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PURPOSE

The purpose of this bill is to provide appropriations for the fiscal
year 2010 beginning October 1, 2009, and ending September 30,
2010, for energy and water development, and for other related pur-
poses. It supplies funds for water resources development programs
and related activities of the Department of the Army, Civil Func-
tions—U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Civil Works Program in title
I; for the Department of the Interior’s Bureau of Reclamation in
title II; for the Department of Energy’s energy research activities,
including environmental restoration and waste management, and
atomic energy defense activities of the National Nuclear Security
Administration in title III; and for related independent agencies
and commissions, including the Appalachian Regional Commission,
Delta Regional Authority, Denali Commission, and the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission in title IV.

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The fiscal year 2010 budget estimates for the bill total
$34,914,709,000 in new budget (obligational) authority. The rec-
ommendation of the Committee totals $34,271,000,000. This is
$643,709,000 below the budget estimates and $58 262,165,000
below the enacted appropriation for the current fiscal year.

SUBCOMMITTEE HEARINGS

The Appropriations Subcommittee on Energy and Water held
three sessions in connection with the fiscal year 2010 appropriation
bill. Witnesses included officials and representatives of the Federal
agencies under the subcommittee’s jurisdiction.

The recommendations for fiscal year 2010 therefore, have been
developed after careful consideration of available data.

VOTES IN THE COMMITTEE

By a vote of 30 to 0 the Committee on July 9, 2009, rec-
ommended that the bill, as amended, be reported to the Senate.
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TITLE I
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL
INTRODUCTION

The Corps of Engineers is made up of approximately 35,000 civil-
ian and 650 military members that perform both military and civil
works functions. The military and civilian engineers, scientists and
other specialists work hand in hand as leaders in engineering and
environmental matters. The diverse workforce of biologists, engi-
neers, geologists, hydrologists, natural resource managers, and
other professionals meets the demands of changing times and re-
quirements as a vital part of America’s Army.

The Corps’ mission is to provide quality, responsive engineering
services to the Nation including:

—Planning, designing, building and operating water resources
and other civil works projects. (Navigation, Flood Control, En-
vironmental Protection, Disaster Response, et cetera);

—Designing and managing the construction of military facilities
for the Army and Air Force. (Military Construction); and

—Providing design and construction management support for
other Defense and Federal agencies. (Interagency and Inter-
national Services).

The Energy and Water bill only funds the Civil Works missions
of the Corps of Engineers. Approximately 23,000 civilians and
about 190 military officers are responsible for this nationwide mis-
sion.

From our hundreds of rivers, lakes, and wetlands to our thou-
sands of miles of coastal shoreline, we are fortunate in America to
enjoy an abundance of water resources. As a Nation, we value
these resources for their natural beauty; for the many ways they
help meet human needs; and for the fact that they provide habitat
for thousands of species of plants, fish and wildlife.

The Congress has given the Corps of Engineers the responsibility
of helping to care for these important aquatic resources.

Through its Civil Works program the Corps carries out a wide
array of projects that provide:

—Coastal storm damage reduction;

—Disaster preparedness and response;

—Environmental protection and restoration;

—Flood damage reduction;

—Hydropower;

—Navigable waters;

—Recreational opportunities;
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—Regulatory oversight and

—Water supply.

One of the biggest challenges the Corps and other Government
agencies face is finding the right balance among the often con-
flicting concerns our society has related to our water resources. So-
ciety wants these resources to help fuel economic growth (naviga-
tion, hydropower). Society wants them to provide social benefits
(recreation). And finally society wants to be sure that they are
available for future generations (environmental protection and res-
toration).

The Corps is charged with seeking to achieve the best possible
balance among these competing demands through an integrated ap-
proach to water resources management that focuses on regional so-
lutions, involving an array of stakeholders (that is other Govern-
ment agencies, environmental groups, businesses, and private orga-
nizations). In recent years, the Corps has implemented this ap-
proach largely by concentrating on watersheds.

OVERVIEW AND ANALYSIS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2010 BUDGET REQUEST

The fiscal year 2010 budget request for the Corps of Engineers
is composed of $5,125,000,000 in new budget authority. This is an
increase of $384,000,000 from the fiscal year 2009 request. The
budget request is $277,000,000 less than the fiscal year 2009 en-
acted amount—the narrowest gap in recent memory. This is the
first budget for the Corps of Engineers by this administration and
the Committee sees definite improvements over the previous ad-
ministrations proposals. However, much more needs to be done to
truly change the paradigm under which Corps budgets seems to be
produced within the executive branch.

