construction of two
pumping plants for disposal of interior runoff.

vstimated cost (price level of August 1961).—

FOAOTAL o e e e e et et e e e e e e e e e $3, 780, 0600
NON-Feder ) . e 1, 620, 000
O] e e e e e e e 5, 400, 000

Project economics.—

TFederal Non-Federal Total

Annual charges:

Interest and amortization. ... o eee——an $140, 000 $63,000 $203, 000
Maintenance and operation. .. ..o ecmeeeecaeaaa 30, 000 30,000
MOl - e ccemceecceccecceecccecceemancaccsmmeamcaeaaann 140, 000 93, 000 233,000
Annual benefits: Damages prevented ..o o oo ooeomooooae|occccaac e eaa e 967, 000

Benefit-cost ratio—4.2,

Local cooperation.—Furnish all lands, easements, and rights-of-
way, including borrow areas; make alterations and relocations of
buildings, utilities, and other structures; bear 30 percent of the total
project cost, to include the above items and a cash contribution pres-
ently estimated at $1,545,000, the final apportionment of cost to be
made after actual costs and values have been determined; hold and
save the United States free from damages; maintain and operate after
completion; and prevent encroachment on the ponding areas unless
such is offset by additional pumping capacity. Local interests have
indicated their willingness and ability to meet these requirements,

Comments of State and Federal agencies.—

State of Texas: IFavorable,
Department of Interior: Favorable,
Department of Agriculture : Wavorable,
Department of Commerce: Ifavorable.
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection.

BAST FORK OIY TRINITY RIVER, TEX,

(IT. Doc, 354, 87th Cong.)

Location~—The Tast Fork basin of the Trinity River lies a few
miles east of Dallas, Tex.,

Authority.—-Resolution of the Committee on Public Works, House
of Representatives, adopted May 15, 1957,

Fasting project.—ILavon Dam and Reservoir at river mile 55.9, for
flood control and water supply storage. is the only Cor{)s of Engineers

project in the watershed. The SCS has completed about 100 deten-
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tion reservoirs in the basin and local interests have constructed some
levees downstream from Lavon Dam.

Flood problem.—Channel capacity of the river below Lavon Dam
diminishes to about 500 cubic feet per second in the lower 10-mile
reach, which is insufficient for uncontrolled runoff below Lavon Dam,

Recommended plan of improvement—Enlargement of Lavon Res-
ervoir to provide an additional 262,300 acre-feet of municipal and
industrial water supply storage and channel enlargement and raising
and straightening existing levees below the proposed Forney Dam site
(to be built by city of Dallas) at mile 31.8 to the mouth.

Istimated cost (price level of July 1961) .—

Reservoir | Channel and
enlarge- lavee im- Total
ment provement
| Y T RPN $16, 700, 000 $7,0€0,000 |- - $23, 760,000
Non-Federal. . oo e e ccemeemcaceccaceaceccmmenn|amcmmm——————an 380, 380,000
OOl e oo emeemcceccnecceemasccceamam——————m————— 16, 700, 000 7, 440, 000 24, 140,000
Progect economics.—
Federal Non-Federal T'otal
Aunual charges:
Reservolr enlargement: .
Interest and amortization ..o $630,300 [ceeeeurcaannnn $630, 300
Maintenance and operation. ... ... ... 8,200 |iceieanaas 8, 200
TOtAL. e eeeeceecccacccacecaccacancancmancmramnann 038,500 f-cvarancanannn 638,.500
Levee and channel: e
Interest and amortization. ... .. ... ... 265, 800 $14, 800 270, 600
Maintenance and operation. .o oo iieaaas , 000 , 000
B0 1 255, 800 34, 800 200, 600
Annual henefits: o o
Reservolr enlargement:
A1 (LT TTE 40 ) RN ORI (SRR 1, 005, 000
Reerention. ... . et cmemeemaameafceeamcmcaanfem————am—m——— 300,
BT R JRRRN S 1, 305, 000
Levee and channel: Damages prevented . ..o o 386, 400

Denefit-cost ratio~—Reservoir enlargement, 2.0; channel and levee,
1.8,

Local cooperation—~—(e¢) Reservoir enlargement: Make demands
for use of water supply storage so that allocated costs will be repaid
within project life, such costs presently estimated at 85.1 percent of
the total construction cost, amounting to $14,215,000, and 80.5 percent
of the additional annual maintenance, operation and major replace-
ment costs. amounting to $6,600, with such modification in these
amounts as may be necessary to reflect adjustments in the storage
capacity for water supply and other purposes; hold and save tho
United States free from all water rights claims. (») Levee and chan-
nel: Jfurnish all lands, easements, and rights-of-way; hold and save
the United States free from damages; make all relocations and altera-
tions to highways, highway bridges (except underpinning), utilities,
buildings, pipelines, interior drainage facilities, and other structures
(except railroad bridges and approaches) ; prevent encroachment on
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ithe improved channels and floodway; and maintain and operate,
Local interests have indicated they are willing and able to meet these
.conditions,
Conmvments of the State and Federal agenoies.—
Department of the Interior: No objection.
Department of Commerce: Favorable.
Department of Agriculture: Favorable,
Department of Health, Fiducation, and Welfare: Favorable,
Federal Power Commission: Favorable,
State of Texas: Favorable.
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection.

FORT WORTH FLOODWAY, TEXAS

(H. Doc. 454, 87th Cong.)

Location.—On Clear Fork of Trinity River, a tributary to the West
Fork in and near the city of Fort Worth.

Authority.—Resolution, Flouse Public Works Committee, adopted
June 27, 1957,

Fwisting projects—Benbrook Reservoir on Clear Fork for flood
.control and water supply constructed by corps; existing Fort Worth
floodway extending 13 miles along West Fork and 1.6 miles on Clear
Fork; authorized 6.5 miles extension of existing floodway on West
Tork, The Soil Conservation Service has completed and planned
numerous small reservoirs in the headwaters reaches.

I'lood problem.—Existing property values in the Clear Fork flood
plain are in excess of $32 million. May 1949 flood was largest of
record. Reo:currence would cause damages estimated at $4,300,000.
Last major flood occurred in 1957. Average annual damages under
existing conditions, $375,000,

Recommended improvements—Ixtend existing floodway upstream
on Clear Fork a distance of about 6.5 miles; provide levee protection
in two areas,

Istimated cost (Janvary 1960 prices) . —

Federal . . $5, 148, 000
NON-I e O o e e e vt e e e e e 2, 878, 000
O AT e et e e e e e e 8, 026, 000

Project economics.—

Federal Non-Federal Total

Annual charges:
Interest and amertization.....ooooooooiiioiiiinaeas $103, 808 $149, 000 $3gg. %

590, 004

Total. . .o ciieicaeeaaaae 103, 800 208, 900 402, 700
886, 000

Rn:nn-ﬁ'i-nngt /,:iatio'..__o. 9]

Local cooperation—Furnish lands, easements, rights-of-way, and
spoil disposal areas; bear costs of all necessary alterations and ve-
locations of utilities except railroad bridges; hold and save the United
States free from damages; maintain and operate the project ; prohibit
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encroachments on flood-carrying capacity of the channel, Ioeal in-
terests agree,

Comments of States and IFederal agencies.
Stato of T'exas: Favorable,
Department of Interior: Favorable,
Department of Health, Iiducation, and Welfare: Favorable.

‘Comments of the Burea of the Budget—No objection.

SAN GABRIEL RIVER WATERSHED, 'TEXAS
(1I. Doc. —, 87th Cong.)

Location—The San Gubriel River watershed is in east-central Texas
immediately north of Austin, The river, formed by the confluence of
the North IFork and South FFork at Georgetown, Tex., flows eastward
about 62 miles to its junction with Little River, a tributary of Brazos
River, o

Awthority.—TResolution of the House Committee on Public Works,
adopted July 29, 1955,

Paisting project.—The authorized, but unconstructed, Laneport
Dam and Reservoir at mile 29.7 on San Gabriel River is one of eight
such projects in the Brazos River Basin planned to operate as a sys-
tam for flood control and other water-related purposes. Pertinent
data relntive to the other seven reservoirs ave given in the following
tabulation:

i
Project Stream ; Status

W ROy - e e e e Braros River. .. .. ..o . ... ' operation,
Belton. .. Leon Rivero ... .. ...l i Do.

R T T SN Bosque River. ..o o ooi... © Under construction,
PrOCtOr e e e e e eecaaccaaaan Caeeeaaeaaan Toon River. oo : bo.

Stillhause Hollow oooooooooooiiiioet Lampasas River......._.. PO Planning underway.
TOVEUSON . ot ccve e cic e aacaecacaca e Navasota River.o.o...ooo......o ... © Not started,
SOomOrVI0 . e Yegun Creeko oo oo ‘ Planning underway,

Problems.—Tloods occur on the San Gabriel River at any time of
the year and contribute substantially to tlooding in the lower Brazos
River. Durving the ({8-year perviod, 1903 to 1950, inclusive, 25 floods
ocenrred, The parts of the Little River and Brazos River flood plains
affectedd by floodflows from San Gabriel River consist of about 1,080,-
000 acres, of Which 598,000 ave improved agricultural lands, £80,000
aeres are unimproved grazing lands, and 2552 acres ave in several
communities along the veach. The value of property in these reaches,
based on July 1961 prices, is estimated at over #8350 million.  Average
annual dumages in the veaches, assuming none of the eight authorized
projects in operation, arve estimated at %0,703,300, Construction and
operation ol the cight authorized reservoirs would prevent average
annual damages esOmted at {4,117,000, \

In connection with the studies for this report, the T.S, Public
Health Service prepaved a veport on thealternative cost of conserva-
tion stornge and on the existing and future needs of muniecipal and
industrinl water supply in the area which conld-be served by storage
in the San Gabriel River watershed, The service area extends from
the vieinity of Waco to the Freeport-Velaseo area, generally within
the Brazos River Basin, The report shows that the usage in the service
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area in 1958 was about 228 million gallons per day and that the needs
in the year 2010, exclusive of return flow for reusage, is estimated at
1,102 million gallons per day. In comparison, the report shows the
estimated yield from existing and proposed sources (exclusive of the
reservoirs being covered in this report) to meet the need in the year
2010 as 603 million gallons per day, including 117 million gallons per
day from ground water.

Lecommended plan of improvement—The plan of improvement
consists of the authorized Laneport Reservoir, which would be modi-
fied under existing authority and applicable laws and policies, to-
gether with the addition of two recommended upstream reservoirs to
be operated in conjunction with Laneport, all to serve the primary pur-
poses of flood control, water supply, fish and wildlife, and recreation.
The recommendations of the Chief of Engineers permit discretion re-
garding the sequence of construction of the authorized Laneport Res-
ervoir and the recommended North Fork and South Fork Reservoirs.
Under the plan, the first cost of Laneport Reservoir would be $25,200,-
000 compared to a cost of $28,700,000 as now estimated, such decrease
heing the result of certain economies in design and construction now
proposed. Also, since local interests would be required to reimburse
the United States for project costs allocated to water supply, cur-
rently estimated at $10,185,000, the net cost to the United States for
Laneport Reservoir would be $15,014,000, or $13,165,200 less than now
estimated.

FEstimated cost (pricelevel of July 1961) .—

‘ Reservolir

|
Cost ! | Total
! North Fork ! South Fork !
1 1 |
13 DU Fieeeeenn | $12,600,000 | $7,610,000 | $20,250,000
Project economics.—
! Rezervoir i
; Total
‘ ; :
, North Fork | Scuth Pork |
]
Annual charges: e ‘ i :
Interest and amortization. .. .. .. iieiiaaan t §473, 009 . $257, 90 | $701, /5
Operatlon, maintennnce, and replacement. .. ... . ... t 70,300 ¢ 68,00 | 134, 30
) EO : 548,048) ¢ 351,90 | 25, 48
Annual benefits: PR ! !
FLlood CONtrol. ..o eec e eiaaa 552,50 | Ly, &), )
RT3 1 814 512,59 73,008 75, 85
Fishand wildlife . L oo aa 14,30 ¢ 19,060 § 33.34)
) 3 £ Y 440 1 AU 351, 5 24,065 AL T
B S 2R IR 1, 455, 30 Q6,3 2,322, 640)
BB 00ST IO —eeeeeeeeean e e e eemmeaeeee e - 27 24, 2

Local cooperation—Pay the United States in accordance with the
Water Supply Act of 1958, as amended, the first costs and the annual
operation, maintenance. and replacement costs allocated to municipal
and industrial water supply storage, presently estimated at $10.077,06)
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and $62,500, respectively, for the ultimate development; and hold and
save the United States free from all water-rights claims resulting from
construction and operation of the projects.
Comments of State and Federal agencies.—
Department of Interior: Favorable.
Department of Commerce: Favorable.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: Favorable.
Federal Power Commission: Favorable,
Department of Agriculture: No comment.
State of Texas: Favorable.
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection.

CLEAR FORK OF BRAZOS RIVER, ABILENE AREA, TEXAS

(H, Doc. 506, 87th Cong.)

Location—EIm Creek, together with several of its tributaries,.
courses through the city of Abilene, and joins the Clear Fork of the
Brazos. Abilene is about 150 miles west of Fort Worth, in north-
central Texas.

Authority.—Resolution, House Public Works Committee, adopted
Julliy 29, 1953,

wisting project.~—None.

Flood problem.—Urban flood plain at Abilene is in excess of 7,300
acres with improvements valued at $139 million. Average annual
damages under existing conditions estimated at $1,067,000.

Recommended plan of improvement.—The plan consists essentially
of straightening and enlarging 36 miles of existing channel; paving
7.9 miles of the enlarged channel; clearing and snagging 5.4 miles of
channel ; construction 2.3 miles of diversion dike; constructing, replac-
ing, or modifying 83 highway bridges, 5 railway bridges, 19 multiple-
box culverts, andg? low-water crossings.

FEstimated cost (price level of 1961) .—

Federal o e e et e e $31, 200, 000
Non-Federfl o oo e e e ———————— 7, 400, 000

Project economics.—

Federal Non-Federal Total

Annusl charges:

Interest and amortization.... . . .. ... .. $946, 500 $371, 100 $1, 317, 600
Malintenance, operation, and replacement ... ... oo o |ociaiaicaiaas 62, 000 62, 000"
1 2 ) PP 948, 500 423,100 1, 368, 600
Annual benefits: Flood dewnage prevention. ... o |eoioiiiiii i 2,218, 000"

Beng{ét-cost ratio.—1.6,
Local cooperation.—Furnish lunds, easements, rights-of-way and
spoil disposal areas; bear costs of all necessary alterations and reloca-
tions of utilities except railroads; hold and save the United States free
from damages; prohibit encroachments on improved channels; main-
tain and operate the project. Iocal interests agree.

v
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Conmunents of the State and Federal agencies.—

State of Texas: Favorable.

Department of Interior: Favorable.

Department of Commerce: Favorable.

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: Favorable.
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection.

ALAMOGORDO, N. MEX.
(H. Doc. 473, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Alamogordo is located near the eastern edge of the Tula-
rosa closed basin in south-central New Mexico about 85 miles north-
east of El Paso, Tex.

