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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20314

26. August 1974. .

MEMORANDUM FOR:. MR..NORMAN ROSS, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR
DOMESTIC COUNCIL y

SUBJECT:. Exchange of lands at Whitney Lake, Texas

1. Reference is made to.our previous Memorandum, dated 19 July 19 74
which inclosed a Fact Sheet

2.. In response to your request for further information, I am providing

a Supplemental Fact Sheet on the proposed exchange of 1ands at Whitney
Lake, including the procedure for disposal of lands that are excess to:

the requ.lrements of a water resource development project, and a copy of
the reply of the Chief.of our Real Estate: Directorate. to: an’gressnlan Poage.

3. As the Supplemental Fact Sheet explains, the Corps has been meeting
with representatives of the General Services Administration in an effort
to. develop criteria. for land use surveys of multl-puxpose ‘water resources
development projects. under Executive Order 11724, and it is antlc:Lpated
that such surveys will be. conducted by. the Corps comiencing in 1975. '
Presently, there are no known excess lands at Whitney Lake.and there can
be no assurance that, as a result of a survey of this project,’ -lands will
be made avallable for dlsposal )

4.. If I can be of any further assistance, please call.
FOR THE. CHIEF OF ENGINEERS:

[GenelE 74

As stated. Bngad.ler General " USA
Deputy. Direttor of Civil Works. -



SUPPLEMENTAL FACT SHEET

26 August 1974
SUBJECT:. Request for Exchange of Lands at Whitney Lake, Texas

1. Further consideration has been given to the proposal of Honorable C. K.
Word, Jr., County Judge of Bosque County, Texas, relative to the exchange of
140 acres of ‘Government-owned land in Hill County, and part of Whitney Lake
Project,.Texas, for 94 acres of private land in Bosque County, Texas, owned
by the Estate of C. D. Johns. ' The proposed exchange should not be consummated
since the 140 acres of Government-owned land are not excess to. project
requirements and the privately-owned 94 acres do not meet the criteria for
acquisition and are not required for the project. It was further deter-
mined that there are no lands of the Steiner Ranch, which are adjacent to:
the existing Steiner Valley Park Public Use Area, that can be. exchanged for
Government-owned land since lands of the Steiner Ranch also do not meet the
criteria for acquisition for this project and are not required.

2. Executive Order 11724, dated 25 June 1973, entitled "Federal Property.
Council" is designed to:identify properties which are not utilized, are
underutilized or are not being put to optimm use. The Corps and other
Federal agencies have been meeting with representatives of the General
Services Administration to develop criteria for land use surveys of reser-
voir projects. to. be performed under the provisions of Executive Order 11724..
It is anticipated that such surveys, covering the Corps' multi-purpose water
resources projects, will be conducted by the Corps beginning in 1975. In
establishing the schedule for the survey program, Whitney Lake will be one
of the initial projects. scheduled for survey.

3. If lands at reservoir projects are determined excess, the followmg is
the procedure for disposing of the property:

a. Property that. has been determined excess to a water resource
development project will be screened by the appropriate Division or District -
Engineer to.determine if any of the elements or departments:of the Depart-
ment of Defense have a further requirement for the property.

b. When screening discloses a requirement therefor, action is taken
to reassign or transfer the property to the requesting element or depart-
ment within the Department of Defense. If the screening of property reveals -
no further Department of Defense requirement and the estimated fair market
value of the property. is less than $1,000, the Department of the Army may
" dispose of the property by public sale.

c. If screening does not indicate any further need for the property
and the estimated fair market value of such property is in excess of $1,000,
the property is reported to the General Services Administration (GSA),



for further Federal utilization or disposal pursuant to the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended (63 Stat.:377).
The GSA advises other executive agencies of the avallablllty of the excess
property and, if there is no interest,. GSA will determined the property
surplus. and notlfy appropridte. offices of states, counties and cities of
the availability of the property. If no request for the property is -
received, the property will be disposed of by public sale (41 CFR 101-47.3).

d. Surplus real property sales for private use may be negotiated under
the aforementioned Act (40 U.S.C. 484(e)(3)), where the character or condition
of the property. or unusual circumstances make it impractical to advertise
publicly for competitive bids and the fair market value of the property and
other satlsfactory terms of dlsposal can be obtained by negotlatlon

Also, if the estimated value of the property. exceeds $1,000, an explanatory
statement of the circumstances of the disposal by negotiation must be sub-.
mitted to.the Committees on Government Operations of the Senate and House

of Representatives in advance of each such disposal (41 CFR 101-47.304-12).
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
Office of the Chief of Engineers
Washington, D. C. 20314

DAEN-CWZ-B A _ 26 August 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR: MR. NORMAN ROSS, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR
- DOMESTIC QOUNCIL

SUBJECT: Exchange of lands at Whitney Lake, Texas

1. Reference is made to our previous Memorandum, dated 19 July 1974,
which inclosed a Fact Sheet,

2. In response to your request for further information, I am providing

a Supplemental Fact Sheet on the proposed exchange of lands at Whitmey
Lake, including the procedure for disposal of lands that are excess to

the requirements of a water resource development project, and a copy of
the reply of the Chief of our Real Estate Directorate to Congressman Poage.