The Committee believes that the administration should seriously
evaluate the Nation’s infrastructure needs and budget accordingly.
At a time when this existing infrastructure, the foundation of our
economic security and quality of life, is depreciating much faster
than it is being recapitalized, when our increasing population is
placing much greater stress on the Nation’s vital water resources,
when shifts in population centers mean new and different problems
and when a growing environmental awareness requires new solu-
tions to persistent problems, this underfunding is unacceptable and
threatens our continued well-being. Infrastructure budgets have
got to be increased. If not, the Nation will continue to face unsched-
uled outages, damaged incomplete infrastructure and other emer-
gency situations that must be dealt with through ever increasing
emergency appropriations.

This budget proposal again ignores studies and projects that are
ongoing and funded in the Energy and Water section of the fiscal
year 2009 omnibus that was agreed to by the Congress and signed
into law by the President in favor of a select group of studies and
projects that comport to budgetary criteria devised by the adminis-
tration without any input from the public or the Congress. The
Committee accepts that it is the prerogative of the administration
to develop whatever criteria that it sees fit to utilize in order to de-
cide which projects it will and will not fund. What this Committee
does not accept is that the administration developed criteria is
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somehow superior to and should supplant the investment decisions
of Congress.

The Committee agrees with some of the administration’s criteria.
The Committee believes it is important to fund the capability level
for dam safety projects. Likewise the Committee believes that it is
a Federal obligation to fund mitigation and environmental compli-
ance activities. Funding obligations under continuing contracts and
projects that factor in the consideration of human safety are cer-
tainly laudable criteria for determining which projects to fund.

However, the Committee differs with the administration con-
cerning benefit to cost ratios being utilized to establish priority for
funding. The Principles and Guidelines utilized by the Corps re-
quire the Chief of Engineers to develop the National Economic De-
velopment [NED] plan for a project. The NED plan, among other
things, is distinguished by the fact that it provides the greatest ex-
cess benefits over the project costs. This is not the same thing as
the highest benefit to cost [B/C] ratio. It is often the case that the
NED plan and the plan with the highest B/C ratio are not the
same plan.

The Flood Control Act of 1936 established that project benefits
should exceed projects costs. This has been the Corps’ longstanding
water resource policy and attempts to change this legislative re-
quirement have been unsuccessful. However, the administration
has arbitrarily decided that benefits simply exceeding the costs is
not a sufficient measure of a project’s worth. They have decided
that they will only budget for projects that have benefit to cost ra-
tios significantly greater than one to one. Unfortunately the B/C
ratio has arbitrarily changed from year to year in order to accom-
modate the administrations desired level of investment.

The criteria for deciding which studies to budget for appears to
be even murkier than the criteria for determining which construc-
tion projects to fund. What is obvious is the result. Fewer studies
are funded every year than are enacted in the previous appropria-
tion act. These studies provide the information needed to make
vital investments in our water resources infrastructure. However,
they are de-emphasized in the budget request. One study, albeit an
important one, consumes nearly 50 percent of the resources dedi-
cated to studies across the country.

As this Committee has noted in the past, planning in the Corps
is a specialized skill set and once that ability is lost, it is difficult
to re-establish. Most of the criticisms of the Corps’ project develop-
ment process in recent years have centered on the planning proc-
ess. The administration is providing funding for some improve-
ments to the planning program such as funding the Planning Asso-
ciates Program and Planning Centers of Expertise. However, plan-
ning studies have to be undertaken to utilize these improvements.
The Committee believes that the Corps should have a robust plan-
ning program to not only address new water resource needs but to
evaluate changes throughout the project development process. Con-
tinued budgets like this will lead to a complete loss of this vital
Corps of Engineers’ competency. The administration should seri-
ously revise their priorities for this account in the fiscal year 2011
budget.
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The Committee is pleased that the shifting of items from the
Construction, General [CG] account to the Operation and Mainte-
nance [O&M] account has not been all but abandoned by this ad-
ministration. There is still roughly $47,067,000 of traditionally
funded construction items contained in the fiscal year 2010 O&M
account. The Committee believes this was just an oversight in
preparation of the budget. These items are identified in a table in
the section of this report dealing with the CG account. The budget
request is shown in the O&M account and the funded amounts are
included in the CG account.

With these items shifted to their proper accounts, the CG ac-
count total for the budget request would be $1,765,067,000 and the
O&M budget request would be $2,456,933,000. This means that the
administration’s CG request is down $376,610,000 from the fiscal
year 2009 enacted amount and the O&M account shows a true in-
crease of $255,033,000 from the fiscal year 2009 enacted. This in-
crease to the O&M account is long overdue as this account has re-
mained relatively stagnant this decade while personnel and mate-
rial costs continue to increase. The Committee is pleased that the
administration did not present the O&M budget in the ill-conceived
regional budget groupings proposed for the last several years.

The regulatory budget is $190,000,000 for fiscal year 2010. This
is up about $7,000,000 from the fiscal year 2009 enacted amount.
This increase is largely due to the increased workload from trying
to implement regulatory requirements in light of the unclear
Rapanos and SWANCC Supreme Court cases.