Authority—Section 206 of the Flood Control Act approved July
3, 1958,

Ewxisting project.—No Federal flood control project in the basin.
Local interests have constructed two separate channel and levee sys-
tems which are inadequate for overall protection.

Flood problem.—Thunderstorms over the canyons and arroyos, in
the Sacramento Mountains, east of Alamogordo, generate high flows
of short duration which spread over large sections of the city.

Recommended plan of improvement—Provides for construction of
about 614 miles of diversion channel along the eastern city limits
with a levee on the side toward the city, nearly 1 mile of channel im-
provement in Dilliard Draw north of the city, replacement of one
railroad bridge, construction of three highway bridges, and with nec-
essz(xiry alteration or modification at existing railroad and highway
bridges.

E’ﬁimated cost (price level of July 1961) —

Federal $2, 040, 000
Non-Federal . e 450, 000
O B e e e e 2, 490, 000

Project economics.—-

Federal Non-Federal Total
Annual charges;

Interest and amortization. ..o ool $59, 600 $15, 800 $75, 400
Maintenance and operation. . oo e 5, 000 5,000
e 7 U N 59, 600 20, 800 80, 400

Annual benefits: .
Damages provented......coceeaeccearcccrmimccccnscmarme]oercecamccnacafanas SR, 101, 100
Land enhancement . . _cooeeecrammccmeccmcmcccmraccneses]|mmmmmamccnmaac]ocmcacieccaaes 7,000
T 7 N PN S I eem—a- 108, 100

Benefit-cost ratio—1.3.
Local cooperation—~—Furnish all lands, easements, and rights-of-

\tvn.v; hglﬂ and cava t]'\n TTnitad Statac frao from damaoec malra n“‘nv'a‘-

VWY AW AL OV Y U LILT JALILUW R UGVUTS 4400 110101 MQRUIAGR U0 ¢ AA0IE.U i LTl Y

tions to existing improvements, other than railroads; prevent en-
croachment on the diversion channel; prevent encroachment in exist-
ing drainage ehannels within city; maintain and operate the works
except for the opening under the Holloman railroad spur. Local
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interests indicated they are willing and able to comply with these
requirements,
Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—
Department of Interior: Favorable.
Department of Agriculture: Favorable.
Department of Commerce: Favorable,
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: Favorable.
State of New Mexico: Favorable.
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget—No objection,

RIO GRANDE AND TRIBUTARIES, LAS CRUCES, N. MEX,
(S. Doc. 117, 87th Cong.)

Location.—ILas Cruces is on the east side of the Rio Grande in south-
central New Mexico about 45 miles northwest of Kl Paso, Tex.

Authority—Resolution by the Senate Public Works Committee,
adopted July 20, 1954.

Lwisting project—No specific Federal flood-control project for Las
Cruces. The existing Caballo Reservoir on the Rio Grande about 60
miles upstream, constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation and the
channel and levee improvements on the mainstem of the Rio Grande
constructed by the International Boundary and Water Commission,
provide flood protection to agricultural land in Mesilla Valley includ-
ing Las Cruces. Also, the Soil Conservation Service has constructed
detention dams well upstream on arroyos entering Las Cruces,

Flood problem.—Storm runoff from the mountains east of Las
Cruces debauches onto the valley where it spreads and is trapped by
man-made obstructions and natural depressions particularly in Las
Cruces, until it finds outlets over the highly developed valley floor.

Lecommended plan of improvement.—One large detention reservoir
about 3 miles long and 69 feet high with a capacity of 12,500 acre-feet
near the eastern edge of the city together with an outlet channel to the
Rio Grande, and a small detention dam with a capacity of nearly 170
acre-feet on Campus Arroyo to protect the university.

['stimated cost (price level of July 1960) .~—

Federal . . $3, 350, 000
Non-Federal. o 536, 000
Total D U 3, 886, 000
Project cconomics.—
Iederal Non-Federal Total
Annual charges:
Interest and amortization . . .. ... $123, 600 $25, 700 $149, 600
Maintenance and operation. .. |l 8, 600 , 600
11 Y SR 123, 609 34, 300 158, 200
Annunal benefits:
xamages prevented. . ... oooe oo incae el 216, 600
Land enhancoment . ... oo iiiiiiiiecacc]eccieci e el 7,800
1 01X 1 USRI PSRN PRSP 223, 300
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Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4.

Local cooperation—Furnish all lands, easements, and rights-of-
way; hold and save the United States free from damages; maintain
and operate after completion, make alteration to existing improve-
ments, except railroads; prevent encroachment upon the outlet channel
from Las Cruces Dam to maintain a capacity of 275 cubic feet per
second ; prevent encronchment on the existing capacity of Campus
Arroyo from Campus Dam to the sewerage disposal plant; and pre-
vent encroachment, other than natural sediment deposit, on the reser-
voir storage capacity. Local interests have indicated their willingness
and ability to meet, these requirements.

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior: Favorable.
Department of Commerce: Favorable,
Federal Power Commission: Favorable.
Public Health Service: Favorable.
International Boundary and Water Commission: Favorable.
State of New Mexico: Favorable.
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection.

CITY OF RUSSELLVILLE, ARK., SEWAGE TREATMENT FACILITIES

Locations.—The city of Russellville is located about 5 miles north-
east of the Dardanelle lock and dam.

Ewisting facilities—The city maintains and operates a primary
sewage treatment plant northwest of the developed city area. The
plant was constructed in 1951 and 1952 and is designed for an aver-
age daily flow of 1,590,000 gallons. Normally, the primary effluent
flows by gravity outfall line into Prairie Creek west of the treatment
plant. However, during times of high water it is necessary to pump
the effluent. During dry seasons the only flow in Prairie Creek near
its mouth is the primary sewage effluent which results in a nuisance
and a health hazard, Prairie Creek empties into Illinois Bayou, a
tributary of the Arkansas River. The treatment plant is overloaded
and operational difficulties cause it to be out of service for extended
periods, Because of these conditions the city, prior to the present
time, has considered expansion of its present sewage collection sys-
tem to handle present population needs more adequately.

Ewisting flood conditions.—The low area northwest of the city and
bordering the city property are subject to frequent flooding from
Tllinois Bayou under natural conditions. Also, flooding in the down-
town area caused by rapid runoff from the Prairie Creek watershed

in an inadequate channel has resulted in extensive damages in the

past. The flood of August 1957 occurred during low stages of the
Illinois Bayou and therefore was a direct result of Prairie Creek
runoff and caused damages estimated at $140,000, With Dardanelle
Dam in. operation and reservoir level at 338 mean sea level (top of
power pool), and without a protective dike, a portion of the city of
Russellville (including a portion of the Arkansas Polytechnic Col-
lege campus) would be permanently flooded. o

Position of the city.—The city has requested a plan consisting of a
lift station, pressure and outfall lines to divert the sewage to new
treatment. facilities to be constructed southeast of the city which would

90048—62——11
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empty into the Arkansas River below the Dardanelle Dam. The
total estimated cost of these new facilities is $1,803,913.

Current status—Under plans investigated by the Corps of Engi-
neers for protection of the city and disposal of storm water and sew-
age effluent, a dike is proposed near Illinois Bayou. The dike would
be about 6,000 feet long with a maximum height of about 40 feet and
crown elevation varying from-347.5 to 350.6 mean sea level. This
dike would protect the low portions of the city and adjacent low
areas from flooding due to the Dardanelle Reservoir. The dike would
block the flow of Prairie Creek permanently and prevent storm water
and sewage effluent from discharging by gravity flow into Illinois
Bayou and the reservoir. Regardless og tﬁe method of disposal of
the sewage plant efluent, discharge of storm water over the dike by
pumping would be required. Various plans for disposing of the
storm runoff and sewage effluent have been studied by the Corps of
Engineers. Each plan requires a sump storage area for ponding
storm runoff.

Remarks—The committee is aware that a portion of the city of
Russellville is to be protected from pool levels of Dardanelle Reser-
voir by a dike. The existing sewage facilities of the city of Russell-
ville will be damaged by construction of the dike. The committee has
included provisions in the bill providing a sewage outfall for the city
of Russellville. Itisbelieved that thisis equitable.

COw CREEK’ KANS.
'(H. Doe. 531, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Cow Creek is located in central Kansas and it enters the
Arkansas River near Hutchinson, Kans.

Authority—Resolution of the House Committee on Public Works,
adopted June 3, 1959.

Ewisting project.—No flood control project for Cow Creek. A local
flood protection nroject at Hutchinson, Kans., provides for diversion
of Cow Creek flc:.:t flows to the Arkansas River around the north side
of the city.

Flood problem.~—More than 30 miles of the channel are extremely
crooked and obstructed by trees and brush. Flooding of agricultural
lands starts when streamflows exceed 800 cubic feet per second. The
flood plain area consists of about 24,600 acres of which more than 95
percent is under cultivation,

Recommended plan of improvement—The plan consists of
straightening, snagging, clearing, and deepenin%,the existing channel,
beginning at a point on Cow Creek about 2 miles upstream from the
Kansas Highway No. 14 bridge and extending downstream about 33
miles to the diversion channel of the existing Hutchinson flood con-
trol project. Two dikes and two lateral ditches would be provided to
intercept flows and divert them from Santa Fe Slough to Cow Creek.
Where necessary outlet structures will be provided as well as altera-
tions to highway bridges and one railroad bridge.
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Estimated cost (price level, January 1961) —
Federal . $1, 560, 000
Non-Federal. .. e i m 058, 000
ot 2, 618, 000.
Project economics.—
Federal Non-Federal Total
Annual charges:
Interest and amortization. . ... ... $58, 000 $41,100 $99, 100
Maintenance and operation. . ... i aeiiiiaas 9, 800 , 800
17 | Y 58, 000 50, 900 108, 900
Annual benefits:
Damages prevented . eiecccfecmcmcmcce e e mcccm—aaae 247, 000
Land enhancement . .. e e ceael ,
B 0 £ Y NSRRI IO PRSP SRR IPP I PSRN 259, 000

Benefit-cost ratio—2.4.

Local cooperation—Furnish lands, easements, and rights-of-way;
hold and save the United States free. from damages; make alterations
to highways, highway bridges, utilities, and related facilities, except
railroad bri(iges; maintain and operate; prevent encroachment on the
improved channel; inform indiviguals concerned, annually, that proj-
ect will not protect against major floods. ILocal interests have indi-
cated their willingness and ability to meet these requirements.

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.— _

Department of the Interior: Commented concerning certain
recommendations made by the Fish and Wildlife Service which
were not adopted as part of the recommended plan.

Department, of Commerce: Favorable.

State of Kansas: Favorable.

Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection.

ARKANSAS RIVER, DODGE CITY, KANS.

(H. Doc. 498, 87th Cong.)
Location—Dodge City is located on the Arkansas River in south-
western Kansas.
Awuthority.—Resolution of the House Committee on Flood Control,
adopted July 2, 1943.
wisting project.—No Federal flood control project at Dodge City.
Local interests have constructed low levees and some channel im-
provements,
Flood problem.—TFlooding occurs when streamflows in the Arkansas
River exceed the present channel capacity of about 7,000 cubic feet
er second. Intense storm runoff in the basin below John Martin
am, 188 miles upstream, presents a serious threat to the city.

kg . .
Recommended plan of improvement,—The construction of 6.9 miles

of levees and floodwalls with appurtenant bank protection together
with 1.75 miles of channel enlargement on the Arkansas River; re-
placement of the existing railroad bridge; interior drainage facilities
consisting of ditches, outlet structures, a storm sewer, and ponding
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arens; and construction of a pumping plant, to replace the existing
sewerage treatment. plant outlet,
E'stimated cost (price level,July 1961) —

Federal . . .o m $2, 133, 000
Non-Federal o e e et e e m 323, 000
O A e e e 2, 456, 000
Project economics.—
Federal Non-Federal Total
Annual charges:
Interest and amortizatlon.... .. ...... $77, 900 $18, 000 $95, 900
Maintenance-and operatfon. . oo oiifeciiaaaas 5,200 6, 200
TOUBL. - oo e 77,900 23,200 101, 100
Aunnual benefits:
Damnages prevented. .o oo oo ee e cccacmeaceeafeeceaeceemaea|e e e m———aaan 163, 900
Land enhancement . . ..o ceieaeecce e cea] e 5,500
1 Y USROS (AU (AU 169, 400

Benefit-cost ratio—1.7.

Local coperation.—Provide without cost to the United States all
lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construction of the
project, including easements required for flood-zoning purposes in
the ponding areas; hold and save the United States free from damages
due to the construction works and free from claims as a result of
flooding from residual interior drainage during operation of the
project; make any alterations to existing improvements other than
the railroad, that may be required by the construction works, includ-
ing the provision of a sewage pumping plant; maintain and operate
all the works after completion in accordance with regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary of the Army; inform periodically all con-
cerned, in a manner satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army, that
some flooding will continue to occur because of temporary ponding;
and prohibit encroachment on the capacities of the interior drains and
poncling areas and the flood-carrying capacity of the improved river
channel, and if ponding areas and capacities are impaired, provide
promptly, without cost to the United States, substitute storage or
equivalent pumping capacity. Iocal interests have indicated their
willingness and ability to meet these requirements.

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department.of Interior: Favorable.
Department of Commerce: Favorable.
Public Health Service: Favorable.
State of Kanses: Favorable.
Comments of the Eureau of the Budget.—No objection.

VERDIGRIS RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, OKLATITOMA AND KANSAS
(H. Doc. 563, 87th Cong.)

Location—The Verdigris River Basin is in southeastern Kansas and
northeastern Oklahoma. It has a drainage area of 8,300 square miles.
The main stream rises near Iomporia, Kans,, and courses southward
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about 350 miles to its confluence with the Arkansas River near Musko-
gee, Okla.