3. As the Supplemental Fact Sheet explains, the Corps has been meeting
with representatives of the General Services Administration in am effort
to develop criteria for land use surveys of multi-purpose water resources
development projects under Executive Order 11724, and it is anticipated
that such surveys will be conducted by the Corps commencing in 1975.
Presently, there are no known excess lands at Whitney Lake and there can
be no assurance that, as a result of a survey of this project, lands will
be made available for disposal.

4. I1f1I can be of any further assistance, please call.
FOR THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS:

2 Incl KENNETH E. McINTYRE
As stated Brigadier Géneral, USA
Deputy Director of Civil Works



E “UTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

'NCIl- ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY L S

722 JACKSON PLACE, N. W.
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006

SEP 25 1974

Dear Frank:

As we discussed yesterday, I believe that it would be

to the President's advantage to include an environmental
dimension in the rationale for any recission and deferral
message on Corps of Enginecrs and Bureau of Reclamation
public works projects. I have attached a package covering
20 public works projects that we believe are environ-
mentally, as well as economically, questionable.

I am sure that most, if not all, of the projects identified
in the attachment are under consideration by your people
for the recission/deferral message. In that case, it would
seem to be prudent to take advantage of the added bonus
arising out of the environmental aspects of these projects.

The attached package has two types of summaries. First

is a single sheet displaying all 20 projects and pertinent
information. Following that are single page summaries for
each project.

Projects were selected for this list based on a combination
of the following criteria:

1. Major adverse environm-ntal impacts: All projects on

. the list involve the destruction of several thousand acres

of prime wildlife habitat, wetlands, and/or several miles
of free-flowing rivers or streams presently inhabited by
resident or migratory fish and wildlife. These same areas
have usually provided important recreational, scientific,
and/or cultural benefits to local inhabitants, campers,
hikers, or visitors, with little or no maintenance costs.

-
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Other major adverse environmental impacts often include
the elimination of large areds of commercially productive
forest or agricultural land.

2. gueétionabléfécanémic justification for the project: ‘
All projects on the list raise questions about the accuracy
of the net benefits claimed for the project and/or the

local or regional need for such benefits (flood control,
irrigation, improved navigation, etc.) when weighed against
the apparent éenvironmental costs of achieving such benefits.

Note that most of the projects have a low benefit/cost ratio
(less than 2.0). In addition, low discount rates have been
applied to the determination of average annual benefits --
the rate was almost always between 2 7/8 and 3 1/2 p-rcent,
instead of a rate of 6 to 10 percent which would be more
appropriate to current inflation and expected return on
investments. Use of the higher discount rate would put most
of the 20 projects below the break-even point.

3. Concern or criticisms expressed about the project by
other Federal agencies, by state and local officials, by
environmental groups, and by private citizens: A guantitative
measure of this concern has not been attempted on these
summary sheets, but highlights are given. We have sub-
stantial backup material in the files for each project.

4. Federal funding already committed to the project and
the amount estimated to be required in the future to
complete the project: Most of these projects are either
in the early stages of land acquisition and construction
or have not yet gone beyond the planning stage; all of
them have some funds appropriated for FY '75 and all the
projects will require very substantial Federal funds in
the future if they are to be completed.

Some aggregate figures may be useful here: the total of
Federal funds appropriated for 'hese 20 projects for this
fiscal year is $180,560,000; the total additiconal Faderal
funds regquired to complete them, without adju=ting for
current cscalating « ts is over $5 billion.



Some projects, which otherwise met the above criteria,
have been omitted from this list because they are either
too far down the road to completion or they are presently
being restudied by the agencies and have no FY '75
appropriation (this was the case with the Tocks Island
project -~ the only FY '75 appropriation was for a study).

We are continuing to identify projects which meet the
above criteria and will be able to provide such additional
information before too long if you believe it would be
useful.

CEQ, together with OMB, conducted a similar review of
public works projects in 1972. At that time it was
proposed that Federal funding of candidate projects would
be suspended pending a one-year review by appropriate state
and local officials and a redetermination of need by the
Governors of the states in which projects were located.
After having weighed the Governors' recommendations, the
President would reach a final decision on whether or not
to resume Federal funding. Although the 1972 proposal was
not carried forward, a procedure similar to the one I have
just described might be advisable, assuming that it could
be integrated into the requirements of the new Budget
Reform Act.

My staff is ready to assist yours in working out the details
on this matter. I look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

(Pesa

Russell W. Peterson
Chairman

Mr. Frank G. Zarb
L.esoclate Director
Natural Resources, Energy,
i Science
>f Manag 1t and Fudget
ton, D.C. 20503
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UTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

722 JACKSON PLACE, N. W.
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006
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Pro= : Tennesszc-Tonbigbee Waterway . -

State(-): Alabama and Mississippi AGeNcY: norps of Enginesrs
: P
ETs St-tus: drafe 15 January 1971
£inal 26 April 1971
TOt::dZ§:im22§:= $623, 000 0__0_‘1"’ 3% Benefit/cost ratio: k,_:.l-__‘s_._. 4
Fy'75 sppropriations $37.900,000 (37, 900,000 over budget)

$543, 248,000

e

Federal ~:nls nceded to complete pro;ect after 1975:

Project Descrlption-
is is a navigation project to construct a canal linking

the Tennessee and Tombicbee Rivers, with acscociat=d ch=nnel
development and installsiion of locks and dins. the overall
project will extend 253 milcs, providing a more diccoct waterway
betw-en the eastern Gulf Coast and the mid-continental United States,
to Tacilitate shipping of coal and other materials. The project
will ¢ -guire 70,000 acres of land which is presently in forést
=nd =gcicaltaral production. B2About 40,000 acres of water surface
will Ve creoated by the project, and 190 miles of tributary streams
and 170 wiles of the main stem of the Tombigbee will be 3
perman=zntly impcunded.
»a,-rse Environmental Impactis: -~

Major impacts include loss of over 3 Lle

0 £ 7. 2-flowing
tre=m and thou:ands of acres of for st d wild a 1

bitak;

loss of cropl=nad, czJuction of fisheri-s - ces, degradation of

water guality, loss of wild end scenic aceas on the Towbigbze River;
alocation of apr <imately 230 families, loss oif acchzological and
iological h sites. The project will reguira ‘ag and

disposal of cver 0 willion cubic y=:ds of carth, crcating major

sltezrations 'an Topogrophy and as yet unevaluated changes in 1l:nd use.

2dditional Co i ) . ] :
Improvad rail transporxrtation is the b"1c alternative avail=ble,

ihe project has had strong congressional su ct; thare have been
tical ts from Alabama and Tennesses staies 5 les a2nd £
kY gional 3. The Enviro tal Def < 15t )
S I ' aght to join tha projsct l =0 T ly a
Luk : = inj 1 Leen d 3. .



__EFzoicets  Central a_Project

St:te({s): Arizona

Agency: OSureau of Roclamation

EIS Status: draft;______, s, g

final 26 Sept. 1972

Total eétiixigi;ed ]
Federal cost:

el S o]

$1,050,000,000 Benefit/cost ratio: 1.3 Byt

FY'75 app c_-l;xpr*ia;‘:ion: 2~ $28 ’000' 000 5
' $1,020,476,000 __

Federal funds needed to complete project after 1975:

project Dascription:

The project. would divert Colorado River water via a system of dams
aqueducts, and pumping  stations nearly 400 miles long to metropolitan
areas of Phoenix and Tucson for municipal, industrial, and agricultural
uses. Over 18,000 acres of land and 50 miles of streams will be
inundated.

Adverse Environscnibal Trpactss :
Approximately 54,000 acres of 1::d would be conveor! =4 to the poo]
reservoirs and other water impound  nis would flood 1zl iznal Forest
and Indian lands. Additional imp:cis !iclude loss of =ircem fisherv,
increased river salinity. (with possible copcccussions from Mexico),
Ais- nption of prescat wildlife and rccreation arcas, =#nd extensiva

n=ntified secondary effects.

“diitional Cocin-nlss

This water supply will be highly saline, and may cost cily
_5~-10 times what they pay now and.4-5 times e per fook ¢l
{crigation use rocal surface and geound water is abundant
to UScS, buk an -ail state water plap is 1cd .,

o . 5 y P | 8- - oS 3 "1

1]

%
i

i

-
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Project: Cache “=sin
State(s): Arkansas 3 ¥t Corps of Engincers
EIS Status: }iraft__ -y

fin?¥.8 Decy’. '70 (project):; .- -cpt. '72 (nitigation plan)
i w4t yevisedydraft: 20 Dec, 1973

Total estimated
Federal cost: $68,700,000 Be:~“it/cost ratio: ,4"

o

(2 JP AP

FY'75 appropriations $1,300,000 ($1,000,000 over budget)

Federal funds needed to complete project after 1975: $64,885,000 RECET

Project Description:

The proposed project consists of 232 miles of cha 1 @nlacrgement
and realignment in the Cache River =nd tributargies incliuding 2ayou
DeView in order to promote drainage d reduce flooding in abkout

= 790,000 acres of adjacent bottomlands. 'The project will result in
the clearing of up to 170,000 acres of delta hardwood fdrest, and
as a mitigation measure for fish and wildlife the Corps h=s sought
dditional congressional authorization for purchase of 30,000 acres
in the hasin.

Adverse Euvirorrental Tircackts:

The pIOjECt "ill b b:en ‘wleariﬁlg 7,f i a "f ] a v s s :g
naturally productive hardwood forests in Eastern Arkanszs. Tk will
"\"Stroy prec ‘-'~t1'-y sxcellent £fish and o) : 1 3 1 .d
habitat including much of the most | iant wi M
I 71" d ,"‘,'.C? s 'ifl‘_'ln_‘th Al‘erica. I ’ = : . : ' d
suitobility of the mitigatioan ; ] has ¢ e ther
3 > - ;;_i',n in ‘ater quality as a : ;.. »'E e ; X
ndditional Commzntss

Nume s local, state, 4 : 1 \ ocgani .

2 ing ject. Gov, >
9 1 : 3 1
3 5 . Jas
(N = .
by 1
o

W



rroject: JAuburn-Folsom South A » o .
11 i ney's reau of Frcl:zmation

state(s): C:lifornia Agencys Bu I i

EIS Status: draft : j i

final_13 Nov. 1972; (supplement filed Gx%ug. 1973) ¢

Total estimated $657,676, 000 Benefit/cost ratio: _ 0:5 (?) ¢,
Federal cost: P

FY'75 appropriation: 212, 950 OOO 2 ($4 450,000 over budget)

- s

Federal funds needed to comlf’lete pro;ect afte"' 1975?, §527,349,000

Project Desc fii?'%,i?g :
The project is a multipurpocse d-m, rescrvoir, powerplant, and
cz=nal for water supply, power, ‘lood control, icrrigation =nd recreation.