The Committee is disappointed that funding for the Formerly
Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program [FUSRAP] was cut by
$6,000,000 from the fiscal year 2009 enacted amount of
$140,000,000. This program was transferred to the Corps from the
Department of Energy, because the Committee was concerned with
management and cost issues of the program within the Energy De-
partment. This is a program that is being well managed by the
Corps and should have stable, adequate budget resources to con-
tinue these radiological clean-up activities.

The Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies account is proposed
at $41,000,000 for fiscal year 2010. These funds are proposed for
Corps readiness and preparedness activities of the Corps of Engi-
neers.

The Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works)
is proposed as a separate account for $6,000,000. The Committee
continues to believe that the Assistant Secretary’s office should be
funded in the Defense appropriations bill. However, until such time
as that can be reintegrated into that bill, the Committee agrees
that the office should be funded as a separate account. The Assist-
ant Secretary’s duties encompass much more than the civil works
functions of the Corps of Engineers and the budget needs of the of-
fice should be addressed separately.

The General Expenses [GE] account is proposed at $184,000,000
for fiscal year 2010. While this is a little less than the inflation ad-
justed amount, the Committee is pleased to see the recognition that
the oversight functions of the headquarters of the Corps should be
strengthened. The Committee notes that the Corps operates one of
the most efficient headquarters staffs in the National Capital re-
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gion. Only about 3.5 percent of their staffing is at their head-
quarters level as opposed to 10 percent or more for comparable
agencies in the National Capital region.

THE AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT OF 2009

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 [ARRA]
was an attempt to combat the recession by putting our citizens
back to work rebuilding our Nation’s water resource infrastructure.
The Committee was amazed that the Corps was not included in the
administration’s original proposal. The Corps would have seemed
to have been one of the first agencies that one would go to create
jobs. However, after negotiations with the Congress, the adminis-
tration agreed that funding for the Corps would be a component of
the ARRA. The Corps was provided $4,600,000,000 to stimulate job
growth by addressing needed water resource infrastructure needs.

The Recovery Act gave the administration complete discretion as
to which projects would be funded and how much funding each
project would receive. The Congress provided general guidance ex-
pressing Congressional intent as to how the funds should be uti-
lized. The President signed the ARRA on February 17, 2009, and
by all accounts the Corps had internally developed a list of projects
within about 30 days that met the Congress’ intent of creating jobs
across the country while completing usable increments of projects
or providing deferred maintenance to projects. One of the primary
criteria that the Corps’ utilized in their project list was the ability
to get the work underway quickly. After all, the goal was to quickly
create jobs. However, on the eve of releasing this list, the adminis-
tration decided to reevaluate the criteria that the Corps had inter-
nally used to develop its’ project list. This review took another 30
days and by all accounts resulted in a drastically different list than
what the Corps originally proposed—particularly in the CG ac-
count. In the Committee’s opinion, this additional administration
review did not result in an improved list. In fact the Committee be-
lieves that it delayed execution of these funds and included projects
that were not “shovel ready” but may have had other attributes the
administration found compelling.

The Committee found many of the funding choices made by the
administration questionable. Again the internal criteria for making
these decisions was developed without public input. Criteria was
provided when the ultimate project lists were released, but some of
the logic behind the decisions was tortured and hard to follow
based on a straight reading of the administration’s criteria. The
Committee was particularly disappointed that shore protection
projects were deemed ineligible to receive funding from the ARRA.
The Committee see these projects as being “shovel ready” and pro-
viding the same NED benefits to the Nation that any flood damage
reduction project does. The Committee believes they should have
been funded and encourages the administration to use unexpended
ARRA funds for this legitimate Federal purpose.

While the President was celebrating the initiation of the 1,000th
transportation project funded by the ARRA, the Corps project list
was still under administrative review. The first report on expendi-
tures from the Corps was indicative of this extended review by
showing virtually none of the funds expended more than 75 days
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after enactment of the ARRA. We are now more than 4 months
after enactment of the ARRA and are still seeing little progress on
getting projects started. This should be unacceptable to the admin-
istration. It certainly is to this Committee.

PERFORMANCE-BASED BUDGETING

While not calling this a performance-based budget, many of the
same criteria seem to be at play in the decisionmaking process. The
Committee hopes that the administration will try to work with
Congress to try to find a better budget model as they begin the de-
velopment process for the fiscal year 2011 budget. It is imperative
that the Congress and the executive branch find common ground
on investment decisions for water resource development if we are
to effectively confront the numerous water resource issues that face
the Nation.