Authority—Resolutions, Committee on Flood Control, House of
Representatives, adogted April 23,1942 ; Committee on Public Works
U.g. Senate, adopted May 25, 1960; also an item in the 1958 Floo
Control Act. -

Fwmisting projects.—

Unit Stream Purpose Status
Toronto Reservoir, Kans..... Verdigris River....... Flood control conservation..| Completed,
Fall River Reservoir, Kans...| Fall River_._._...__._.|-.... [ (R Igo.
Neodesha Reservoir, Kans....| Verdigris River.._.... Flood control. ... ..._...... Not started,
Elk City Reservoir, Kans..... Elk River........_... Flood control conservation._ Unlder construc.

tion,

Oologah Reservoir, Okla...... Verdigris River.____.. [ Do.
Hulah Reservoir, Oxla...222C Caney River.......... Flood control conservation..| Completed.
Lock and dam 19, Oklahoma..] Verdigris River....__. Navigation..........._._. Not started,
Lock and dam 18, Oklahoma._|..... [ U YRR RRR RPN P, [ 1S IR Do.
Lock and dam 17, Oklahoma. _|..... [ {1 R N 4 L Do,

1 Flood control, power, navigation, and water supply.

Problems.—The Verdigris River is a major source of flooding along
the Arkansas River in eastern Oklahoma and in Arkansas. During
the 38-year period, 1922-60, 56 storms occurred over the Verdigris
River Basin and 58 occurred over the Caney River-Bird Creel: tribu-
tary basins. In addition, storms covering smaller areas have added to
these occurrences along the tributaries to the extent that, even with the
authorized reservoirs operating, flooding is expected to occur on the
average of one or more times per year in the lower Caney River, the
Verdigris River downstream from Caney River, and in the Bird
Creek basin, The flood plains along these streams downstream from
the existing and proposed damsites comprise 180,200 acres of rural
lands, and 320 acres of urban lands in Oklahoma at Bartlesville,
Avant, Skiatock, and the suburban area of Tulsa. Value of prop-
erty in the flood plain is estimated at $87 million in rural areas and
$30 million in urban areas; annual crop values are estimated at $3.8
million. Average annual damages in t]lle basin, excluding headwater
areas, are estimated at $4.8 million, of which about $3 million would
be prevented by the authorized reservoirs and the proposed Big Hill
Reservoir, and about $1.7 million of the remainder occurs i the
study area. These damages are distributed as follows: $437,000 along
Caney River helow Hulah Reservoir, $408,000 along Verdigris River
below Caney River, and $861,000 in the Bird Creek basin. Because
large supplies of ground water are lacking and existing soulces are
highly mineralized, attainment of supplies of suitable quantity and
quality in the Verdigris River Basin is dependent upon surface sources
in the tributary streams. The U.S. Public Health Service has made
a study and prepared a report on the municipal and industrial water
usage and future needs, as well as the pollution problem and water-
quality control needs, in the lower Verdigris River Basin. The report

1 . P T v v

mnntantacl seadase aiinn V1~sran o

indicates that the )L'UJcthu Warer .‘:upp}:y' needs in the lower ¥ Gi’digris
diver Basin will %ar exceed the amount which can be provided from
existing, authorized, and proposed reservoirs in the area. The report
also indicates that, because oilfield operations have built up the
chloride concentration of streams in the area, and hecause standard
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treatment of domestic and industrial wastes cannot prevent degra-
dation of the quality of receiving streams, storage for stream-quality
control in amount equal to that provided for municipal and industrial
‘water supply should be included in any reservoirs planned in the
ares,

Hecommended plan of improvement.—Plan consists of five mul-
tiple-purpose reservoirs on tributaries to the Verdigris River, all for
purposes of flood control, water supply, water quality control, recrea-
tion, and fish and wildlife, as follows: Copan on Caney Creek, Sand
on Sand Creek, Skiatook on Hominy Creek, Birch on Birch Creek.
Candy on Candy Creek.

Estimated cost (1961 prices) —

Copan S8and Skiatook Birch Candy Total
Federal ..o eemiieanana. $25, 578,000 | $6, 117,000 1$22,875,000 | $3, 245,000 | $4, 685,000 | $62, 400, 000
Non-Federal........__.coeu.. 0} m ) m ® (O]
Total. oo e 25,578,000 | 6,117,000 | 22,875,000 | 3,245,000 | 4,585,000 | 62, 400,000

1 Non-Federal interests to reimburse the United States for construction costs allocated to water supply,
siich amounts currently estimated as follows: Copan, $688,000; Sand, $1,570,000; Skiatook, $4,278,000; Birch,
428,000; Candy, $580,000; total, $7,554,000.

Project economics.—

Reservoir
Itemn

Copan Sand Skiatook Birch Candy Total

Annua! charges;
Interest and amortization.| $767,300 $175, 800 $682, 800 $94, 500 $133,600 | $1, 857,000
Operation, maintenance,

and replacement........ 89, 700 55, 900 93, 200 40, 300 50, 900 330, 000

Total oo aaee 857, 000 234, 700 776,000 134, 800 184, 500 2, 187, 000
Annual henefits:

Flood control....__....... 1, 279, 000 385, 000 861, 000 472,000 357,000 3, 354, 000

Conservation... 66, 000 133, 000 424, 000 46, 000 ) 732, 000

123, 000 81, 000 168, 000 41,000 41, 000 454, 000

68, 000 45, 000 77,000 22,000 23, 000 233, 000

Totalee e 1, 534, 000 644,000 | 1,530,000 581, 000 484,000 4,773, 000

Benefit-cost ratio. ._.......... 1.8 2.7 2.0 4.3 2.6 2,2

Local cooperation.—Bear all costs allocated to water supply in
accordance with the Water Supply Act of 1958, as amended ; hold and
save the United States free from water rights claims.

Comments of States and Federal agencies.—-

Department of the Interior: Recommend acquisition of addi-
tional lands for fish and wildlife purposes.

Department of Commerce: Favorable.

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: Favorable.

Federal Power Commission: Favorable,

State of Oklahoma: Favorable,

State of Kansas: Favorable, :

Comments of the Bureauw of the Budget.—No objection to submission
of the report to the Congress.
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KAW RESERVOIR, ARKANSAS RIVER, OKLA,
(S. Doc. 143, 78th Cong.)

Location.—Kaw Reservoir would be located on the main stem of the
Arkansas River in north-central Oklahoma. -

Authority—Resolution, Senate Committee on Public Works,
adopted ¥ebruary 21, 1958.

E'xisting project.—The water resources of the Arkansas River basin
are being extensively developed for flood control, navigation, and other
purposes. These developments lie generally downstream and east of
the Kaw Dam site. The navigation project provides for a 9-foot
channel up the Arkansas and Verdigris Rivers to the vicinity of
Catoosa, Okla. The Keystone Reservoir, a major multiple-purpose
project for flood control{ navigation, and other purposes, is under
construction about 115 miles downstream of the Kaw Dam site. The
existing Great Salt Plains Reservoir, on the Salt Fork of Arkansas
River, provides 292,000 acre-feet of storage for flood control, sediment
reserve, recreation, and wildlife. This major tributary enters the
Arkansas River about 16 miles downstream from the Kaw Dam site.

Problems.—The principal water-resource problems of the area are
the need for control of ﬂpoods and for increased dependable supplies
of domestic and industrial water of good quality. At present the Eood
plain downstream of the Kaw Dam site is predominantly rural; how-
ever, it includes 130 acres of urban lands at Ponca City. It is antic-
ipated that urban development in the flood plain will increase con-
siderably, resulting in substantially greater urban flood damages.
Floods have occurred about once a year in the vicinity of Ponca City
and major floods occurred in 1923, 1926, 1944, 1945, 1951, and 1957.
The maximum flood of record was that of June 1928 which had a peak
discharge estimated at 165,000 cubic feet per second at the Kaw Dam
site. A recurrence of a flood of this magnitude would cause damages
of $2,369,000 in the reach from the damsite to KKeystone Reservoir.
The total average annual flood damages in this reach under existing
conditions are estimated at $433,000.

Recommended plan of improvement—Kaw Reservoir to provide
storage for flood control, municipal and industrial water supply,
water-quality control, and other conservation uses, including recrea-
tion and fish and wildlife enhancement.

E'stimated cost (price level of 1961) . —

Federal oo e e e $83, 230, 000
Non-Federal ___...._. e e e e e e e e )
TS S 83, 230, 000

1 L,ocal interests to relmburse the United States the entire construction cost allocated to
water supply, currently estimated at $13,500,000.
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- Project economics.—

Federal Non-Federal Total

Annual charges:
Interest and amortization. ... i eeeeaean $2, 133, 700 $415,000 $2, 548,700
152, 300 27,000 179, §

MO8l . .o e e e ———— 2, 286, 000 442,000 2, 728, 000
Annual benefits: T

Damages prevented. ... ... ..o iceeecemcrnene|eancmcaemeaenfeanacaaa—————- 1,128,000
Increased land use. ... . ....ooennimnenccereacmaceanre|ceceermeceeaac|enanam—aaaaaa-n 305, 000
Reduced sediment in Keystone Reservoir. - 80, 000
Conservation. . .o..oeeve e ceean- - 1, 370, 000
Recreation. . ..o e ieieaoan .. 887, 000
Fishand wildlife. ... .o e ccecceeeeccae|esccccccmceeafcccccecneaaan 216, 000

B 0] ¥ Y PRSI (SRR (USRS 3, 986, 000

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5.

Local cooperation.—Local interests would be required to reimburse
the United States, in accordance with the Water Supply Act of 1958,
as amended, for the costs allocated to municipal and industrial water
supply and the annual operation and maintenance costs chargeable to
water-supply storage. These costs are presently estimated to be in
the mangnitude of $13,500,000 and $27,000, respectively.

Comments of the States and Federal agencies.—

Department of Interior: Favorable.

Department of Commerce : Favorable.

Department of Agriculture: Comment that a net loss to agri-
cultural production would result from project.

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: Favorable.

Federal Power Commission : Favorable.

State of Oklahoma: Favorable.

State of Kansas: Favorable.

Clomments of the Bureau of the Budget.—The Bureau of the Budget
believes that pollution abatement measures are vital to the suitability
of Arkansas River waters for projected uses, and, that there is un-
certainty at this time of the extent of future needs for water supply
and water quality control storage in the proposed Kaw Reservoir.
Accordingly, the Bureau states that any request for funds to initiate
construction of the project, if authorized by the Congress, should be
accompanied by the results of a detailed review of the need and use-
fulness of storage for these purposes.

The Bureau of the Bu({get recommends that the decision on es-
tablishment of a nationgal wildlife refuge in conjunction with the
reservoir project be deferred until an adequate long-range plan for the
refuge system is developed which will permit a meaningtul evaluation
of the contribution of the proposed refuge to the purposes of the
National wildlife refuge system; means are developed for financing
refuge land acquisitions related to water resources projects in a way
which will assure the advantages of unified financing of the total
refuge land acquisition program; and, there has been opportunity for
further consideration of local views with respect to establishment of
the refuge.

The Bureau of the Budget advises that, subject to consideration of
its foregoing comments, there would be no objection to submission of
the report to the Congress.
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Action by the Secretary of the Army.—Concurs with the Bureau
of the Budget.

VILLAGE CREEK, WHITE RIVER, AND MAYBERRY LEVEE DISTRICTS, RESTULY
OF PLAN III

(H. Doc, 577, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Along the left bank of the White River in northeast
Arkansas.

Authority—Flood Control Act of 1960 (Public Law 86-645).

Fzisting project.—The Flood Control Act of 1986 authorized con-
struction of a number of local flood control improvements, consisting
mainly of raising, enlarging, and connecting existing levees. The
Flood Control Act of 1960 authorized improvements within the Village
Creek, White River, and Mayberry Levee Districts to provide for
clearing and snagging 14.7 miles of old channels and constructing 10.6
miles of new channels, together with certain facilities for mitigation
of fish and wildlife losses, at an estimated Federal cost of $294,000,
subject to local cooperation. (The authorized plan is referred to
as plan I),

Ilood %froblem.——About 21,340 acres of wooded, cleared, and culti-
vated land are subject to flooding, ponding due to interior runoff, and
poor drainage. Authorized plan I would benefit about 18,400 acres.

Recogz/memled plan of improvement.—Construction of a pumping
plant with a capacity of 800,000 gallons per minute at the Taylor
Slough outlet, as an element of the authorized flood control and

drainage plan.

E'stimated cost (price level of spring 1961) .—
Federal . e 181, 018,000
Non-Federal e 129, 000

T 1, 047, 000

1 Increase in cost over cost of authorized plan I,
Project economics.—

Federal Non-Federal Total

Annual charges; !

Interest and amortization .. .o icenen $36, 830 $2,630 $39, 460
Maintenance and operation. .. .. oo e . 16, 680 16, 680

4 112 Y I 36, 830 19,310 56, 140
Annual henefits: 2 T
Damages prevented. ..o cere oo aaceaceacecenaca|enanarcaceaacn]|cemmeaaamaana -+ 85,100
Inereased 1an@ MSe . . ..o neeie e iaecceccacmvacccamenaca]occeanamaeacea]ancmacaane—an 59, 140
B0 Y NP (RN PR 144,240

! Increase In cost over cost of authorized plan I,
? Increase in benefits over benefits of authorized plan I,

Benefit-cost ratio—2.6.

+ Local cooperation.—Contribute in cash 17.2 percent of the Federal
construction cost of the pumping plant, an amount currently esti-
mated at $211,000; provide lands, easements, and rights-of-way ; effect
necessary relocations; hold and save the United States free from dam-
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ages; maintain and operate the project as prescribed and at their own
expense, and other items as specified in authorized plan I.
Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—
Department of the Interior: Favorable.
Department of Agriculture:
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: Favorable.
State of Arkansas: Noted the requirement for a cash contribu-
tion of $211,000 and believed it desirable to review again the re-
quirements for a cash contribution.
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection.

VILLAGE CREEK, JACKSON AND LAWRENCE COUNTIES, ARK.

(H. Doc. 352, 87th Cong.)

Location~—Village Creek rises in Randolph County in northeastern
Arkansas and flows generally southwestward through Jackson and
Lawrence Counties and joins the White River near Newport, about 80
miles northeast from Little Rock.

Authority—Resolution of the Committee on Public Works, House
of Representatives, adopted October 16, 1951.

Ewmisting improvements.—No Federal projects specifically for flood
control in Village Creek Basin. However, reservoir and levee projects
in the nearby White River and Black River Basins provide some flood
protection by ¥)reventing overflow into Village Creek Basin. Im-
provements by local interests consist of excavation of drainage ditches
on tributaries and along the main stem of Village Creek.

Flood problem.—Frequent flooding of agricultural lands results in
serious damages to crops. Flooding results from intense local storms
of short duration and from general storms extending over longer pe-
riods. The flatland and stream slopes, inadequate channels, and large
valley storage cause storm runoff to concentrate slowly in the main
stem with prolonged flooding of large areas.

Recommended  plan olg improvement.—Channel enlargement,
straightening and clearing on Village Creek, from the mouth upstream
a total distance of 61 miles, together with adequate on-farm and group
lateral drainage facilities.

Estimated cost (price level of Janvary 1960) —

FeAeral .o e e e $1, 968, 000
Non-Federal .. 2, 165, 00
Total . 4, 133, 0600
Project economics.—
Federal Non-Federal Total
Annual charges;
Interest and smortization.. .. ... ...l $72, 400 $91, 300 $163, 700
Maintenance, operation, and replacement.... oo omeeaaccnaan 45,300 45,300
Loss of production. . iaiiiiiieicct]ecamaccaeee 2, 300 2,300
401 7 S 72, 400 138, 900 211,300
Annual benefits:
Damages prevented. oo oo iiiiini it ccicmiceeefeocmsnccnnecac e caeceaaaa 74,300
Improved ArainAge. .o ccce oo i cacecceccacacroca]oceccamenaanas]|ccenecananannn 379, 900
401 7 | RIS PO IRIRRN E 454, 200

HQ AR005723



Case 4:14-cv-00139-HLM Document 38-22 Filed 11/16/15 Page 136 of 165

RIVER AND HARBOR AND FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS 165

Benefit-cost ratio~—2.1.

Local cooperation.—Contribute in cash 30.7 percent of the actual
Federal construction cost, presently estimated at $871,000; furnish
all lands, easements, and rights-of-way; make alterations to existing
improvements, except railroad facilities; hold and save the United
States free from damages; prohibit encroachments on improved chan-
nel; construct and maintain on-farm and lateral drainage facilities;
and maintain the improved creek channel. ILocal interests have indi-
cated they are willing and able to comply with these requirements.