The project will inundate 10,000 :ccos of wildlife habitat and convert
a total of 43,473 acres to project purposes.

»3,erse Environmcontal Impactss

The project will eliminate 43 nil-s of Tuce~-‘lowing river, 17

rcheological sites and 22 historic siles. ‘(e rcservoir will be sub-
ject to drawdowns of as much as 91 feet. The projcct will ca2duce
i stream interim flows which will adversely affect fi:h, ildlife,

i1 aesthetic values in tle Bay-Dalta area.

»iditional Comm=ilsS3
The draft EIS was heavily nr1t1c1zed by governnent =gconcies and
e oo nters, C]_V‘T d be Fits Prom atey i di,,_:.-‘ ‘
AL S0 SR EE) '--f.'.'~

b ~ - - 2 L

~ v

(7]



t: Wew M=lones Lake

3 saneyt Corus of BEngineer
state(s): california Nl g v

1S status: draft -

final 17 July 1972°
Total estimated AR DR ior 1.6% AT
Federal cost: $225, 000.000 Benefi 1.6

FY'75 approprxatxon- $15"500 OOO it

| 126,918,000
Federal funds neaded to complete pro;ect after 1975: $ ’ » ;

Project Description:

The proposed multipucpose resecvoir oa the f i Stanislaus River
;ould provide flood contiol, ircigaiion, recco=iion, =.d arca develop-
r2nt. It would permanently flood about 10,000 ccres 2nd 16 miles of
‘ree~flowing river; total land requlrements are 25,059 ~cres.

BuRec would manage the reservoir.

saverse Environmantal Impacts:

There are presently major cLza icnal i
the zrea, including vhite-water roating, civecsids | Ts shing,

d .caving which would be lost. Trout apd =al . 1 ies would ke

‘educed and archeological, historical, i ig 83 11d be
inandated. z "
& -:1 - s

e 11 € ia State W x -os 1 1

. L . (] [ Py
g r :
: 3 3 X 3



» project: tral and Southe 1orids

state(s): lorida Agency: CoOIrps nf Enginc

En;statusz draft_zl~£2n§.123 _{partial revised draft 15 Dec. 19572)

f1na1 8 Nov. 1973 on Okechobee section only

Total egtimated ) ¢
g Fede?:'al cost: m$4691000'000 : Benefit/cost ratio: D et '

Fy'75 appropriations ~$4,400,000

Federal funds needed to complete project after 1975: $258, 597:000 a
project Dascription:

A project authorizcd ‘or “l.od control, water upply, recreation
and navigation -- the overall o ~oject covers 15,200 square miles in
all or parts of 18 courtics. ‘The project is dlflded 1nto Four areas
and includes levees, cinals, locks and extensive channels.

zdverse Environmental Impacts:

There will be considcrable loss of native wildlife due to wide-
spro=d drainage and transport of fociilizers, | sticidzs and other

pollut=nts into Everglades vaticnal Pack. Tate Jthochobee will be

ri i 1.5 feet -:'nd 'ill :. 't;‘_‘.‘< tae gse “-]_ 3 {'_'- g 1d“jacent
racr-cation areas. :
raditional Comments:

cr0, Dept. of Tnterior =nd others have expressed considerable
-&servations over the projsct's potent ially wid ~d i
g * ions. some of the C 19 ] 1 W ~k has alre: *; - -

at © quest of CEQ and Governor Askew



_Fzcjeck: Locks and L G20 . 50 <
rgencys Corps of Engineers

&

-

Stategs)= Illinois

-

SR

£1S Status: draft i
fipal 2 July 1974 ¥

Total estinates $382,000,000 R Benefit/cost ratio: 1.6 (}973)

Federal cost:
'$22,000,000

to coméié{:e' "p_:_f_oj"ect after 1975:

Y'75 appropriations
§352,742,000

Federal funds n'eedé_d_

project pescriptions:
The project is doscribed ns the « placoicat of existing Locks
nd Dam #26 on the Mississippi River ot civer mile 200 @bove the
hio River, which have become "a significant bottleneck in the total
vississippi River navigation system.” the twin locks and dam would
inundate about 600 acres of bottomland habitats.

~dverse Environmental Impacis:
s to deepen the upsic

The project may result in cxic-n2 |
-vigation channel for inc:ton >d rviver ¢ fFic, with resnltant wide-~
o vcad.adverse effects inclldfxg jradging i1 spoil disposal problems,
jhcorcased water pollution, loss of “1-h 1 wildlife, 1 secondary
I-nographic and =conomic dislo cions.
raditional C ts:
Savaral environmental groups, a ilroad traffic oeciation,
r have strongly critlzed tha final ETS he above gr ie,
g 2 project be leved as paxt of r plan
- £ . . ,1 5 i < | i
. 'i = 1



cE i'_;_L~ _. f ?~_:':,):_- \ _;_‘,: { iol‘? *_I"! ¥ ‘R}gleﬂ__L.’:';j;‘ ) . 1 :
ni=neYs Corps ‘ers