The Committee believes that Corps budgets should be developed
from the bottom up, district to division to headquarters to ASA to
OMB. District commanders should be responsible for developing
and managing a program within their geographic area. Division
commanders should be responsible for integrating the district office
programs into a single division-wide program. The headquarters of-
fice should integrate the division programs into a single national
program. The Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army should
assure that the program complies with administration policy and
budgetary guidance and OMB develops the budgetary guidance and
provides funding levels. Decisions for budgeting should be made
within the framework of administration policy by those who know
the projects and programs best, not Washington level bureaucrats.
Unfortunately, if the ARRA is any guide, this will not be the case.

BUDGET JUSTIFICATIONS

As often happens with a change of administrations, the adminis-
tration’s fiscal year 2010 budget request was delayed beyond the
traditional first Monday in February release. This is to be expected.
The President released his budget outline in March 2009, with the
formal budget documents released on May 7, 2009. Inexplicably,
the detailed budget justifications for the Corps of Engineers were
not received until 5 weeks after the budget was released. The jus-
tifications that were provided only covered the GI, and CG accounts
plus the remaining items in O&M. That means the administration
provided no detailed justification for $2,400,000,000 of the Corps
budget. This is unacceptable. This has now happened twice in the
past 4 years. It is inconceivable to this Committee that DOE with
a budget 5 times the size of the Corps can get printed and bound
editions of their budget justification delivered on the day the budg-
et is released and the Corps cannot even get their justifications on
the Internet for 5 weeks after the budget is released. The adminis-
tration should note that this situation will not be tolerated for the
fiscal year 2011 budget. If every other executive branch agency can
produce detailed budget justifications when the budget is released,
the Corps should be able to also.

The Committee appreciates the traditional layout of the justifica-
tions that were finally delivered. It was especially good to see that
both the Flood Plain Management Services and Planning Assist-
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ance to States GI line items provided a detailed breakdown of the
funding requests for these programs for the first time ever. Unfor-
tunately, this level of detail was not included for the Continuing
Authorities Program or the Dam Safety/Seepage Stability Correc-
tion Program. The justifications for these items showed a total dol-
lar value and listed projects, but neither program justification gives
the Committee an idea of how the program totals were arrived at.
There is no way to know whether the administration proposal
underfunds or overfunds these programs.

The Committee believes that budget justifications serve to justify
the administration’s request. The budget justifications should be
improved by providing more relevant budget and project informa-
tion. For fiscal year 2011 the Corps is directed to provide, at a min-
imum, detailed project information for each O&M project justifying
the needs for each project.

INLAND WATERWAY TRUST FUND

More than 3 years ago, this Committee was made aware of a
pending shortfall in the Inland Waterway Trust Fund. It took the
previous administration 2 years from when they first notified the
Committee of the issue to actually submit a proposal to Congress
to address this shortfall. Unfortunately this proposed lockage fee
was developed as a part of the fiscal year 2009 budget deliberations
and, as such, the administration did not coordinate it with indus-
try. When the proposal was announced it was loudly criticized by
the navigation industry (who had no input into the proposal) and
was largely considered dead on arrival. Unfortunately, the adminis-
tration’s budget request assumed revenues from this lockage fee
would be available to fund a portion of their fiscal year 2009 budg-
et request. This put the Committee in the awkward position of try-
ing to make the budget work with insufficient funds.

When the fiscal year 2010 budget was presented to Congress, the
budget repeated the proposal to phase out the existing fuel tax that
funds the IWTF and phase in a lockage fee. Fortunately, the budg-
et was not predicated on this proposal being enacted. The adminis-
tration proposal only expends existing revenues available in the
IWTF and deposits assumed revenues from the lockage fee into the
IWTF to be used in subsequent years. This is a much more prudent
way to budget with these limited funds.

The Committee has supported and continues to support sharing
the cost of construction and major rehabilitations between the
IWTF and the General Treasury in the CG account. The Com-
mittee believes that this arrangement makes the users active part-
ners in the overall inland waterway system and provides for a bet-
ter more efficient system. As the Congress already pays 100 per-
cent of the O&M costs of the inland waterway system, the Com-
mittee would not support a change in cost sharing for the IWTF.
Even if it did support a cost share change, this would only prolong
the inevitable bankrupting of the IWTF.

The current fuel tax generates about $90,000,000 annually. Cur-
rently awarded continuing contracts for IWTF projects will require
approximately $60,000,000 of this amount for the next 3 years. The
Committee believes that the only way to solve the problem is to
generate additional revenues in the fund. The current fuel tax is
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spread relatively equitably across all commercial users of the in-
land waterway system. However, the fuel tax has remained at
$0.20 per gallon of diesel fuel since 1996. Inflation and increased
efficiency in tow boats has eroded the value of the fuel tax. One po-
tential solution is to index the fuel tax to inflation. Another solu-
tion would be to keep the current fuel tax in place but to add a
lock user fee to the revenue stream. This way, all users would pay
something and those that use the locks would pay more. Other po-
tential solutions that could be considered include a bulk commodity
tax collected from the river terminals, a nationwide marine fuel
tax, or even a national sales tax. A wholesale change from a fuel
tax to a user fee as proposed by the administration appears to be
unacceptable to Congress or the inland waterway industry. How-
ever, the Committee only proffers these as discussion topics. As wa-
terways are the most efficient mode of transport any solution to the
funding shortfall should not provide disincentives for using the in-
land waterways.