Comments of State and Federal agencies.—

Department of Agriculture: lgavorable.

Department of the Interior: Commented that the recommended
lan would result in an annual loss to fish and wildlife resources
ut proposed no specific plan for mitigating such losses.

Public Health Service: Favorable.

State of Arkansas: Concurred in the recommendation; how-

ever, noted that the local costs appeared to be excessive,

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget—No objection.

LAKE KEMP, WICHITA RIVER, TEX.
(8. Doc. 144, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Wichita River is a south bank tributary of the Red
River in north-central Texas. Lake Kemp is located on the Wichita
River about 70 miles upstream from the city. of Wichita Falls.

Awuthority—Resolution, Senate Committee on Public Works,
adopted April 16, 1959,

wisting project.—There are no existing or authorized flood control
projects in the Wichita Basin. Lake Kemp, with a capacity of 462,-
000 acre-feet, was constructed by local interests in 1923 for conserva-
tion purposes.

Flood problem.—Problem is mainly the disastrous threat to the city
of Wichita Falls posed by the deteriorated Lake Kemp Dam. Aver-
age annual damages in absence of Lake Kemp would be about $1
million.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Modification of existing Lake
Kemp project by replacement of the existing outlet works and spill-
way with a new combined structure, raising the height of the dam
about 3 feet, and strengthening the embankment, to provide 526,000
acre-feet of storage, of which 200,000 acre-feet would be for flood
control.

Estimated cost (price level of July 1960) :

Federal oo o —— $6, 410, 000
Non-Federala oo e 12,203, 000
T otal o e —————— 8, 613, 000

1 Includes cash contribution currently estimated at $1,885,000.

\-
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Project economics.—
Federal Non-Federal Total -
Annual charges:
nterest and amOrt I tatioN. v ee e e ceeenceeaincnann $236, 500 $227, 400 $463, 9GO
Maintenance and Operation. .. . .o ceiiioiaciaaaea. 45, 900 33,700 79, 600
412 Y NS 282, 400 261, 100 543, 600
Annual henefits: -
Damages Prevented. ... ..ceeeeeeevmcemecoccnoeocoeccncn-fomscoccesammeclascccraeccanan 730, 000
ConServation. . oo iniemcciceeemancncrecceacnace|encacacaceenes|eocanareaannasn 649, 000
B 011 VNN TN F - - 1,379,000

Benefit-cost ratio.—2.5.
Local cooperation—(a) Retain ownership and operate and main-
tain the project for a minimum period of 50 years after completion;
(&) maintain the project and operate the ﬂoog-control features in ac-
cordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army;
(¢) accomplish, without cost to the United States,.all relocations and
alterations of existing buildings, highways, bridges, sewers and related
and special facilities; () hold and save the United States free from
damages due to the construction works; (e¢) provide, without cost to
the United States, all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary
for the construction of the project; (f) adopt and enforce regulations
to preserve the existing capacity of the channel through the city of
Wichita Falls and prevent further encroachment; (¢) adequately in-
form affected interests annually concerning the probability of resid-
ual damages after construction of the modifications; (%) provide free
access to the lake in accordance with the principles of section 4 of the
Flood Control Act of 1944; and (¢) contribute 22.7 percent of the cost
for the Federal construction, a contribution presently estimated at
$1,885,000, in equal annual payments, over a period of not more than
50 years beginning at the completion of construction, including inter-
est on the unpaid balance at the rate prescribed at the time of con-
struction for projects of this type. ' ~
Comments of the State and Federal agencics.—

Department of the Interior: Favorable,

Department of Agriculture:

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: Favorable.

State of Texas: Favorable. _
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection.

WATER QUALITY STUDY, ARKANSAS-RED RIVER BASINS

(8. Doe. 105, 87th Con.)

Location—The Arkansas and Red Rivers, and their tributaries,
drain over 250,000 square miles including all of Oklahoma and parts
of Colorndo, New Mexico, Kansas, Texas, Mississippi, Arkansas, and
Iouisiana. About 74,500 square miles of the Arkansas River basin
are above Keystone Reservoir, and about 39,700 square miles of the
Red River Basin are above Denison Dam.

Authority.—Resolution, Senate Committee on Public Works,
adopted December 16, 1959,
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Ewxisting project.—There are no existing projects in the area for
control of water quality. ~— :

Problem.—The problem is to locate and measure the sources, estab-
lish the importance and types of pollutants entering the Arkansas and
Red Rivers, 'and to develop practical means of controlling them.
Studies to date show total daily chloride loads of 10,600 tons for
Arkansas River at Keystone Reservoir and 3,800 tons for Red River
near Denison Dam. ’i:hese chloride loads clearly indicate the need
for control and management of water quality.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Construction of two experi-
meutal projects, and performance of tests to determine their effective-
ness in improvement of water quality. One project would be located
on Prairie Dog Town Fork of Red River near Estelline, Tex.; the
other on South Fork of Wichita River near Guthrie, Tex.

E'stimated cost (November 1961 prices) —

Project economics.— SR
Annual charges: The first costs shown in Estimated Cost in-
clude allowances for observations of test results. -
Annual benefits: It is not yet possible to evaluate benefits in
monetary terms. The test results will furnish valuable data and
information concerning the possible economical solution of the
- overall problem on a basinwide scale. o
Benefit-cost ratio—Not evaluated.
Local cooperation.—None recormmended.
Comments of States and Federal agencies.—
State of Oklahoma: Favorable.
State of Kansas: Favorable.
State of Arkansas: Favorable.
Stte of Texas: Favorable.
State of Louisiana: Favorable.
Department of Interior: Favorable.
Department of Agriculture: Favorable. -
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: Favorable.
Convments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection.,

BROKEN BOW RESERVOIR, MOUNTAIN FORK RIVER, OKLA.
(8. Doc. 137, 87th Cong.)

Location—~—On Mountain Fork River, a tributary of Little River, in
southeastern Oklahoma.,
Authority—Resolution, Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate,
adopted January 6, 1961.
wisting project.—The Broken Bow Reservoir was authorized for
flood control and water supply by the Flood Control A.ct of 1958.
Construction has been initiated on the basis that power facilities, upon
authorization, will be installed either initially or in the future. The
authorized project is about 5 percent completed. -
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Problem.—The study considers the advisability of providing stor-
age and facilities for generation of hydroelectric power at Broken
Bow Reservoir.

Recommended plan of improvement—It is recommended that the
project for Broken Bow Reservoir, now authorized for flood control
and water supply, be modified to provide for hydroelectric power fa-
cilities in the initial construction and to include fish and wildlife
conservation as a project purpose. - Gross storage capacity would be
increased from 541,100 acre-feet, as authorized, to 1,368,800 acre-feet.

Estimated cost (price level of March 1961) — -

Federal . o e $39, 600, 000
Non-Federal o e
TOtA) e e e e ——_——— * 39, 600, 000

1 Non-Federal interests to reimburse the United States for consiruction costs allocated
to water supply, currently estimated at $2,970,000.

3 An increase of $23,800,000 over estimated cost of authorized project.

Project economics.—

Annual charges:

Interest and amortization.__ . . $1, 181, 900
Maintenance, operation and replacement. o oo 366, 600
Taxes fOregONea . e me e m e 678, 000

1 V01 ) g 2, 126, 500

Annual benefits:

Flood eontrol- . o i —— 305, 500
Water supply. - mmemcmmm e ———— 369, 700
POWer et ———————— 1, 959, 000
Recreation. .o et e et o e e e 750, 000
Fish and wildlife_ .. __._ e —— e e e e e e 460, 000

TotRl e m—— e 3, 844, 200

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.8.

Local cooperation.—Pay the United States in accordance with the
Water Supply Act of 1958, as amended, the entire amounts of the
construction costs and the operation, maintenance, and replacement
costs allocated to water supply, thess amounts being presently esti-
mated at $2,970,000 and $6,500 annually, respectively, for the project
as modified, the final amounts to be determined by allocation after
actual construction costs are known,

Comments of the State and Federal agencies— .

Department of the Interior: Recommends acquisition of certain

- additional lands for fish and wildlife purposes.

Department of Commerce : Favomgle. _

Department of Agriculture: Favorable,

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: Favorable.
Federal Power Commaission: Favorable, :

State of Oklahoms : Favorable. T

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—The Bureau of the Budg-
et expects that construction of power features of the Broken Bow
Reservoir project, other.than penstocks or other provisions for future

wer installations, not be undertaken until there is specific assurance
that all costs including joint costs allocated to power can be returned
with interest within a period of 50 years.
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The Bureau of the Budget advises that, subject to consideration of
the foregoing comment, there is no objection to the submission of the
report to the Congress. : ‘

CLAYTON AND TUSKAHOMA RESERVOIRS, HUGO RESERVOIR, KIAMICHI
RIVER, OKLA. o

(8. Doc. 146, 87th Cong.)

Location—XKiamichi River is in southeastern Oklahoma, and is a
mz:i'or tributary of the Red River.
uthority.~Resolution, Senate Committee on Public Works,
adopted January 28, 1955. _
wisting project—Hugo Reservoir, with the damsite at mile 20.7
on the Kiamichi River, was authorized for flood control by the KFlood
Control Act of 1946 as a unit in the Red River below Denison Dam
project, but construction has not been initiated. .
lood problem.—An average of three floods occur in the basin eve
}y;ear, with major flooding every 2 years. Since 1926, 10 major floods
ave occurred. Annual flood damages of $140,000 are estimated to
occur along the Kiamichi River below the Tuskahoma Dam site, ex-
cluding the area within Hugo Reservoir. - Flood losses on Red River
downstream from the mouth of Kiamichi River are estimated at
$3,700,000 annually, based on present conditions, with Denison Reser-
voir operating and with levees authorized prior to 1945 in place.
Recommended, plan of improvement.—The plan of improvement
consists of modification of the authorized Hugo Reservoir with the
damsite at mile 17.6 on Kiamichi River and the recommended addition
of two upstream reservoirs, Clayton and Tuskahoma, to provide for
flood control and water conservation, including water supply, recrea-
tion, and fish and wildlife uses. The plan retains the de of flood
protection contemplated by the authorized Red River flood. control
project below the Denison and affords additional flood g_}rotection
of Kiamichi River. The recommendations:of the Chief of ineers
rmit discretion regarding the sequence'of construction of the author-
1zed Hugo Reservoir and the recommended Clayton and Tuskahoma
Reservoirs:;: Under the plan the first cost of Hugo Reservoir would be
$23,065,000 compared to $20,900,000 as now estimated. However,
the net cost to the United States would be $3,487,000 less than the cost
as now estimated since local interests would reimburse the United
States an amount of $5,662,000 for water supply storage costs.
E'stimated cost (1960 prices) . —

Clayton | Tuskahoma Total

FOQMAL. ..o oeeemmoensasmennemeaetassssseneeasnennssaasas $13,174,000 | $16,674,000 | 29,748,000
NOR-Federal.. .o iy (1)4' ) .6'(1)" (1)“'
Total...coerere S— cvee reeeee| 18,174,000 [ 16,674,000 | 29,748,000

1 Bear construction costs allocated to water s‘lpply, curréntly estimated at $6,221,000 and $8,042,000 for
Olayton and Tuskahoma Reservoirs, respectively,
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Project economics.—
Clayton Tuskahotna Total
Annual charges:
Interest and AMOTt ZALIOD ..o n e e e e e caacnceneceennann $502, 090 $631, 420 $1, 133, 510
73, 600 135, 900
705, 020 1,268, 410
238, 000 428,000
397, 000 722, 000
82, 000 178, 000
164, 000 275, 000
871,000 1,603, 000
1.2 1.3

Local cooperation.—Bear all costs allocated to water supply in ac-
cordance with the Water Supply Act of 1958, as amended ; hold and
save the United States free from water rights claims. Local interests
are willing to comply. '

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior: Recommend additional lands
for fish and wildlife. :
" Department of Agriculture : Favorable.

Department of Commerce : Favorable,

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: Believe that
storage for water.quality control can be utilized.

Federal Power Commission : Favorable.

State of Oklahoma : Favorable.

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—The Bureau of the
Budget notes that the Corps of Engineers will work with the Public
Health Service during advance planning of the reservoir projects with
a view to determining the need and justification of storage for water
quality control. In this connection, the Bureau indicates that in the
event storage for water quality control displaces in whole or in part
the currently contemplated water supply storage in the reservoirs and
the water quality benefits are determined to be widespread, it would
appear that the currently estimated ultimate reimbursements to the
United States for water supply would not be realized. The Bureau
has no objection to submission of the report to the Congress.

KAYSINGER BLUFF RESERVOIR, OBAGE RIVER, MO.
(H. Doc. ——, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Kaysinger Bluff Reservoir would be located in west-
central Missouri immediately upstream from the existing Lake of the
Ozarks, created by Bagnell Iam.,

Authority.—Resolutions, Senate and House Committees on Public
Works, adopted March 25, 1961, and June 7, 1961, respectively.

Ewisting project.—The Kaysinger Bluff project was authorized for
flood control by the Flood Control Act of 1954, with a planned total
storage capacity of 4,040,000 acre-feet. The reservoir is one of a sys-
tem of nine authorized reservoirs in the Osage River Basin., Two are
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under construction, two are.under preconstruction planning, two are
being restudied, no work is underway on the remainig three.

Problems.—The Osage River Basin is subject to damaging floods at
any time of year. Also, the river is a major contributor to severe —
floods which endanger rich farmlands along the Missouri River, the
St. Louis industrial area, and lands alongl;%e middle and lower Mis-
sissippi. There is a need for conservation storage to provide hydro-
electric peakinﬁ Fower for integration with fuel generating plants,
and to support fish and wildlife, recreation, and other uses.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Modification of the Kay-
singer Bluff Reservoir project to provide for a reservoir with a total
storage capacity of about 5,200,000 acre-feet and with hydroelectric
power generating facilities, to serve the primary purposes of flood
control, power, fish and wildlife, and recreation.

E'stimated cost (price level of 1961).—

Federal :
Existing project e $£99, 508, 000
Proposed modification s 1743, 245, 000
Subtotal e 142, 763, 000
Non-Federal . oo o e e —————————— Noue
T OEAY - e e e e e e m e e 142, 753, 000

Project economics.—
Annual charges—all Federal : .

Interest and amortization . ___________._ . __ $4, 344, 000
Operation, maintenance, and replacement ... _______ 426, 000
Loss of land productivity o e 494, 000
Taxes fOregone._ . e ccmec e m e ———— e 49, 000
ot e e —— e ————————— 5, 312, 000
Annual benefits: : —_—
“ Flood control o o ;e e 4, 264, 000
POWer .. e e ———————— 1, 797, 000
Fish and wildlife e 500, 000
Recreation e 800, 000
T OtA) e e e ——————————— 7, 361, 000

Benefit-cost ratio—1.4.

Local cooperation—None required.

Comments of States and Federal agencies—

Department of the Interior : Recommends mineral evaluation in pre-
c(f‘»nstruction planning, Recommends national wildlife refuge as part
of project. P o

partment of Commerce: Favorable,

Department of Agriculture: Favorable,

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: Favorable.