::): Illinois

~ = -_atus: draft_ 18 December 1973

final

1.06 (in 1972)

otal estimated ' - ik G
o :‘ederal_ cost: $88,700,000 Benefit/cost ratio:

S

$300,00 OQQ_iland_acqplsltlon)(not budgeted by Senate)

federal funds needed to complete project after 197&‘.>- $82 539 000 s =

-

#y'75 appropriation:

Project Description:

This is propcsed multipurpose resarvoir on the Sang-on River to
provide flood control, watcr supply, cecreation, and fish and wildlife
henefits. The project will cedaice 39,000 acres of which 7,000 will
Le permanently inundated. :

*dverse Environmental Impacts:

The project would incrcase “hz Jo_ th =nd Jucration of flooding in
Allerton Park, - hiich contains well-7zv2lopzd boitcml=and forest =snd is
1d in the pvblic trust for r= rch tecreation, and as a nature
cresexrve by ithe mivewrs: uy 3f Ill"qls. Flood conitrol menageansat would
ult in inc sed sedi tion, nud flat developnent, d bank ecoai
in the Park and increased drainage problems on agricultural lands, plus
>ss of over 1/3 of a 1 thie Tocested arca within a G5 nile radius of
te lzkae, "% gave the draft EIS an "unsatisfactory" cating (theikr
3 c).
Additicnal C itss
1@ Bnvire tal Dafenzse Fund has filed suit; the project is a?
[ d by 1 1l citizens and > state officials, /'S tox Fer
a y for i e n for land juisi _
priateino , - £ Iouse 7 ! )z S 4
haw L yek E jeot L A .
- - -3 )



ject: Big Pine ;f?lj " ' S
re{s): Inaiana Ao y: Corps of Engi i
. Status: draft_3 Ju;z;::}g;-:':_ 3
final N ENTEIReT - | . o
Lo X f't/bos£ ratio: 1.5 ,
Federal cost: .$__31_:__290, 000 . Benefl
175 appropriation: $500,000 . - (not in budget or Senate appropriation)

$29,836,000

*.-al funds needed to complete project after 1975:

.-t pescription:
Multipurpose lake for floo? contiol and recreation, located on

5 Pine Creek thres miles &vo. o Vwib-:h River. The project would

mire 7,230 adres of for--L @1nd agricultural land of which 1,126 acres
:1d form th=e s=a=7121 pocol. Scovion miles of free-flowing stream with

eizted not-ble plant coiunities and aesthetic features would be

“; a1 additional 7 or more stream-miles would be periodically flooded.
-erse Environm-ntal Impacts:

. The project would inundate and dc:=lioy "sui = of the nost scenic
1 otherwis== unique natural areas ir ih2 nori? stern portion of

iana"” (EIS p. 1l). Considerable floodplain forest and "farmland
' be lost to production and archcoloyic and historical sites...
e altered.... The like may be cutiophic ... minor valley
Tumping is possible... localized mudflats-would occur seasonally.”

P. b).
4 1 Cc ts:
SC8 and oth gencies and individuals have u e rious con-
ion bhe (9-! to Aaintaint -1 ar=a asg a 1, c io
1 site. A number of 1 1 ] tional cvation g s
2 T j ' illh T 8¢ = < i
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x : Red Fivec _Lake i | |
cy: or I =S
ctaic (5): Kentucky 3 Ricrs Cors o
g1s - t=tuss draft e et
£inal ;3AJ“1Y:}97%;—
Total estimated $27,600,000 penefit/cost ratio: __._._3.'__'1..__.— )

raderal cost: e

75 appropriations:. $500,0007 -~ — ($300,000 over budget)
fter 1975: $25,461,000% - =

Federal funds needed to complete project a

project pescription:

Proposed lake is a multipurpose project for flood control, water
supply} and recreation. It would control sitorm runoff from ~n area
of 235 square miles, would require 5,755 acres of land of which 1/4
is part of Daniel Boone National Forest, and would eliminate 15 miles

of free-flowing stream and associated ecosystéms. Downstream f£lood
3-nages from the =24, Kentucky, and Ohio Rivers would be reduced.

ndverse Eavironmental T

The project would ~ troy rare d langered plant d animal
pecies now present in the Red River Gocge and 114 1 nsider-
-bly the present recreatiogal =nd a! rional opportunities cucrently
sailable. It would eliminate gricult 1 i silvicnltuval uses of

>3cct lands and ould induce p. Sy Pl 1 A lopment.
2 ditional Cotv nESs
~rojected projcoct henefits have been critically ou -¢icned. Al
c. OF ientists ¢ =4 ionists, and local citi s 1 3 i
PLof i proj=ct. ‘ tor k has ised a haev of 25 yek
a.a O N ! - Lok i 1
| after pl 1 st g i ¢ L
1. Jhiz 3 I = :



Bacd
{
"
]

10" £ i 2 _-'1:;&_1- Bs e y gcen" "_:;‘?:_! elL

State(s) - ID siana

EIS Status: d:=-t Due December 1974

final

Total estimated
Federal cost: $551 000,000

¥Y'75 appropriation: s»3,000,000

JAgencys: COrpé of Enos

et
-~

" Benefit/cost ratio: -17'.8 .
(1,000,000 over budget)

Federal funds needed to complete project after 1975: +413,616,000

Project Description:

e ——— L —

Althdough no #1S bas becn released, the project as presently
planned would continue channelization of the Atch:falaya River
in southern Louisiana to carry more of the anticipai=d £lood
flows from the Mississippi'River to the Gulf of !"oxico, roTuecing
flood crests at Baton Rouge and New Orleans. Floodway levces
would also be improved and raised,

contained in the chaniel.