Legislative text is again included this year to prohibit the Corps
from entering into any new continuing contracts for any inland wa-
terway project until the revenue stream for the IWTF is enhanced.
The administration should submit the fiscal year 2011 budget
based on expected revenues in the IWTF not based on projections
based on legislation that may or may not happen. No change in law
has been made nor will this Committee propose any to alleviate the
funding problem in this fund. A solution to this problem must be
developed with the users of the system, the Corps and the appro-
priate authorizing committees of the Congress.

CONGRESSIONALLY DIRECTED SPENDING

The budget for the Corps of Engineers consists of individual line
items of projects. As presented by the President, the budget con-
tains 969 specific line item requests for directed spending by the
administration. Additional funding is requested by the administra-
tion for nationwide line items. All of these line items were specific
requests by the administration of the Congress to be funded in fis-
cal year 2010. They did not request these funds programmatically,
they requested them for a specific project in a specific location for
a specific purpose.

The Committee has returned to its tradition of including funding
for the Corps of Engineers by account in legislative text and pro-
vided the details for each account within the report that accom-
panies the legislation. This provides the agency some flexibility in
how funds are expended and allows the Corps to effectively manage
their program while honoring the intent of Congress. The primary
intent of Congress has always been that once the Congress funded
a study, it intended for the study phase to be completed to deter-
mine if Federal investment is warranted. By the same token, once
the Congress committed to initiation of construction of a project, it
intended for the project to be completed and the national economy
to accrue the project benefits.

CONTINUING CONTRACTS AND REPROGRAMMING

The Committee expects the Chief of Engineers to execute the
Civil Works program generally in accordance with congressional di-



13

rection. This includes moving individual projects forward in accord-
ance with the funds annually appropriated. However, the Com-
mittee realizes that many factors outside the Corps’ control may
dictate the progress of any given project or study.

The Committee is retaining the reprogramming guidance for fis-
cal year 2010 that was enacted for fiscal year 2009. The guidance
is as follows:

General Investigations.—For a base funding level less than
$100,000, the reprogramming limit is $25,000. For a base level over
$100,000, 25 percent up to a limit of $150,000 per study or activity.
Amounts over this limit will require approval of the House and
Senate Appropriations Committees, except that the Committee
does not object to reprogramming up to $25,000 to any continuing
study or activity that did not receive an appropriation in the cur-
rent year.

Construction, General.—For a base less than $2,000,000, the re-
programming limit is $300,000. For a base level over $2,000,000,
15 percent up to a limit of $3,000,000 per project or activity. The
Committee will allow reprogramming up to $3,000,000 for settled
contractor claims, accelerated earnings or real estate deficiency
judgments. Amounts over this limit require approval of the House
and Senate Appropriations Committees. Reprogramming within
each section of the Continuing Authorities is unlimited however,
the percentages between studies and implementation must be
maintained as directed in this report. Further, no reprogramming
is allowed between sections nor into or out of the overall CG ac-
count. The Committee does not object to reprogramming of up to
$300,000 to any continuing project or program that did not receive
an appropriation in the current year.

Operations and Maintenance.—Unlimited reprogramming author-
ity is granted in order for the Corps to be able to respond to emer-
gency situations. The Chief of Engineers must notify the House and
Senate Appropriations Committees of these emergency actions as
soon thereafter as practicable. For all other situations, for a base
less than $1,000,000, the reprogramming limit is $150,000. For a
base over $1,000,000, 15 percent up to a limit of $5,000,000 per
project or activity. Amounts over this limit require approval of the
House and Senate Appropriations Committees. The Committee
does not object reprogramming up to $150,000 to any continuing
project or program that did not receive an appropriation in the cur-
rent year.

Mississippi River and Tributaries.—The Corps should follow the
same reprogramming guidelines for the GI, CG, and O&M portions
of the Mississippi River and Tributaries account as listed above.

Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program.—The Corps
may reprogram up to 15 percent of the base of the receiving
project.