Federal Power Commission : Favorable,

State of Missouri: Favorable, |

Oomments of the Bureau of the Budget.—The Bureau of the Budget
concurs in the need for a reexamination of the financial feasibility

of the nawer featiiras J RIS aci o SEaoe an cale af nawen
01 U6 pOwer iea

lures Quring the dwlgu stage, on tie basis of power
values then appropriate. 16 Bureau advises thas it would expect
that construction of power features of the Kaysinger Bluff project,
other than penstocks or other provisions for future power installa-

tions, not be undertaken until there is specific assurance that all costs
90048--02——12
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including joint costs allocated to power can be returned with interest
within a period of 50 years. Also, the Bureau recommends that the
decision on establishment of a national wildlife refuge in_conjunc-
tion with the Kaysinger Bluff Reservoir project be deferred until an
adequate long-range plan for the re system is developed which
wigxi)ermit & meaningful evaluation of the contribution of the pro-
posed refuge to the purposes of the national wildlife refuge system;
and, until means are developed for financing refuge land acquisitions
related to water resources projects in a way which will assure the ad-
vantages of unified financing of the total refuge land acquisition pro-
gram. The BOB also advises that there is no objection to submission
of this report to the Congress.

Action by the Secretary of the Army.—Concurs with the Bureau
of the Budget.

KANSAS RIVER, KANS.,, NEBR., AND COLO.

(S. Doc. 122, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Kansas River flows generally eastward and drains an
area of about 60,000 square miles 1n eastern Colorado, southern Ne-
braska, and north-central Kansas. The river enters Missouri River
at the Kansas Citys. Improvements recommended in the report are
located in eastern Kansas and at the Kansas Citys.

Authority~—Resolutions, Senate Committee on Public Works,
adopted August 20, 1953, and June 16, 19564, v

wisting projects,—Completed corps reservoirs in the basin are
Kanopolis and Harlan County. Corps reservoirs under construction
are Tuttle Creek and Milforg. Corps reservoirs authorized but not
started are Perry, Wilson, and Pioneer. The corps has 17 local flood
rotection projects either completed, under construction, or authorized,
ut not started, in the basin. The Bureau of Reclamation has com-
{)leted eight reservoirs in the basin. The Soil Conservation Service
1as completed five watershed protection projects. Local interests
have completed 250 miles of levees. - ,

Problems—Many severe floods have occurred in the basin, The
ravaging 1951 floods resulted in estimated damages of $725 million.
Also, severe droughts have been experienced, indicating the need for
water Conservation,

Recommended improvements—Four multi 1e-{Jur Se Treservoirs
for flood control, water-supply, and fish and wildlife and general
recreation, The reservoirs would be located on tributaries to the main
Kansas River in the lower, eastern end of the basin, and would range
in gross capacity from 157,000 to 384,000 acre-feet. Also recom-
mended are improvements of existing local protection works at the
Kansas Citys. ' ,

E'stimated cost (September 1960 prices) .—

Item Federal | Non-Federal| Total
ReSETVOIIB ..o\ oo oieccnrennrineenncauneennunnannaname———a- $70, 240, 000 H 1 $70,240, 000
Local protectlon WOrks.......ueeccccennceacnnecccamnennanens 17, 830, 000 &,860.000 , 880,
TOA). ccrveccemansancaneacasnscssanannumnnsanacendensees| 88,070,000 | - 3,080,000 | 91,120,000

| Local interests to reimburse the United States an amount currently estimated at $10,919,000 for imter
supply. Thus, the total net cost to the United States for all recommended work is estimafed at $77,151,000,
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Project economics.—Reservoirs.—

B Reservolr
Item
Woodbine Onaga Grove Clinton Total
Annual charges: .
Interest and amortization.............. $502, 000 $850, 000 $467,000 | $1,023,000 | $2,842,000
Maintenance, operation, and replace- . :
MeNt. e iccecaccaccaccmanaaas 55, 000 68,000 | . 64,000 89, 000 1 276, 000
Totaleen e ccccacccicancanaecns 587,000 918, 000 531,000 | 1,112,000 8, 118, 000
Annusl benefits: K
Flood control..... feeeeccsasmacmesmemnn 731,000 | 1,205,000 509,000 | 1,026,000 3, 471,000
Water SUPPIYacce e racccnnarecaann 76, 000 270, 000 120, 000 210, 000 875, 000
Fish and wildlife recreation............ 27,000 41, 000 82, 000 107, 000 257, 000
General recreation. . ooooecocnnacacenn 141, 000 185, 000 66, 000 201,000 603, 000
B X1 £ Y DRSSO 974,000 | 1,711,000 777,000 | 1,544,000 5, 006, 000
Benefit-cost ratlos. o eemceaccncnacacaaana. 1.7 1.9 15 1.4 1.8

tls%it%nual cost to the United States for maintenanoe, operation, and replacements currently estimated
a ,500.
{

Local protection works.—

Federal Non-Federal Total

Annual charges:

Interest and amortization $645, 000 $142, 000 $787, 000

Maintenance, operation, and replacement... 5,000 5,000
Economio losses 11,000

b L7 Y P fecacsassmmcmcamenan 645, 000 147,000 803, 000
Annual benefits: F1ood control. a v o ocnacacancamrmcacaca|occncacannacaa)occacccaecanas 1,199, 000

Benefit-cost ratio—1.5. ‘

Local cooperation: Reservoirs.—Prior to construction furnish as-
surances to make demands for use of water supply storage within a
period of time which will permit repayment of costs allccated to water
supply within the life of the project, as determined by the Chief of
Engineers, in accordance with -the Water Supply Act of 1958 as
amended by the Water Pollution Control Act Amerdments of 1961;
hold the United States free from water rights claims; prevent en-
croachments on capacities of streams below reservoirs necessary for
reservoir operation, - A

Looal proteotion works—Furnish necessary lands, easements,
rights-of-way ; make necessary alterations and relocations of utilities;
hold and save the United States free from damages; maintain and
operate as prescribed. Responsible local interests-have indicated they
will comply with all foregoing requirements,

Comments of States and Federal agencies.— ‘

State of Kansas: Favorable. Urge early authorization and
construction, S -

State of Missouri: Favorable. . .

Deparement, of Interior :Favorable., Recommend that all joint
costs allocated to fish and wildlife be nonreimbursable Federal
costs.

D:gartment of Agriculture: Favorable,

Federal Power Commission : Favorable.
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Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: Favorable.
Department of Commerce : Favorable.

Comments of the Burcaw of the Budget.—No objection to transmis-
sion of the report to Congress, However, the Bureau of the Budget
notes that the Governor of Kansas and the Department of the Interior
in commenting on the proposed report, urged that joint costs allocated
to fish and wildlife values be borne entirely by the Federal Govern-
ment, rather than shared in the manner recommended by the Chief
of Engineers; and, that in view of more recent. recommendations b
the Chief of Engineers on cost sharing arrangements for fish and wild-
life and other recreation in connection with other reservoir projects,
consideration might be given this matter before transmitting the re-
port to the Congress,

Action of the Secretary of the Army.—The Secretary of the Army in
his letter transmitting the report to Congress, recommended that local
interests not be required to reimburse the United States for any por-
tion of the construction costs and annual operation and maintenance
costs of the reservoirs allocated to fish an(F wildlife recreation, such
portions currently estimated at $1,221,000 and $4,200, respectively.

Remarks.—The committee notes that some local opposition to Wood-
bine Reservoir on Lyons Creek is evidenced. The committee believes
that authorization of Woodbine Reservoir should be deferred subject
to submission of a new feasibility report by the Chief of Engineers
to the 88th Congress, which shal{ take into account related plans of
the Soil Conservation Service, the Kansas Water Resources Board,
and Lyons Creek Watershed Joint District No. 41, and preparation
of such report should be authorized. Otherwise, the committee en-
dorses at this time the plan of improvement for development. of the
lower Kansas River Basin,

PAPILLION CREEK AND TRIBUTARIES, NEBRASKA

(H, Doc. No. 475, 87th Cong.)

Location—The Papillion Creek Basin is located in the western
suburbs of Omaha, Nebr., and it empties into the Missouri River a few
miles downstream from the city.

Authority.—Resolution of the Committee on Flood Control, House
of Representatives, adopted July 23, 1946.

Fuwisting project—There are no Federal improvements for flood
control in the basin, Local interests have constructed levees and im-
proved the stream channels at various pointsin the basin. .

Flood problem.—Local channel and levee improvements have been
partially effective but runoff and flood intensities have increased with
urbanization, The existing channel capacities on Papillion Creek
and tributaries are generally inadequate for flood flows,

Recommended p%an of improvement.—The proposed plan consists
essentially of channel enlargement of Little Papillion Creek, together
with necessary bridge modi%ecations and intermittent riprapping, for
a distance of about 6.5 miles.

Estimated cost (prioce level of December 1960) .—

B Al e o o e e $2, 122, 000
Non-Federal e e 1, 400, 000
TotAla e e memmm——————— 3, 522, 000
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Project economics.—
|

Federal Non-Federal Total

Annuasl charges:
Interest and amortization. . ... o ooiiciieiecceannan $77, 000 $65, 200 $142, 200
Maintenance and operatlon. ..o oo iiciiciacaena——ne 0 2,800 | 2,800
Tota). e e ieccccmccccecccceeceeeanenneae 77,000 68, 000 145, 000
Annusl benefits; Damages prevented. ... oovencicancea|cecnccceieccna|coacacacaaaaan 199, 700

Benefit-cost ratio.—14. ,

Local cooperation.—~Furnish all lands, easements, and rights-of-
way; hold and save the United States free from damages; make al-
terations to all road, highway, bridge and utilities; maintain and
operate. Local interests have indicated they are willing and able to
comply with these requirements.

Comments of State and Federal agencies.—

State of Nebraska: Favorable.
Department of Interior: Favorable. '

Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection.

INDIAN CREEK, IOWA

(H. Doc. 438, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Indian Creek rises about 4 miles north of Council Bluffs,
Iowa, on the east side of the Missouri River opposite Omaha, Neb.,
flows in a southerly direction through the city of Couucil Bluffs to the
river, nearly 6 miles downstream.

Authority.—Resolution of the Committee on Public Works, House
of Representatives, adopted July 22, 1947.

Ewisting project.—The only Federal improvements for flood con-
trol in the basin have been constructed downstream from 29th Avenue
to provide an outlet and tieback levees in conjunction with the Mis-
souri River agricultural levee project. Local interests have improved
the channel from the north city limits through the highly developed
section with nearly 3 miles of open concrete channel and closed
conduit,

Flood problem.—The topographic characteristics of the upland
area cause runoff in Indian Creek Basin to funnel into the heart of
Council Bluffs and create potential for a major flood disaster. The
standard project floed discharge is considerabiy in excess of the exist-
in%channel capacity of 4,800 cubic feet per second. N

ecommeniled plan oé improvements—The proposed plan is part
of a joint effort by the Corps of Engineers and the Soil Conservation
Service which inc{udes a dam and reservoir for flood control combined
with watershed measures in the headwaters, The reservoir recom-
mended by the corps to be located just above the north city limits would
be an earth fill structure with a height of 70 feet and length of 1,900

foot creating a reservoir of about 8,600 acre-feet, The SCS nortion of

AVOU VATRR VAL  AVATVA ¥V VAL VA /WU GyUU v LA TTaATR A AA%7 RN pUavaliaa

the plan consists of land treatment and structural measures to reduce
erosion in the headwaters and silt deposition in the existing channel
through the city, which will be reported on by that agency.
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Estimated cost (price of level of 1960).—

Federal oo e e e —————————— $1, 270, 000
Non-Federaloo oo e 1, 260, 000
Ot e m 2, 530, 000

Project economics.—

Federal | Non-Federal|  Total
Annual charges: .
Interest and amortization ... .oeo e eaans $46, 400 $38, 600 $105, 000
Maintenance and operation......cvecenveerccmcaccrrecanacfercnncmacacce. 3, 000 8,000
TOtA) et icicicmcaccanccrccrcancronananaan 46, 400 61, 600 108, 000
Annual benefits: .
Damages prevented........cccceeveeesenncecscaconncasane|oeconsacacsecelencasscacncaen 127, 900
Reduced channel maintenance.. .. .....cecceceeeaiionaraluaccacomcaccea|eaonsacceacans 1, 300
4 1 7\ RSN AU SN 129, 200

Benefit-cost ratio—1.2. . : o
Local cooperation—Furnish all lands, easements, and rights-of-
way; hold and save the United States free from damages; make all
road, highway, and utility alterations and modifications; enter into
contract for reimbursement of the entire cost of operation and main-
tenance, currently estimated at $3,000 annually; and provide, in co-
operation with the Soil Conservation Service unger continuing authori-
zations and funding arrangements, an adequate erosion-control pro-
gram as developed by the SCS and as contemplated in the overall plan
of improvement, the installation of such program to be undertaken in
advance of or concurrently with construction of the dam and reservoir
by the Corps of Engineers. Local interests have indicated they are
willing and able to comply with these requirements. '
Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—
Department of the Interior: Favorable.
Department of Agriculture: Favorable.
State of Iowa : Favorable.
Comment of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection.

KOKOSING RIVER BASIN, OHI0
(H. Doc. No, 220, 87th Cong,)

" Location.—Kokosing River rises in Morrow County, Ohio, and flows
through Knox County and into Coshocton County where it joins the
Mohican River to form the Wolhonding River. Mount Vernon is
located in Knox County at about river mile 24. o

Authority.—Resolutions of Public Works Committee, U.S. Hotise
of Representatives, adopted March 5, 1952 and June 3, 1959. -

Ewisting projeot.—None. o o

Flood problem.—Damaging floods are exceeded on the average of
once in 10 years at Fredericktown, once in 5 years at Mount Vernon,
and once in 25 years at Millwood. 'The maximum flood of record in
January 1959 had a peak flow of 88,000 cnbic feet per second at Mount
Vernon, Total damages from the 1959 flood are estimated at $5,-
300,000. The average annual damages are estimated at $151,000 on
the basis of mid-1959 prices and stage development.
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Recommended plan of improvement.—Construction of the gorth
Branch Reservoir on North Branch of Kokosing River, about 2.2 miles
upstream from Fredericktown, Ohio, and snagging and clearing of
Kokosing River downstream from Tilden Avenue Bridge in Mount
Vernon for a distance of about 24,500 feet. '

Estimated cost (price level of June 1959) .—

Nortﬁ Mount Ver-
Branch non clearing Total
Dam and | and snagging
Reservoir
Federa). oo o aicicmecneea- e $2, 334, 000 $104, 000 $2, 438, 000
Non-Federl. ..o ueeroeaeer oo ccccecrcmcnacarccacecccaeanecelaccacaaaeennn 113,000 113,000
LTy P Ceeeaees 2,334, 000 217,000 2, 551, 000

Projeot economics.—

North Mount Ver-
. _Branch non clearing Total
Dam and | and snagging
Reservoir
Anmial charges: - —
Federal: °
Interest and amortization. ... .. . ... . $85, 300 $3,700 $89, 000
Operation and maintenance. .. ......cooo o ooaoooo__ 2,400 foeeeooacnann.. 2,400
L T 87,700 3,700 91,400
Non-Federal:
Interest and amortization. ... el 4,400 4, 400
Operation and maintenance. . ...ococevoooomonoonoos|oociiciieaan 5, 500 6, 500
Loss of land product{vity ..o oer e eaaaas 4,000 [oceemaeacanacfecncnceaccaaa-
T 7Y RN 92, 600 13, 600 106, 200
Annusl benefits: Prevention of lood damages. ......ccceeen... 114, 700 23, 200 142, 900
Benefit-co8t ratio. . 1.2 2.1 1.3

Local cooperation—For channel snagging and clearing, furnish
lands, and rights-of-way; hold and save the United States free of
damages; maintain works, repair levees along Kokosing River at
Mount Vernon; enlarge the flowage opening at West High Street
Bridge; accomplish aﬁ changes, relocations, and alterations made
necessary. by the works, except for alteration of railroad bridge at
mouth of Dry Creek; prevent encroachment; and adequately inform
local interests that the combined project will not provide protection
against floods greater than that of January 1959. Agree that con-
struction of the reservoir will be contingent upon prior or simultaneous
accomplishment of the snagging and clearing work. Local interests
have indicated their willingness and ability to comply with the re-
quirements of local cooperation. -

Comments of State and Federal agencies.—

- Department of Interior: No objection.
State of Ohio: Favorable, . - R

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection.
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MAD RIVER ABOVE HUFFMAN DAM, OHIO

(H. Doc. 439, 87th Cong.)