+

Adverse Envit 1°31 Impacts:

sediments would be more

The project would seriouslydisrupt 7ot s Fly the
the U.S. The actificial

largest single wetland habitat in
channel would drain associated

ire presently pecorly understood. Downstream and estuarina
fisheries would be advercely affected; downstream tflooding would
be increased, particularly in aad =iound Morgan City. Deliw cry of
t qu Gtitics of sadiment to the lower basin via this ch nnel
require major additional Federal experditnres for maintenance drzdg
in the lower river basin and Lay. .
Additional Commentss
* The high benefit/cost ratio is artificial because it does
‘t Inplnds =) 5 i.'lf'L ‘.‘:“13 “"’ft f 41“ i ;',""’- ’i - - P . s
m of Morgan City bLelcw the ject area, por ig if i !
3 ; - 3 Li‘ .

(8

=}
re L

b

2]
:nd would alter the natural nutrei:

nds and hardwood > forests,

1t and sediment fluxes which

1
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rzoject: ZAtchafalaya River, Bayous Chene, '] d Black
: 2 Agenc os of Engineers

state(s): pouisiana
EIS Status: dreafinb - 0 3

final.l5.Jan. 1974 ..

estimated F¥ B : , ; ’ 1.1 o
TOt:‘ideral cost: 914,700, 000w, “Benefit/cost ratio: .
FY'75 aphrop:iation: $4'§99L999__ :
S i e . 6,377,000

Federal funds needed to complete project after11975= -$~'d AN Aid S

project Description:

The project will expand existing navigation channcls in the lower
Atchafalaya and in Zayous Zocuf -nd 31ack. Most of the projzct benefit
will accrue to two companics that build oil and 3jas explovaiion and
drilling equipment and transport them via these chaanels to the ocean.
Soise flood control benefits are also claimed. All work to date

(sept. '74) has been in the lower Atchafalaya. .
e o% -a Frvironmental Impactss
ihis project if continued will cut e gh the'l t of Louisi
nmost productive coastal wetland ooy o0 he figp, oyst s, menhaden,
=nd other commercial fish and shellfish, TAarge wnts of dredge |
204l would convert much of Louf iana h into dey land and would
lagrade existing ter quality. ject plstion 14 ¢ pt
t other land j water management opti s for the Atchafalaya
tyer Basin which are presently being studied Ly the Department of
he Interior and otherss -
»31ditional Ccuncniss
he proj@ct is basically a Federal sulisicdy of a j {vata 1
y o the nat sc ic benaifits are 1., Interiox 3
- 1 ’, . . i ; - 3 ; ri 3 .L
s - > d 1 -: .; . : -
d % ! the / il
x : | y - - \ ¢4



FTOJ o Qi:;e F=L “oln Scho cs % e
ncyY s of Eangincers
state(s): Maine Ag ¥
none, yet in :r_pa 10
EIS Status: draft (yet in prep ration
Y
Fana L
; i # AL '’ 2 £ 1 . o
Total estimated = 5356,000, 000 B it/cost ratids memasr. (OSLIM.)

Federal cost: 2 N

BT S

+iation: $800 000 (for planm.ng)

FY'75 ap:

$353, 046,000

Federal funds needed to complete project after 1975:

=

Project Description:
This proposed project as curr-ntly envisioned wounld
demand hydroelectrlc power, flood control, flatL ter

stlmulus to area &conomic development via a pair of dans
John. River in 1orthern Maine. The pro;ect lakes

provide peak-
ition, and
>n the St.
ounld back up the

St. John =nd irir*utarics for more than 50 miles and would inundate
nearly 20,000 acres.
adverse Eaviro jtal Tmpactss:
The project *ould elininate over 80, OOO cres of timber-producing

forcst and big-game wildlife habitat, =nd ~ o ld in prime white-water

~eing and trput-fishing streams. 1he project's ¢ o tpuk is

11 in itself; it is described as "a "oot Ta 0T 1nac® for public
hydrozlectric power and associated gi 1 daval e
2 tional Co tst

project is E d in C s Ly D ts, including



Froject: Megamec r

state(s): Missouri : hgencys Coris of Englnee S
EIS Status: araft {
final 26 Feb. 1971 : ¥
Total estimated Fo : f't/‘ést ratio- 1.3 :
Federal cost: $93’,Q0'0,~000 i | Benefit/c 2 :
FY'75 appropriation= _$4,600,000 ($1,000,000 over budget)

Federal funds needed to complete project afte;ﬁ1?7§i

-

Proj ect De scrlption =

This proposed multipurpose lake on the Meramec River is to provide
recceation, flood control, water supply, and other bernefits. The
project would require over 23,000 acres of land, of which 12,600

acres would be permancatly inundated, encompassing 47 wil-s of
presently frye -flowing si 1s. L[znd acquisition is curcently
undecway . e project is tha first in a series of dams bhaing

pla«qed for the region,

ndverce Envirommental Tnpachss:

e greatest adverse iipachts would be the loss of the prescaily
diverse natural recreation values derived -from the river, boitloml:nd
hardvood forests, abundant fish and wildlife, scenic bluffs, =nd

sproximately 100 caves,. all of which would be destiruyed Ly the

project and replaced by flat-water powesr-boat centered tion
‘ich is already abundant across the state. The highly ous undax