Continuing Authorities Program.—The reprogramming guidance
does not apply to the Continuing Authorities Program [CAP]. The
Corps has unlimited reprogramming within each section of the
CAP but shall not reprogram funding from the CG account to any
section of CAP or between CAP sections.
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5-YEAR COMPREHENSIVE BUDGET PLANNING

While the Committee appreciates the Corps’ attempts to provide
a meaningful 5-year budget plan, it recognizes the inherent difficul-
ties between the legislative and executive branches in preparing a
useful plan. The executive branch is unwilling to project a 5-year
horizon for projects for which they do not budget leaving a sizeable
percentage of the Corps annual appropriations with a year-to-year
event horizon for planning purposes. The fact that a sizeable por-
tion of the annual appropriations are dedicated to congressional
priorities is not a new phenomenon. Many major public works
projects over the last two centuries have been funded on an annual
basis without a clear budget strategy. The Committee would wel-
come the ideas and the opportunity to work with the executive
branch to determine a mutually agreeable way to develop an inte-
grated 5-year comprehensive budget that displays true funding
needs for congressional as well as administration priorities. Any-
thing less will only give a partial view of the investments needed
in water resources infrastructure.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommendation includes a total of
$5,405,000,000. This is $280,000,000 over the administration’s
budget request and $2,635,000 above the fiscal year 2009 enacted
amount. Funding is displayed in the following table. The first col-
umn represents the President’s budget as requested, the second col-
umn is displayed with the President’s request in the accounts
where the projects have been traditionally located, the third col-
umn is the Senate Recommendation and the final column is the
Senate recommendation versus the President’s request in the tradi-
tional account structure. Funding by account is as follows:

Fiscal year 2010 Fiscal year 2010 Senate Request vs.
President’s budget request {ation It dation
General Investigations .............ccoooevvveceieneee, $100,000 $100,000 $170,000 $+70,000
Construction, General ........cccccccoevvevevveernnns 1,718,000 1,765,067 1,924,000 + 158,933
Mississippi River and Tributaries ................ 248,000 248,000 340,000 +92,000
Operation and Maintenance .............ccooo.u..... 2,504,000 2,456,933 2,450,000
Regulatory 190,000 190,000 190,000
Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies ...... 41,000 41,000 | oo
Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Pro-
gram 134,000 134,000 140,000 +6,000
Office of the Assistant Secretary of the
Army (Civil WOrKS) .....covvereeerceireeeiis 6,000 6,000 5,000 —1,000
General EXPENSES ........ccvvveevemevrerireenneens 184,000 184,000 186,000 +2,000
Total 5,125,000 5,125,000 5,405,000 +280,000
NEW STARTS

Out of the more than 2,100 requests this Committee received for
Corps projects and studies for fiscal year 2010, 93 were for new
study requests; 163 were for new construction projects. Of this 163,
92 were for new water and sewer projects for the Corps. That is
an astounding total of 12 percent of the Committee requests for
new studies and projects. This is demonstrative of the tremendous
need for water resource solutions across the Nation. Neither the



15

administration nor the Congress is able to find the budget re-
sources to address these critical needs.

The administration’s budget request proposed seven new con-
struction starts and three new study starts in fiscal year 2010.
These new construction starts account for $92,700,000 or 5.4 per-
cent of the CG budget request for fiscal year 2010 and would re-
quire in excess of $800,000,000 in future appropriations to fund the
obligations that would be incurred by starting these new projects.
Starting these projects would only increase the pressure on the ad-
ministration next year to establish budgetary criteria that would
exclude more projects from funding consideration in order to fund
these new priorities.

While the Committee is recommending a boost to the construc-
tion budget that is $158,900,000 above the budget request, this rec-
ommendation is $80,500,000 less than what was proposed in the
Senate bill in fiscal year 2009. Further, the Committee’s CG rec-
ommendation is $217,700,000 below the fiscal year 2009 enacted
CG amount. The Committee believes that recommending new
starts in this budget environment would be imprudent. These new
starts would get over the “new start” hurdle, only to face a budget
that cannot accommodate all of these needs. One has to ask, is it
more prudent to start a project, or to adequately fund those that
have been started?

The Committee has decided that there just are not sufficient re-
sources to start any new studies or projects in the fiscal year 2010
bill—either the administration’s new starts or those proposed by
Congress. The Committee continues to believe that new starts are
a vital part of the Corps’ program, there just are not sufficient
funding resources to start new obligations at this time. If addi-
tional resources become available in conference, the Committee
might re-evaluate this decision.

DISCLOSURE PROVISIONS

The Committee received more than 2,000 requests for projects,
programs, studies, or activities for the Corps of Engineers for fiscal
year 2010. These requests included the budget request as well as
requests by Members. The Committee obviously was unable to ac-
commodate all of these requests.

In the interest of providing full disclosure of funding provided in
the energy and water bill, all disclosures are made in the report
accompanying the bill.

All of the projects funded in this report have gone through the
same rigorous public review and approval process as those pro-
posed for funding by the President. The difference in these projects,
of course, is that the congressionally directed projects are not sub-
ject to the artificial budgetary prioritization criteria that the ad-
ministration utilizes to decide what not to fund.