Location—~Mad River is a tributary of the Miami River at Dayton,
Ohio. Buck Creek, the principal tributary, flows through Springfield,
Ohio, to its junction with Mad River.

Authority—Resolution of Public Works Committee, U.S. House of
Representatives, adopted February 17, 1959.

“xisting project.—None. —

I'lood problem.—On Mad River from Springfield to Huffman Dam,
a recurrence of the 1913 flood would cause greater damage than any
other known past flood. At present development, damages at Wright-
Patterson Air Force Base would be $1,400,000; rural losses would be
$580,000,.and urban damages would be $120,000. Average annual dam-
ages are estimated at $189,000. On Buck Creek where the principal
development is the Springfield metropolitan area, a recurrence of the
1929 flood would result in urban damages, mostly industrial, of $2,238,-
000, and rural losses would be $38,000. Average annual damages for
the reach are estimated at $104,000.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for construction of
a gravel-fill dam at mile 7.3 on Buck Creek. Total storage would be
32,800 acre-feet of which 30,400 acre-feet would be for flood control
and 2,400 acre-feet would be for recreation and conservation,

FEstimated cost (price level of July 1960) —Federal, $7,930,000.

Project economics.—

Annua) charges:

Interest and amortization .. $295, 000
Maintenance and operation_ ... ____ .o 42, 000
Loss of land productivity . e 14, 000

TOtA) o e e e ———————————— e e 351, 000

Annual benefits:

Flood damages prevented .. oo aee 280, 000
Higher use of land . o 9, 000
Recreation ..o e 265, 000

L ) ) U 554, 000

Benefit-cost ratio—1.6.
Local cooperation.—Prevent encroachment in Buck Creek channel
below the reservoir. l.ocal interests are willing to comply with the

requirement of local cooperation,
Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

State of Ohio: Favorable.

Department of Interior: Favorable.

Department of Agriculture: Favorable,

Department of Commerce ; Favorable, '
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: Favorable.

Federal Power Commission: Favorable,

e A —ai NN I A L VARV

Comments of tie Bureau of the Budget.—No objection to submis-
sion of report to Congress. However, the Bureau of the Budget would
expect that prior to a request for funds to initiate construction of the
Buck Creek Reservoir, the Corps of Engineers would review the
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economic evaluation of the groject in light of the water resource
evaluation standards adopted by the administration. )
Remarks.—The committee notes that in this project, as in others,
the comments of the Bureau of the Budget merely reflect the policy
of the Corps of Engineers which has always been followed in the
presentation of projects to the Appropriations Committees.

EKENTUCKY RIVER, KY.
(H. Doc. 428, 87th Cong.)

Location.—The Kentucky River, a tributary of the Ohio River, is
located in central Kentucky.

Authority.—Resolutions of Public Works Committee of the Senate
adopted April 22, 1953, and of the House of Representatives adopted
April 21, 1950, and July 29, 1953, for flood control and navigation.

Fwisting project—The plan of development for the basin includes
the Buckhorn, Booneville, and Jessamine Creek Reservoir projects
and local protection works at Jackson and Frankfort for flood con-
trol. There is a 6-foot-deep navigation project from the Ohio River
to the confluence of the Middle and North Forks about 260 miles
formed by 14 locks and dams.

Flood problem.—A recurrence of the January-February 1957 flood
would cause damages estimated at $11.7 million; average annual
dq;a;.ages on main stem and principal tributaries are estimated at $2.7
million.

Recommended plan of improvement—Plan provides for 3 addi-
tional dams and reservoirs for flood control and recreation on Red
River, Carr Fork and Eagle Creek. Navigation improvements were
not found warranted at this time. Recommendation also provides for
deletion from the plan of the Jessamine Creek project which has not
been constructed.

Estimated cost (prioelevel of Janvary 1968) —

Reservoir projects

Red River | Carr Fork {Eagle Creek| Total

Federal oo $8,020,000 | $9,020,000 | $8, 980,000 | $28, 020,000

Project economios.—

‘Reservolr projects
Red River Carr Fork | Eagle Creek
Annual charges: -

Interest and amortization. .. oo $264, 000 $314, 000 $322, 000
Maintenance, operation, and major replacements. ........ 40, 000 32, 000 39, 000
Loss of land productivity . o e 2,000 8, 000 19, 000
OB . s ccccitieccccccncacrcemremamrmncanenanen 336, 000 354, 000 380, 000
Annun;otae preant ted 421, 000 457,000 329, 000

damages prevented......cocecercnrieccnenccanee. » f ,

Recreation. . .o aaaa 70, 000 30, A
TORL. e« e ecccciicecccenccaceccaccacaacnanccaanne 491, 000 487, 000 499, 000
Benefit-cost ratio. .. .o ee e e ae———————— 1.6 1.4 1.3
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Locdl cooperation.—None. :
Comments of the State and Federol agencies.—
Department of the Interior: No objection. ~
Department of Agriculture: No objection, Requested recrea-
tion be made a project purpose in Red .River Reservoir.
Department of Commerce: No objection.
b})epart.ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, PHS: Favor-
able. ,
Federal Power Cominission: No objection.
State of Kentucky: Favorable.

C'omments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection to submission
of report. to Congress. However, the Bureau of the Budget would ex-
pect that prior to a request for funds to initiate construction of the
Eagle Creek Reservoir, the Corps of Engineers would review the eco-
nomic evaluation of the project in light of the water resource evalua-
tion standards adopted by the administration,

BUCKHANNON RIVER, W. VA.

(8. Doc. 48, 87th Cong.)

Location—Buckhannon River is formed in Upshur County, W. Va.,
by the junction of its right and left forks, thence flows generally
northerly 46 miles to the Tygart River about 28 miles upstream of
Tygart Dam. The city of Buckhannon, at mile 25, is on a U-bend of
the river about 2.3 miles long.

Authority.—Resolution of Public Works Committze of the U.S.
Senate, adopted April 30, 1958.

Existing project.—None. :

I'lood problem.—Floods of major proportions may occur at Buck-
hannon at any time of the year. The maximum flood of record, in
March 1918, had a peak flow of 12,000 cubic feet per second and reached
an elevation of 1,416.3, or 7.3 feet above the no-damage stage, at the
Elias Street Bridge. Floods exceeding 8,000 cubic feet per second
cause serious damage and occur on the average of once in 2.4 years. A
recurrence of the 1918 flood under 1960 conditions would inundate
511 acres within the city and cause damages estimated at $397,-
000, principally to residential and commercial properties. Average
annual damages, on the basis of 1960 conditions and values, are esti-
mated at $71,300.

Recommended plan of improvement—Provides for channel im-
provement by widening, deepening, and realining the channel from a
point 1,280 feet below the lower Baltimore & Ohio Railroad bridge
ubout 4 miles downstream of the corporante limits, to and through the
existing raceway, a distance of approximately 4.6 miles.

I'stimated cost (price level of April 1960).— .

Federal o e e e et o e 5 e et e et e $1, 208, 000
Non-Federnl oo e e e e e e e mn e e : 4,
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Project economics.— S ‘ N

Federal Non-Federal Totsl -

Annual charges:

Interest and AMOTHELAtON. oo oo ooeeemccammnemmnaeeee].  $5,700 | u% . 48,600
Maintenance and operation....ca. o cocaemioiiianaacaeaa]aans eetavmncen 2,600 | 2, 500
Motal. .o ceiceiecacieectesccacecccacnacas 45,700 5, 400 61,100
Annual benefits: Flood damages prevented. ...cccececoammcecafocccrecacccaan|omcascacanann . 62, 900

Benefit-cost ratio.~—1.2. : - : SR
Local cooperation—Furnish lands and rights-pf—waly; hold ‘and
save the United States free from damages; maintain all. works after
completion; perform all necessary relocations and alterations of
utility facilities; establish channel limit lines and prevent encroach-
ment; annually inform local interests that the project will not pro-
vide protection against maximum floods; and that under extraor-
dinary stream runoff conditions the water level may exceed elevation
1,416 at the Elias Street Bridge. Local interests are willing to accept
the terms of local cooperation. . - .
Comanents of the State and Federal agencies.—
Department of the Interior: No objection.
Department of Agriculture: No objection.
State of West Virginia: Favorable. =~ -
Commeents of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection,

GUYANDOT RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, W, VA,

~ (H. Doc. 569, 87th Cong.)

Location—~Guyandot River, a tributary of the Ohio River at Hunt-
ington, is located in southwestern West Virginia.

Awuthority—Resolutions of the Public Works Committees, U.S.
Senate and House of Representatives adopted February 18, 1957, and
Ju}iy 1,1958, respectivglly. L C

wisting project—Mud River Reservoir was authorized by Flood
Control Act approved June 28, 1938.- Floodwalls hae been con-
structed at mouth of stream for protection of Huntington against
Ohio River floods and Guyandot River backwater. .

Flood problem.—The areas subject to greatest damages are those
along and at the mouth of Dingess Run at Stallings, and along Island
Creek at Logan. Other.areas frequently damaged are the communi-
ties of Mullens, Pineville, Man, iBaileyville, Gilbert, and Chapman-
ville, all along the main stem.- The maximum flood of record, except
at Man, occurred in January 1957. Basin damages of over $2,500,000
were concentrated principaily around Logan, where losses approxi-
mated $1,750,000. The average annual amagey in the Guyandot
River Basin under July 1961 conditions are estimated at $407,000.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for construction of
a dam at about mile 117 on Guyandot River, about 5 miles upstream
of Justice, W. Va. Total storage would be 196,000 acre-feet, of which
22,000 acre-feet would be for sediment. storage and recreation and
174,000 acre-feet would be for flood control, - Of the flood-control
capacity 3,000 acre-feet would be reserved for water quality control
on a seasonal basis, o e 4
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Estimated cost (price level of July 1961).—All Federal, $60,477,000.
Project economics.—

Annual charges: 4il Federal
Interest and amortization.... .. $1, 807, 000
Maintenance and operation. e 65, 000
Major replacements. ... e mm e m e m e m— e mmm———— 2, 000
Losa of land productivity <o e 24, 000

T OtA) o e ——————————— 1, 898, 000

Annual benefits :

Flood damages prevented. ..o oo 1, 784,000
General recreAtlona oo oo e 296, 000
¥ish and wildlife, recreation .o e 35, 000
Water quality control. ..o e 25, 000

POt e e e e 2, 140, 000

Benefit-oost ratio~—1.1,

Local cooperation—None required.

Cominents of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department of Agriculture : No objection.

Department of the Interior : No objection.

Department of Commerce: No objection.
~ Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: No objection.
\.. Federal Power Commission : Favorable.

State of West-Virginia: Favorable,

Comvments of the Bureaw of the Budget—The Bureau of the
Budget states that, if the project is authorized by Congress, the Bu-
reat would expect any request for funds to initiate construction to
be accompanied by a reevaluation report containing adequate evidence
that. the project 1s economically justified after meeting certain con-
ditions which would minimize the ioss of mineral reserves.

The Bureau further states that it believes that, if the project is
authorized by the Congress, arrangements should be made in connec-
tion with preconstruction planning for further consideration of the
views of affected interests within the project area. The Bureau notes
that it would appear advisable that provision be made for conduct of
public hearings in the locality, which under usual Corps of Engineers
procedures would have appropriately preceded a recommendation for
authorization of the project. " Such hearing could be carried out in
connection with the public meetings required under the provisions of
the Land Acquisition Policy Act of 1960.

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the
submission of the réport to the Congress; however, it states that no
commitment can be made at this time as to whenany estimate of ap-
propriation would be submitted for construction of the project, if
authorized by the Congress, since this would be governed by the
President’s budgetary objectives as determined by the then prevailing
fiscal situation. : '

TWELVEPOLE OREEK, W. VA,

(H. Doc. 520, 87th Cong.)

Location—Twelvepole Creek, a tributary of the Ohio River, is in
southwestern West Virginia. o 1 '

Authority.~Resolution of Public Works Committee, House of Rep-
resentatives, adopted June 13, 1956. : : ‘
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Ewisting project.—East Lynn Reservoir on East Fork, was author-
ized by the Flood Control Act of 1938 as a unit in the comprehensive
plan for flood control in the Ohio River Basin. Floodwalls have been
constructed at mouth of the stream, for protection of Huntington and
Ceredo from Ohio River floods. s

Flood problem.—Headwater flcods cause damages from above the
junction of East and West Forks to mile 25 on Twelvepole Creek.
From mile 25 to mile 10, damages are caused by a combination of
headwater and Ohio River backwater, while below mile 10, damages
are restricted to backwater flooding. Numerous areas are subject to
flooding along both forks but more extensive areas are flooded along
Fast Fork below Stiltner, particularly at East Lynn. The maxi-
mum flood of record, February 1939, reached a crest stage of 31 feet

at Wayne and had an estimated discharge of 21,900 cubic feet per-

second. The average annual damages in the basin are estimated at
$141,500 under November 1960 prices and conditions.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for construction of
an earth-fill dam at mile 3.3 on Beach Fork. Total storage would be
43,785 acre-feet at which 37,530 acre-feet would be for flood control
and 6,255 acre-feet would be permanent storage,

Estimated cost (price level of June 1961) —All Federal, $11 million.

Project economios.—

Annual charges:

Interest and amortization. . $325, 000
talptenance and operation..___ e e m e e e e e e e e om 40, 000
Atodor replacement . . oo e 8, 500
Tt of land productivity o e 11, 500

Tota) e e e 880, 000

Annual benefits: o :

Flood damages prevented. .. ocaccs o me ;i ——— 316, 400
Recreation__ .. e ot et e e et e e m m 254, 800

T Ot8] o e e e e ——————— §71, 200

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.5.
Local cooperation—None required.
Comanents of the State and Federal agencies.—
Department of Interior: No objections.
Department of Agriculture: No objections.
Department of Commerce : No objections.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: Favorable.
Federal Power Commission : Favorable.
State of West Virginia: Favorable.
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objections.