1ng ck conld lead to large cost overruns from attempis to scal
the reservoir as happenzsd with the Gathright Dzm in Vicginia,
2aditional Commaniss:

| b1 s ~ ing P T i 3 j 3 ‘-1
v 1 i 3 1
1 = . 1 “1 713 1 - -



ectt Nebrashka Mid-Stata Diwi

V CYs reau of lamation
e(s)t yehraska
sre SEatMes draftno}xe filed to date
Final Ry
: 1.2 (1967)
mt;idziginggs:o $105,550,000:=77 . Benefit/cost ratio: :
y'75 appropriationr $:49,000 (for planning)
103,043,000
Federal funds needed to ccouplete project after 1975: : . :
Projéct'Descriptjqp:
The present project reprecsants a fall-back position to 3 reservoir
from the 1967 authorization which vis for a sy« £ 23 resecvoirs

on the Platte River to divert watecr for ivcigatfon purposcs, due to
an ostensibly declining water table. Approxinately 60 mil-s of the
river would be directly altered by the project, c¢s well as an as~yet

undectermined area of associated wetlands.

Adverse Environmmental Inpo=cis:
The project would -=: 1~ 1y 3 ge by peciodi Trainace wildlife

habitat for waterfowl, including ithe t I sle onal
c2sting place for migratocy < hill 23, : ‘vontad geese, and
the rare and endangcred whoopting 3 whicl of natichal and
international concern. Adverse E 5 J ishexries 1 on
ter guality ar2 also likely.
r
5 al © S
g ic justification f e proje s 1 ! !
pendent study; Jatt B 5 ; .
jecc posed 1 ) 3
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Projcct: O°'Neil! =

vz Buteau of 7cclomation
state(s): Nebras

draft 12 July 1971
22 Sept. 1972

final_ ~

it
gIS status:

potal estimated

: . ‘ b -

Federal cost: $112,464,000 penefit/cost ratio: : SE

e B e gk A Bl S e
Fy'75 appropriation: '$550,000 (Pla:rning)

~../ mpleté pro3 . .$111,714,000
Federal funds needed to complete project after 1975: . 1, 000 .
Project pescription:
Thé propos=d projoct includ-s the Worden Dam 1 Reszcvoir to

store and regulaie flow in the Wicliaca tiver, d “he 22 ile concrete
O'Neill cCanal. ‘“he project is lesigned to icrigate 77,000 scres and
to provide recrcation, fish and wildlife conservation, and (minor)

flood control.

Approximately 30,000 acres of land will be converted

to project purposes. -

Adverse Euvi -ntal Tuprcis:

The project reservoir +iil e 6,300 =& s of farm and x& 1
12nd, and 19 miles of natural <1 ~¢ 1 tributaries ich is presently
a scenic area providing cxc=ll oL "ng 3 other rscreatlion Qppor-
tuaities (the river has ; ; { for incluzion in the Wild 1

" Scenic Rivers Sy MY ey .S L , ird cluding the

s1d = NG red Craat

L VI'
:r Prairie Chicken, will ba luced; irrigation vet

Flews will decrcase existing ter quality due to transport of =dded
pesticides, fertilizers, =te, -
raditional Cc Ls:
Tocal i 1s and groups 1 posed the projsct; the iel
1
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w getting underway is designed

-

ities and st fish

a

thence to irrigate one million acres
ik T
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[ ) ]l]._~ i 1 1 _‘=| ('l] it4: ) ¥ B :_
ey L, 2 Bz © r-clamation
4 - ) | - LGy . ' X - '
. a--re23 April 1971; revised'mrp:cil 1973
fii?lll Janusry 1974; supplem-ut 3 May 1974
R e L ‘
< o e X Ty b . .6 1972
e ’;1(: a. $362,792,000 L1 Benefit/cost ratio: 1 7 (. 'i')
75 spprepristion: $13,855,000 . ($3,300,000 over budgdt)
=5 3 275,; 103,000 "8
.1 funSs needed to complete project aftsr “o 227 L >
?,1-.--":_ip't‘?f iz
ihe 01cfr11'projept is a massive ¢ 1o of water from the :
suri River in western North Dikola to large reservoirs via canals

of land. The initial (authorized)
to irrigate 250,000 acres, with

tilon return flovs rescliing the James and Souris Rivers. Recreation
d wildlife habitat will be provided.