There are two disclosure tables this year. One table discloses the
recommended amounts that are in excess of those proposed in the
budget request and the Members names that made these requests.
If the Member requested the budget request or if only the budget
request was provided, Member names are not listed next to these
items because under the provisions of Rule 44 this would not be
considered congressionally directed spending. The second table dis-
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closes only those earmarks requested by the President and the
amount recommended or the budget request whichever is appro-
priate.

The purposes for the funding provided in the various accounts is
described in the paragraphs associated with each account. The loca-
tion of the programs, projects, or studies are denoted in the account
tables.

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS
Appropriations, 2009 .........c.coceeiirierieiieieieeeee et aene 1$168,100,000

Budget estimate, 2010 ........cceeceeeveennnne. 100,000,000
Committee recommendation 170,000,000

1Excludes emergency appropriations of $25,000,000.

This appropriation funds studies to determine the need, engi-
neering feasibility, economic justification, and the environmental
and social suitability of solutions to water and related land re-
source problems; and for preconstruction engineering and design
work, data collection, and interagency coordination and research
activities.

The planning program is the entry point for Federal involvement
in solutions to the Nation’s water resource problems and needs.
Unfortunately, the General Investigations [GI] account amount
proposed in the budget is only marginally better that what has
been proposed in previous budgets. Nationwide studies and pro-
grams consume almost half of the administration’s GI request. This
budget is saying that the Nation should concentrate scarce re-
sources on completing studies but not carrying forward ongoing
studies. However, the budget request was able to carve out
$700,000 for three new starts. While this Committee supports new
study starts believing them a vital part of the planning program,
the Committee does not support new starts when so many on-going
studies are unfunded in the budget request.

The Committee has provided for a robust and balanced planning
program for fiscal year 2010. However, no new starts are included
in this recommendation. To provide additional transparency in the
budget process, the Committee has segregated the budget into
three columns in the following table.

The first column represents the reconnaissance phase of the
planning process. These studies determine if there is a Federal in-
terest in a water resource problem or need and if there is a cost
sharing sponsor willing to move forward with the study. The next
column represents the feasibility phase of the study. These detailed
cost-shared studies determine the selected alternative to be rec-
ommended to the Congress for construction. The third column rep-
resents the preconstruction engineering and design phase. These
detailed cost-shared designs are prepared while the project rec-
ommended to Congress is awaiting authorization for construction.

The Committee hopes that by segregating the table in this man-
ner that more attention will be focused on the various study
phases, and a more balanced planning program will be developed
by the administration. As the last two columns are generally cost
shared, they demonstrate the commitment by cost-sharing sponsors
to be a part of the Federal planning process. By the same token,
it also shows the level of commitment of the Federal Government
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to these cost-sharing sponsors. The Committee directs that the fis-
cal year 2011 planning budget be presented to the Committee in
this fashion.
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The budget request and the recommended Committee allowance
are shown on the following table:

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

[In thousands of dollars]

Budget estimate

Committee recommendation

Projct e '""fig}]'sga' Planning RECON FEAS PED
ALASKA
HOMER HARBOR MODIFICATION, AK 340
KOTZEBUE SMALL BOAT HARBOR, AK 210
MATANUSKA RIVER WATERSHED, AK ......coevveeeererenee 100 | oo | e 100
VALDEZ HARBOR EXPANSION, AK
WHITTIER HARBOR, AK 340
YAKUTAT HARBOR, AK 450 450
ARIZONA
PIMA COUNTY, AZ ....ooeveereeeeeceeeerceeverieseseississieeee | 215 | v | v | 275 | e
VA SHLY-AY AKIMEL SALT RIVER RESTORATION, AZ ..... 658 658
ARKANSAS
LOWER MISSISSIPPI RIVER RESOURCE STUDY, AR ....... 250
MAY BRANCH, FORT SMITH, AR 425
PINE MOUNTAIN LAKE, AR
SOUTHWEST ARKANSAS, AR 210
WHITE RIVER BASIN COMPREHENSIVE, AR & MO ......... 250
WHITE RIVER NAVIGATION TO BATESVILLE, AR 170
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA COASTAL SEDIMENT MASTER PLAN, CA ..... 900 | oo | e 900 | oo
CENTRAL VALLEY INTEGRATED FLOOD MANAGEMENT

STUDY 425 | v
COYOTE & BERRYESSA CREEKS, CA 950 | e | s 950
COYOTE DAM, CA 100 | v
GRAYSON AND MURDERER’S WALNUT CREEK BASIN,

CA 100 | e
HAMILTON CITY, CA 00 | oo | e 400
HUMBOLT BAY LONG-TERM SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT,