CRAB CREEK AT YOUNGSTOWN, OHIO
(H. Doc. 440, 87th-Cong.)
Location.~Crab Creek is a tributary of the Mahoning River at

Youngstown, Ohio,
Authority.—Resolution of Public Works Committee, U.S. House of
Representatives, adopted February 17,1959,
Ewisting project.—None. o '
- Flood problem.—The flood of January 1959 was the largest of
modern record, with an estimated peak discharge of 2,650 cubic feet
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er second downstream of the Valley Street Bridge. Five other
goods, approaching that'of January 1959 in magnitude, occurred in
the period 1936 through April 1959. Recurrence of the January
1959 flood would: result in damages of $233,900 based on 1960 prices
and development. Average annual damages under 1960 conditions
would be $115,000. The backwater effect of the Mahoning River dur-
ing the 19569 flood was estimated to have been downstream of the
damage area in the lower reach of Crab Creek.

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for enlarging, pav-
ing, and clearing about 2.4 miles of creek channel within the city,
and for minor dredging in Mahoning River at the mouth of the creek.
The work would. require replacement of three railroad bridges and
alteration of utilities, = - .

E'stimated cost (price level of May 1960) —

Federal. . e ———— $2, 268, 000
Non-Federal. e e cmc e ————— 248, 000
POt o e e ————— 2, 513, 000

Project economios.—

Federal Non-Federal Total

Annual charges;

Interest and amortization. ... .. ... $85, 500 $12, 500 $68, 000
Maintenance and operatlon.......... I S R 8, 000 8,000
MOta). o ecececcneccaccecccracecanaananaancncenacann 85, 500 20, 500 106, 000
Annual benefits: Flood damages prevented . . .....coceeeereoeufecceccmarcarae]ecancecncnana- 120, (00

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.1.

Local cooperation—~—Furnish lands and rights-of-way; hold and
save the United States free from damages; maintain and operate the
works after completion ; accomplish changes and alterations except the
three railroad bridges; prevent encroacﬁment; bear additional cost
resulting from construction of cutoff channel near Andrew Avenue if
such is desired; prevent dumping in creek; annually inform local
interests of limited degree of protection; and enlarge waterway open-
ings of restrictive bridges downstream of Valley Street. Local in-
terests are willing to comply with the requirements of local
cooperation,

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

State of Ohio: Favorable.
Department of Interior: Favorable,
Department of Agriculture: Favorable.
Department of Commerce: Favorable.
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget-—No objection,

8CIOTO RIVER BASIN, OHIO
(H. Doc, —, 87th Cong.)
Location—The Scioto River, a major tributary of the Ohio River

at Portsmouth, is located in central Ohio

U A VEVRAIVIA LY 40 AUVVIVVUA 143 LMAVA VA W7 3RAVe

Authority —Flood Control Act approved August 28, 1937, .

Ewisting project.—Delaware Reservoir, on Olentangy River, con-
structed in 1951 is a Federal project. A local protection project
at the mouth of the Scioto River, completed in 1950, provides a high
degree of protection to Portsmouth and New Boston, Ohio, primarﬁy
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from OQhio River floods. Reservoirs'on Big Darby, Deer Paint, and
Rocky Fork Creeks are iné¢luded in the compr'eflensive plan for
the Ohio River: Basin approveéd by the Flood Control Act of June:28,
1938, -None hdve been built by’ the Federal Government. Rocky
Fork project, was constructed by the State of Ohio. ‘
Flood problem.—The principal damage centers aro at Columbus,
Chillicothe, Prospect, Greencamp, LaRue, and Kenton. The maxi-
mum flood ‘of record for most of the basin occurred in March
1913, in which 145 deaths were recorded. The January 1959 flood
exceeded the March 1913 flood in the Alum Creek and Big Walnut
Creek areas and -caused widespread damages in other parts of the ba-
sin. “The January 1959 flood caused damages in the basin estimated at.
abouvt $11,950,000, : Average annual :damages for the basin are esti-
mated at @,660,000 based on July 1961 prices and conditions, ‘
Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for construction
of Alum Creek, Mill Creek, and Salt Creek Reservoirs, all for flood
control, general and fish and wildlife vecreation, and related purposes;
channel 1mprovements in the Scioto River at Columbus, and flood
protection at Chillicothe by construction of concrete walls, earth
levees, and appurtenant. works; and modification of the present au-
thorization of Deer Creek Dam.and Reservoir to provide a waterfowl
management unit, consisting of additional project lands, a subim-
poundment pool, and public water suggly and sanitary facilities.
Estimated cost (price level of July 1961) —

Federal Non-Federal Total

Local, protection:

Columbys........... e acmecmeemeeeeacmcemcc—ccaeemane $445, 000 $126, 000 $571, 000

Chillicothe_ ... ...... femacaseemcsemsesessemmemonsacaceans 2,462,000 905, 000 3, 367,000
Reservoirs: . , .

Alum Creek. e il amece——————a 122,700,000 |._..o.cooe.... 1 22,700, 000

Ml Creek. ... caeiccccac i e acmm e na——————— 16,550,000 |..cooocoeaa... 18, 650, 000

8alt Creok. ..o e cmicccacmccmamm e ne 13,180,000 [. . o.o.o._.. 13, 150, 000

Deer Creek waterfow] management unit. ... .. ..._... 540,000 {_ ... ... .. 540, 000

V7Y PN 55, 847, 000 1,031,000 56, 878,000
1 $11,060,000 is reimbursable by local interests for water supply.
Project economics.—
Annual Annual Benefit-
Project ) economic benefits oost ratio
: oosts

Local protection: - .

Columbus. .o ieecmicicciecacccnccannemnmc . $30, 000 $169, 000 5.6

Obhilloothe. - - oo caccaccrecccmcmaacamem e e 111, 000 138, 000 1.2
Recommended reservoirs; i

Alum Oreek. ..o ooooncerccacacicccccracancsenanrcrraran 888, 000 3,030,000 3.4

MU OreeK. . corececercmcccemccmanrncsananaconanmacnsanne 624, 000 1,131,000 1.8

Balt Oreek. .o oo iicccrecnccecceamncc o nnacane 534, 000 1,148, 2.1

Deer Creek wildlife management unit 32,000 [0 PO

b V17 S 2,210,000 | 5,614,000 |.ooooomnne..n.

1 The additlonal lands and facflities lu conjunction with the area which would be used jointly for water-
fowl management and other project purposes would provide substantial pond fishing, farm game hunting,
waterfow]l hunting, and other recreational opportunities, B '

Local cooperation—Reimburse the United States the first and
annual costs allocated to water supply from Alum Creek Reservoir,
an amount presently estimated at $11,060,000 and $30,000, respec-
tively; for the channel improvement at Columbus, Ohio, and the
local-protection works at Chillicothe, Ohio, furnish lands and rights-
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of-way; hold and save the United States free from damages; main-
tain the improved Columbus channel and grevent encroa chment there-
on; maintain and operate the works.at Chillicothe; and prior to con-
struction at Chillicothe, provide a highway embankment and ap-
. Ell'tenant drainage works, perform certain remedial works at U.g.

ighway 23 bridge, backfill existing gravel pits, and widen the chan-
nel of Scioto River for a distance 0%2,000 feet: Provided further,
That construction of the individual projects recommended for au-
thorization will not be construed as a commitment by the Federal Gov-
ernment nor by responsible non-Federal interests for construction of
the remaining projects; and provided further, That construction of
the local-protection works at Chillicothe be contingent upon prior con-
struction and operation of the upstream reservoirs for flood control.
Local interests are willing to comply with the requirements of local
cooperation.

C'omments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior: No objection,

Department of Agriculture: No objection.

Department of Commerce : No objection.

Department of Health, Education, and welfare : Favorable.
Federal Power Commission: Favorable.

State of Ohio: Favorable, -

C'omments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—The Bureau of the Budget
recommends that authorization of the proposed modification to Deer
Creek Reservoir for waterfowl enhancement and for improved hunt-
ing and fishing recreation be deferred until such time as policy matters
pertaining thereto are resolved.

Action by the Secretary of the Army.—The Secretary of the Army
concurred In the views of the Bureau of the Budget. On this basis
the net cost to the United States is estimated at $55,307,000.

Remarks.—The committee has accepted the estimate of the Corps of
Engineers.

ALLEGHENY RIVER AT SALAMANCA, N.Y.

(H. Doc. 166, 87th Cong.)

Location.—Allegheny River rises in north-central Pennsylvania,
flows northwesterly to Salamanca, N.Y., and thence southwesterly to
%{)ittsburgh, Pa., where it joins the Monongahela to form the Ohio

iver.

Authority.—Resolution of the Committee on Public Works, U.5.
Senate, adopted May 9, 1949, and, resolution of the Committee on
Public Works, House of Representatives, adopted July 6, 1949.

Fwisting project—None.

Flood problem.—Flooding in Salamanca is caused by rainfall and
snowmelt, coupled with the inadequacy of the river channel through
the city and downstream,

Recommended plan of improvement.—Provides for construction of
levees and floodwalls with apurtenant interior drainage facilities in-
cluding pumping plants, in t)f\ree areas, along the Allegheny River at
Salamanca, N.Y.

E'stimated cost (price level of July 1960).—

Federal. . e e ————— $1, 300, 000
Non-Federal et e 275, 000
LOtA) e e —————————— e e 1, 665, 000
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Project economics.—

Federal Non-Federal ‘Total

Annual Charges. . .o i cciiceccacacrcaccceaamanan $51, 900 $14, 600 $66, 500
Annual benefits: Fleod damages prevented. .....cococecaolioacmamacnnnaa)ens tremeccca- 74, 600

Benefit-cost ratio—1.12, :
Local cooperation—Furnish lands and rights-of-way; hold and
save the United States free from damages; accomplish all changes,
relocations, and alterations of buildings, utilities, and structures; pre-
vent encroachment on the improved waterway; and maintain and
operate the works after completion. New York State Flood Control
ommission has furnished assurances of local cooperation.
Comments of State and Federal agencies.—
Department of the Interior: No objection.
State of New York: Favorable.
Comments of the Bureaw of the Budget.—No objection.

FRENCH CREEK BASBIN, PA.

(8. Doc. 95, 87th Cong.)

Location.—French Creek, a major tributary of the Allegheny River,
is located in northwestern Pennsylvania and southwestern New York.

Authority—Resolution of Public Works Committee, U.S. Senate,
adopted May 12, 1959. - IR : ~

Foisting  project.—French Creek Reservoir below. Cambrid
Springs, authorized by the Foced Control Acts of 1936 and 1938, would
have flood control storage of 117,000 acre-feet. . This project is pre-
sently classified inactive. A Federal snagging and clearing project at
Cochranton, Pa., was completed in 1948. o

Flood problem.—The fiood problem is most severe at Meadville, but
exists wherever the stream slopes are flat along the entire French
Creek Valley particularly from above Cambridge Springs to and in-
cluding Cochranton.: The flood of April 1947, the highest.of record
in the upper basin, overflowed 7,000 acres of rural land and 600 acres
of urban land. Its recurrence in 1960 would have caused damages
estimated at $3 million. The January 1959 flood, augmented by an
ice jam, resulted in the maximum stages of record at Meadville which
under 1960 conditions would also have caused damages of almost $3
(r)raiglion. The average annual flood damages are estimated at $1,260,-

Recommended plan of improvement.—Consists of a system of three
reservoirs with the following physical features:

Reservolr
Item
Union City Muddy Creek | Wooiook Oreek
132 .0 N Muddy Creek..... Woodcock Oreek,
Imuthp, rivermiles. ..o o 7.2 1) }: ........... 48 P Clree

........................ --| Earth.. Earth._...........| Earth,’
Total storage, acre-feet..... -] 48,000. . 19,600. . ccecennne. 15,100,

Flood control storage, acre-feet.............. 19,600 700,
Recraation, acre-foet. .. cocoencrecacennaans

............. )y

' 90048—82—13 L . S s
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Revocation of French Creek Reservoir authorization is also rec-
ommended.
Estimated cost (pricelevel of May 1960) —

Union City Muddy Woodcock Total
Creek Creek
Federal. .. .oouo oo ceeeeaeas $8, 596, 000 $7,110, 000 $7, 396, 000 $23, 10?2, 000
Project economics.—
Union City | Muddy Woodcock Total
Creek Creek
Annual charges: ) .
Interost and amoritiztion. ... . .. .... $324, 500 $268, 600 $263, 800 $856, 600
Maintenance and operation. . ... .. ... 9, 600 11,000 30,500 | 61 100
L.oss of land productivity (economic cost).._ 1, 900 1,400 700 4,000
Total .. __....... femreesseamesasecensemmenn 336, 000 281, 000 295, 000 912,000
Annual benefits ’ -
Flood dumages prevented. .. ..ooeoueonnnn. 822, 000 302, 000 279, 000 1,403,000
Recreatfon. v oo eceeececmce e e e ool 65, 000 65, 000
Total e e cecen———— 822, 000 302, 000 344,000 1, 468,000
Benefit-cost ratio..ccmeaneeieeeeaaneaas 2,4 1.07 1,17 1.6

Local cooperation. ——Annmlly inform local interests that the proj-
ect reservoirs do not provide protection against maximum' floods.
Local interests are w1111ng to comply with requirement of local co-
operation.

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior: No objection.

Department of Agriculture; No objection.

Department of Commerce: No objection.

Department of Health, Educatlon, and Welfare: No objection.
Federal Power Commission : No objection.

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania: Favorable.

Comments of the Bureau 0 I;:Ithe Budget.—No objection to submls-
sion of report to Congress. However, 1t would expect that, prior to
a request for funds to 1mhgf@ (-(msfrnctl()n of the Wnod('()o Creek
prOJect the Corps of Engineers would review the economic evalua-
tion of this ]{)OJect in light of the water resource evaluation stand-
ards adopted by the administration.

SALINE RIVER, ILL.

The plan of improvement recommended by the Chlef of Eng\neers
(H. Doc. 316, 84th Cong.) provides for channel improvements by
clearing and enlargement of Saline River, and the North, Middle, and
South Forks,

Pstznmted cost (June 1966 prwes) —
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Local cooperation—The local requirements, as authorized, are that
local interests will furnish lands, easements, and rights-of-way; hold
and save; replace highway bridges and make required alterations;
maintain and operate; contribute, in cash, 15 percent of the Federa
cost of construction estimated at $930,000,

Remarks~—The committee notes that the contribution in the proj-
ect document report was required based on policy prevailing at that
time. However, the current policy of the ghief of Engineers does
not require a contribution for higher land use because of the reduc-
tion in the flood hazard unless the benefit is of a windfall nature,
which i8 not true in this case. The committee notes also that the
project work will affect arecas designated for economic redevelop-
ment, In view of these factors, the committee finds that a cash con-
tribution for the flood-control improvements should not be required.

ILLINOIS RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES
’ (H. Doc. 472, 87th Cong.)