Fivironnental Impacts: (Initial Phase Only)
An esti 1ted 73,000 acres of 12nd will be rejuf 1 for "project
ls, drains, reservolirs, irrigation, and recreation facilitieg”
EIS, summary page). Most of this land has 1 L agriculturally
ctive without the project; many small family farncrs are being

l-ced for project features, which will require rights-of-way

g over 270,000 acres. Electric

t, including sprinkler jirrigati
tt hours annually. Serious quest

-

gnergy regouirem=n's for the

L, will excecd 150 million

ions hiave boen raised by IPA

» Canadian Government regarding the excessive salinity and other
s with irrigation return flow waters.
al Cc nts:
) Jors t ers' ganizatio he te st gly e
ject, as do ny indiwviduals : I snal vis ital iza-
rhey 3 tditional o the Yles! , feting
7 i wildl Hitak . "1¢ al - £ 13
_ G pC :
* l’ * 1 Ty -
VY c jo}’ y =0 “
1, by 1 ol '

.« g

-
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t: Oche Uriit _

o Ag cau of Rz tion
(+): south Dakota _

status: dra£t4 i\ugust 1972 7 ¥

fipal 17 Dec. 1973" ‘

i 1.28 (1971
b esslaee B 2515, 000, 000 Benefit/cost ratio: 2R Llaras
Hs . PR

=

/5 appropriation: $5,535,000 ($1,000,000 over budget)
$303,360,000

‘a1 funds needed to complete project after 1975:

ject pescription:

The initial stage of this project will provide for diversion of

'r from the Mlssourl River at Lake Oahe for the irrigation of 190, 000
s of land to the east and for municipal use, fish and wildlife
~“lopments, and recreation. The project will reguire about 110,000

s for these purposes and will involve construction of =hout 200

s of main supply canals and 4,800 miles of smaller c s, laterals
“'alns. T ree major reservoirs will be cons'": i i o} 1

ication of the James River will xc i bout 120 ri iles to
iles.-

erse Environmental Impacts: -’
This is in many ways a companion project to the Garrison Diversion

"t(g.¥.). It will consume over 90,000 acres of presently productive
I, will displace small farmers in favor of capital-intcnsive agribusines:
‘ume electricity for pviping and irrigation, destroy n=early 10,000
s of wetlands and seriously disrupt 120 miles of natural river system,
r water tables, and increase downstream salinily and flooding potrntial.
iopnal Comments: -
e and endangered species inhabit the project area, including
nnd bald cagles and the ;_av," falcon, Whe ) ional Wildlife,
tion and the two major £ y ganizations i » wghalt e "+
ing the project. Uv" a L1y s, Inc. has filed suit
tad by considerabl pert test? i ] called F
_,1" r rfew of 1 -~ 1 . v . - .

* T ’ « 8 A . 3

Nl Pl-‘,l S, : p 3

g
.



sitate(s): Ten e Agency: M"onncesee vallo hority
gIS Statusg draft /
final 8 May 1972 =i, '
TOt:‘ldz:'ginge:- +78,500,000 : .'Benefit'/c_ost ratio: _ 1.3 s
e st el i
FY'75 appropristion: $13,000,000 “ib*-

$51,858, 000

B

Federal funds needed to complete project ;fte: 1975:

Project Description:

The project consists of Lwo unitsg, ihe Colunbia and Jormandy dams
and rcservoirs, on the Upper Duck River, Foliary purposes, expressed
»s benefits, are economic expaznsion throuvh ' proved water quality #nd
supply, flat-water recreation, and present uriin area water supply.
The project would ¢-jaire 41,000 acres and the irnpoundicnt of 71 miles

of river into "o cvoirs totaling 16,000 surfacae =cics,
advarse Envircmnental Tupactss
the project will obstruct the longast free-~-flowing stream in
Jennessee (268 miles) and would foundate tecfalls, caves, and sc
areas containing unusual plant ¢nd =nfmal ciations. A number of
:ndangered spzcies are throcatened by the dams, as are prehistoric
rcheological sites. Existing fisheries would e impaired, ag wou
a wide riaty of present recreational uses including fishing, hil
canoeing, camping, spelunking, and picnicing, all of which have not
required Federal moncy. ‘The project would reguire relocation of 396
families.
iiticnal Commeniss
e claimad c b fits of the project hava 1 1 wi 4
- 3 3 5 - . -, 93 =11 3 - = -
: . on
i a1l i g ? 1
-’ 7 . ! - =4 }
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sject: Central Utah sject, Bonncville Unit

state(s): Utah Agency: c~au of Reclamation

14 August '72 ;
E1S Status: draft e ’ ‘

: Y
final 2 Auqust '73
TOt::dzf::isz:: $498,567,000 Benefit/cost ratio: __]:2___(_?_.1972)
FY'75 appropriation: 210, 121'099 . ($1,000,000 over budget)
Federal funds needed to. complete project after 1975: $386'709'009

project Description:

The Bonneville Unit is a major pirt of ihie Central Utah C.oject's
initial phase; it is a multi-purpose projoct for irrigation, municipal
and industrial needs, power production, recreation, flood control,
water quality control, and area redevelopment benefits. Major
features sre 10 ncw reservoirs and enlargement of two others, over
140 miles of =geducis, tunnels, and canals, and 3 power plants.

The Unit would provide 313,000 acre-feet annually for project
purposes. . -

Adverse Environmental Impacts:

Total land acreage required for 'h=2 _roject is unclear. 2,000
acres (10% cropland, 90% rangeland) will “=2 f.,undated by the rose )
25,000 acres of existing marsh area would he drained for agricultural
1:0s. Fluctuations in reservoirs 1d eliminate most of the existi °
fisheries, as would sometimes sevecre 1oy nckions in rly
200 wiles of streams. Beaver ponds, terfowl ting areas, and
moose =nd deer habitat would be destiuyed. "orcst Service wildoincss

1:nds wou<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>