Location.—The Illinois River Basin is located in portions of Illi-
nois, Wisconsin, and Indiana.

of 165

Authority—Resolutions adopted by the Committee on Flood Con-

trol of the House of Representatives, United States, one on July 28,
1937, and one on May 14, 1941; and in review of reports in response
to an authorization contained in section 6 of the Flood 0011tr011 Act
nplp‘roved' August 11, 1939. :

Lwisting project.—Federal improvements in that part of the basin
under consideration include 53 authorized flood control projects, of
which 34 local protection projects are completed, 1 is under con-

~struction, and 18, including Chandlerville No. 2 Reservoir on
Sangamon River, have not been started; and the Illinois Waterway
for navigation, which provides for a channel 9 feet deep over varying
widths between Lake K’Iichigan and the Mississippi River by means
of 8 locks and 7 dams." Also, the former Chautauqua Drainage and
Levee District has been converted to a wildlife refuge and is operated
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Water resources problems.—Flood problems in the basin are caused
by inadequate channel capacities and, in some cases, by encroachment
on the stream-carrying capacity by bridges and other structures. The
sources of municipal and industrial water supply in the basin are
wells, streams, and reservoirs. Increasing demands are causing deple-
tion and imposition of limited usage.

Reocommended plan of improvement~-Consists of a multiple-pur-
pose dam and reservoir at Oakley and associated downstream channel
nnprovement project, enlargement of existing levees and/or 'new
levees and floodwalls and channel improvement for protection of 3
urban and 13 agricultural areas, remedial work at the mouth of the
Sangamon River, at a Federal construction cost of $71,465,000, the
net cost to the United States is $66,866,000 after reimbursement by

non-Federal interests of the costs allocated to water supply. For
deauthorization of the following projects authorized in the 1986 Flood
Control Act: ( c% Sangamon River; mouth of Salt Creek to Roby, Ill.;
g b) Sangamon River and Salt Creek (Sangamon River portion only) ;

0), Clear Lake levee at'junction of Sangamon and Illinois Rivers,
TIl.; 'and (&) McGee Creek Drainagé and Levee District, Illinois
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River, The recommendation also provides that construction of any

one project may be undertaken independently of the others upon

compliance with the prescribed requirements of local cooperation per-

taining thereto. , o
Estemated cost (price level of March 1961).—

RIVER AND HARBOR AND FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS

: Local . .
Oakley Dam| protection
and projects and
Reservoir mouth of
: Sangamon
Rivor
Federal ... i icicciiemamecieacacemeemeieana- $29, 21, 000 $41, 844, 000
Non-Federal.. . ..ot mcccaecceaiecccmemaan O] 4,001, 000
B 2] 2 R R RN 29, 621, 000 45, 9_;55, 000

1 $4,589,000 to be reimbursed by local interests {or water supply.

Project economics (in thousands of dollars, March 1961 prices) —

o Projoct Total cost | Total annual | Total annual] Benefit-cost
charges benefita ratlo

Oakley Reseryoir and channel improvement. . . $29, 621 $1,388.0 _$1,624.0 1.2
Peorla, Ml s 13, 686 581.0 588, 0 1.01
Meredosta, 111, and Meredosia, Willow Creek, —

and Coon Run Drainage and Levee Districts. 2,338 95.2 121.7 1.3
Fldred, TH_ . ._.ocoooooon.o. eeomoramnnaegman 554 21,4 40.3 1.9
Indlan Creek area.. . _....o.ocicoeoaoccoanion. 3, 851 153.4 173.4 1.1
Moredosia Lake and Willow Creek Dralnag N

and Levee District .. ... oooao____ .. 1,615 60.9 68,6 L1
MecQee Oreek Drainage and Levee District_.__ 3,486 136.0 160, 0 1.2
Beott County Dralnage and Y.evee District..._. 2,920 112.8 140.0 1.2
Biz 8wan Drafnage and Levee District ..._.._. 2,513 06.9 130.0 1.3
Hillview Drainage and Loves District.......... 2,148 §2.2 127.1 1.5
Hartwell Drainage and Levee District. . ... 2,177 82.9 05. 4 1.2
Koeach Drainare and Levee District___....__. - 1,907 2.9 78.8 1.1
Eldred and Spankey Dralnage and Levee

Distriot. .o ccceeiccmcccccicaneaas 2, 415 92,3 169, 1 1.8
Nutwood Drainsge and Levee District.._.__. .- 1,652 63.1 104, 2 1.7
Lake Fork of 8nlt Creek (Bangamon River).... 1,514 76.6 116.4 1.6
Farmers Dralnage and YT.eveo District..___.__.. - 785 .7 70.2 2.0
Clear Lake Special Drainage District........... 2,334 114.3 139.8 1.2
Remedial work near mouth of Bangamon

RIVEr. e T crerrceccecccaccnnmncnaee 38 ) U FORPUURSIpRIN R,

Total. .. oeecceicscmacacacccaacaeaen- l 78,09 | ieeec]eereananmcaan 1.2

(a) Oakley Reservoir project: Agree to pay the first cost allocated
to water supply, such cost being presently estimated at 15.5 percent of
the-total, or $4,5699,000, with such modification in these amounts as
may be necessary to reflect adjustments in the storage capacity for
water supply and other purposes, to be paid in a lump sum prior to
construction with all)]propriaté adjustments when actual costs are de-
termined, or in installments prior to commencement of pertinent items
in accordance with construction schedules as required by the Chief of
Engineers, or by annual payments, including interest during construc-
tion and interest on the unpaid halance, over the life of the project as

determined by the Chief of Engineers, or 50 years, whichever is the
lesser; agree to-pay annually as they occur the costs of operation and
maintenance allocated to water. sulpply, such costs being presently esti-
mated at 22,7 percent of the total, or $43,000, with such modification
in these amounts as may be necessary to reflect adjustments in the
storage capacity for water supply and other purposes; maintain. all
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roads and bridges in the reservoir area and over the improved channel
downstream' from the dam in accordance with regulations prescribed
by the Secretary of the Army; hold and save the United é)tates free
from 'all water-rights claims resulting from construction and opera-
tion of the project, and operate the existing non-Federal dam and
reservoir at Lake Decatur for flood control in accordance with regula-
tions approved by the Secretary of the Army.

(b) al protection projects: Furnish without cost to the United
States all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and ponding and spoil-
disposal areas necessary for construction of the project; hold and save
the United States free from damages due to the construction works;
bear the expense of relocating and altering highways, highway bridges
(except underpinning), utilities, buildings, interior drainage facili-
ties, pipelines, and other structures, except railroad bridges and ap-
proaches; prescribe and enforce regulations satisfactory to the Secre-
tary of the Army to prevent encroachment on the improved channels
an nding areas; and maintain and operate all the works after
completion in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary
of the Army. . ,

Comments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior: Favorable.
Department of Agriculture: Favorable.
Department of Heal‘h, Education, and Welfare: Favorable.
Department of Commerce: Favorable.
Federal Power Commission : Favorable.
State of Illinois: Favorable,
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection.

REND LAKE, ILL.

(H. Doec. 641, 87th Cong.)

Location~Southern Illinois about 5 miles from Benton, Ill.
Authority—House Public Works Committee, July 6, 1949.
Ewisting project.—None, :

Water resources problem.—(a) Flooding: Storms with heavy rain-
fall occur most freq}tllently during spring and early summer. The flood
of May 1961 was the largest of the six major floods which have oc-
curred in the basin since 1915. Maximum discharge at Benton was
35,800 cubic feet per second. About 103,400 acres of bottom land
along Big Muddy River below the proposed Rend Lake damsite, at
mile 103.7, are subject to flooding. 'The average annual damage is
estimated at about $157,000. of which $57,000 18 crop damage and
$100,000, property damaﬁe. ‘ o
-~ (b) Wﬁter sup;l)ly: unicipal and induistrial water is presently
obtained from wells or surface impoundments. Seasonal fluctuations
and extended drought periods seriously deplete water supplies. With
allowances for existin% water-supply facilities, it is estimated that the
net increase in water demand by 2010 within 25 miles of Benton will
be about 40 million gallonr per day.

(o) Stream pollution: It is anticipated that, under State law, mu-
nicipalities will take proper measures to correct the general pollution
problem for normal stream-flow conditions. However, low-flow aug-
mentation is desirable during drought periods when there may be little
or no flow in the river.
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Recommended plan of improvement—The most feasible plan of
development, wouliél consist of a rolled-earth dam on Big Muddy River
at mile 103.7. The dam would be 42 feet high above the flood plain
with a reinforced concrete spillway and an auxiliary earth spillwa
located in the east abutment. The combined length of dam and spil
way would be 8,900 feet. Outlet works through the earth section of
the dam would consist of two 6-foot by 6-foot sluices for regulation of
the pool under normal operating conditions and drawdown of the

. The reservoir would have a capacity of 302,500 acre-feet con-
sisting of 111,500 for flood control, 109,000 for water supply, 57,000
for pollution abatement, and 25,000 for siltation. As an m%unct to

the project, two small impoundments would be provided on two of the

upper arms of the reservoir for wildlife conservation,
First costs—Federal, $35,500,000.
Project economics.—

Federal Non-Federal Total

Annual charges:
Interest and amortization. .. .. __........ $338, 000 $297, 000 $1, 135, 000
Malintenance and operation including major replacements. 79,000 9, 000 88, 000
Total. o aiceciceecaenm e e c———— 917, 000 306, 000 1, 223, 000

Annual benefits:
Damages provented. .. ..o ool - 216,000
Recreation.............. 536, 000
Water supply......_..._. 301, 000
Area redevelopment. ... . 285, 000
Pollutlon abatement. ... .o ccececeeen 61, 000
Fish and wildllfe conservation 312, 000
(Added transportation costs) .. ... coomioiliieaos , 000
Total. .oeeeecccecaaanana TR NP IIOPIPIPISN TP P 1, 675,00

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.4.

Local cooperation.—(a) Hold and save the United States free from
damages for any water-rights claims resulting from construction and
operation of the project ; o

() Reimburse the United States in accordance with the Water
Supply Act of 1958, as amended, the first costs and -the annual opera-
tion and maintenance costs allocated to municipal and industrial
water-supply storage, tentatively estimated at $6,031,000 and $8,800,
respectively for the ultimate development. \

omments of the State and Federal agencies.—

Department of the Interior: Favorable,
Department of Agriculture: Favorable.
Department of Commerce : Favorable.
Public Health Service: Favorable.
Federal Power Commission. Favorable.
State ot Illinois: Favorable.

Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.~—No objection.

186,031,000 to be repaid by local interests for water supply.
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MISSISSIPPI RIVER AT GUTTENBERG, IOWA
(H. Doc. No. 286, 87th Cong,., 2d sess.)

Location—Guttenberg is in northeastern Iowa on the right bank of
the Mississippi River. : :

Authority—Two resolutions of the House Committee on Flood
Control, both adopted September 18, 1944,

Ewmisting project—No existing Federal flood control project at
Guttenberg. Lock and dam No. 10 of upper Mississipi River naviga-
tion project is at Guttenberg. Local interests have constructed some
local flood protection measures,

Flood problems.—Periodic high Mississippi River stages particu-
larly in 1951 and 1952 have resulted in large expenditures for flood
fighting purposes and have caused extensive flood damages in the
area. :

Recommended plan of improvement.—A north levee about 3,040
feet long, a south levee about 2,000 feet long, a pumping plant, and
appurtenant works.

Estimated cost (price level of January 1960) —

Federal. oo e $729, 000
Non-Federal e )
Ot e e e 813, 000

Project economics.—

Federal Non-Federal Total

Annual charges: -
Interest and amortization. . . coeenoeom el $26, 800 $4, 330 $3J, 130
Maintenance and operation_......... RPN F R, 1,670 1,670
] 7 USRI 26, 800 6, 000 32, 800
Annual benefits; Damages prevented. ... .ceeeemmcmomiois]ommmmooe el 38, 700

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.2.

Local cooperation—Provide all lands, easements, and rights-of-way
necessary for the construction of the project ; hold and save the United
States free from damages due to the construction works; maintain and
operate all the works after completion in accordance with regulations
prescribed by the Secretary of the Army; make any necessary altera-
tions to utilities, culverts for interior drainage, roads, and highways
including necessary widening of levees to provide for rondways where
required, and provision of the necessary freeboard on streets and alley
portions if and when needed; and obtain appropriate legal control
over pondage areas and prevent encroachment in such areas until sub-
stitute areas or equivalent pump or outlet capacity have been provided.

Comments of the State and g’edem&' agencies.—

Department of the Interior: Favorable,
Department of Agriculture: Favorable,

Department of Commerce: Favorable,

State of Towa: Favorable, . -
Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection,
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MISSISSIPPI RIVER BETWEEN ETH. GENEVIEVE AND 8T. MARYS, MO,

(H. Doc. 519, 87th Cong.)

Locotion—States of Missouri and Illinois along right bank of Mis-
sissippi River between river miles 110.5 and 123.0 above the mouth
of the Ohio River. 7

Authority.—Resolution of the Committ
of Representatives, adopted July 3, 1945. :

Ewxiwsting project.—The 1936 Flood Control Act authorized raising
the existing levee of the Ste. Genevieve Levee District No. 1. No
work was done under this authority. The 1944 Flood Control Act
authorized inclusion of Common Big ¥'ield in the project although
all at o lesser degree of protection.” No work started pending com-
pletion of this report. . The 1938 Flood Control Act authorized protec-
tion of the Kaskaskia Island Drainage and Levee District. Work
completed in August 1942. Completed upstream reservoirs reduce
stages about 1.4 feet,

Flood problem.—Approximately 90 percent of the 17,840 acres in
the area under consideration are subject to frequent flooding by the
Mississippi River, Saline River, and River aux Vases. The land is
primarily agricultural. _

Recommended plan of improvement—Raise the existing Kaskaskia
Island Drainage and Levee District levee about 5 feet above its
present height of about 13 feet. This would be raised to the design

ade established and approved for Mississippi River agricultural
evees in 1944,

Estimated cost (price level of January 1961) . —

/gn Flood Control, House

Federal o e $2, 500, 000
Non-Federal . 110, 000
Ot e e e 2, 610, 000

Projeot economios.—

Federal Non-Federal Total

Annual charges:

Interest and amortization. .. ..eeveeeeocamarecrecneancan $05, 060 $4,000 | $09, 900
Malntenance and operation. ... . ... _._._ SRR PSS 2,700 2,700
Logsof productivity . ... e 1, 300 1, 300
T U 95, 000 8, 900 103, 900
Annual benofits: Damages prevented. ... . cocoiaaaaiooo]-- DRI RPN 113, 500

Benefit-cost ratio.—1.1.

Local cooperation.—(a) Provide without cost to the United States
all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construction of
the project; (5) hold and save the United States free from damages
due to the construction works; and (¢) maintain and operate the
project after completion in accordance with regulations prescribed by
the Secretary of the Army. . o

Comments of the State and Federal agencies—

State of Missouri: Favorable. ,
State of Illinois: Favorable.
Department of Interior: Favorable.
Department of Agriculture: Favorable,
Comanents of the Burcau of the Budget.—No objection.
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