CA 130 | e,
LOS ANGELES RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, CA ... 100 | v,
LOS ANGELES RIVER WATERCOURSE, HEADWORKS,

CA 230 | e
LOWER CACHE CREEK, YOLO COUNTY, WOODLAND AND

VICINITY, 130 | v
LOWER MISSION CREEK, CA 250
MALIBU CREEK WATERSHED,

CA 100
MIDDLE CREEK, CA
PAJARO RIVER, CA
REDWOOD CITY HARBOR, CA 210
RIVERSIDE COUNTY SAMP, CA 221
SACRAMENTO RIVER FLOOD CONTROL, GRR, CA (SYS-

TEMS EVALU) 425
SAC-SAN JOAQUIN DELTA ISLANDS AND LEVEES, CA ... A68 | e | e 468
SAN DIEGO COUNTY SAMP, CA 100
SAN DIEGO COUNTY SHORELINE, CA 340
SAN FRANCISQUITO CREEK, CA 130 | v,
SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN [SJRB], FRAZIER CREEK/

STRATHMO 130 | v
SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN, WEST STANISLAUS,

ORESTIMBA CR 370 | oo
SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN, LOWER SAN JOAQUIN

RIVER, CA 640 | oo
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Budget estimate

Committee recommendation

Project titl -
e e '"Vfi;;'sga' Planning RECON FEAS PED
SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN (SJRB), WHITE RIVER/DRY
CREEK, 130
SANTA CLARA RIVER WATERSHED, CA 425
SOLANA-ENCINITAS SHORELINE, CA .. 278 278
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO SHORELINE, C. 425
ST. HELENA-NAPA RIVER, CA 170
SUN VALLEY WATERSHED, CA 130
SUTTER COUNTY, CA 339 339
UPPER PENITENCIA CREEK, CA ....ooovreeeeereeerenee 386 386
WESTMINSTER (EAST GARDEN GROVE) WATERSHED,
CA 100
WEST SACRAMENTO, CA 950
COLORADO
CACHE LA POUDRE, CO 50
SOUTH BOULDER CREEK, CO 82 | s
CONNECTICUT
CONNECTICUT RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, CT,
MA, NH & 380 | e
DELAWARE
RED CLAY CREEK, CHRISTINA RIVER WATERSHED,
DE 264 36
FLORIDA
FLAGER COUNTY, FL 496
INDIAN RIVER LAGOON NORTH, FL ... 150 | e | e 150
LAKE WORTH INLET, FL 100
LIDO KEY, SARASOTA, FL (SARASOTA, LIDO KEY, FL) ...
MIAMI HARBOR, FL
MILE POINT, FL (JACKSONVILLE) 185
PORT EVERGLADES HARBOR, FL .....cvvvererirerciericnes 510 | oo | e 510
WALTON COUNTY, FL
GEORGIA
AUGUSTA, GA 278 | oo | e 278
OCMULGEE RIVER BASIN WATERSHED MANAGEMENT,
GA 100
SAVANNAH HARBOR EXPANSION, GA 1,000
SAVANNAH RIVER BASIN COMPREHENSIVE, GA PH II ... 210
TYBEE ISLAND, GA 200 | oo | e 206 | e
GUAM
HAGATNA RIVER FLOOD CONTROL ......ccooorrverrvrerirrrirecs 200 | e | e 200 | e
HAWAII
ALA WAI CANAL, OAHU, HI .ooceeeeee 175 | e | e 408 | e,
KALAELOA BARBERS POINT HARBOR MODIFICATION,
HI 300
MAALAEA HARBOR, MAUI, HI
WAIAKEA-PALAI STREAMS, HI
WALILUPE STREAM, OAHU, HI 175
WEST MAUI FEASIBILITY STUDY, HI 100
ILLINOIS
DES PLAINES RIVER, IL (PHASE II) 500 500
ILLINOIS RIVER BASIN RESTORATION, IL .... 400 400
INTERBASIN CONTROL OF GREAT LAKES, MISSISSIPPI
RIVER A 300 1 e | e 300 | oo
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee recommendation

Investiga- | pranning RECON FEAS PED
PEORIA RIVERFRONT DEVELOPMENT, IL 50
PRAIRIE DUPONT LEVEE, IL 209 255
S. FORK, SOUTH BRANCH, CHICAGO RIVER, (BUBBLY
CREEK), 100
UPPER MISS-ILLINOIS WW SYSTEM, IL, IA, MN, MO &
Wi 9,000
UPPER MISS RIVER COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, IL, IA, MO,
MN & 640 | oo
INDIANA
INDIANA HARBOR, IN 300 | oo | e 300
IOWA
CEDAR RIVER TIME CHECK AREA, CEDAR RAPIDS, IA .. 750
HUMBOLT, 1A 130
KANSAS
MANHATTAN, KS 255 | e
TOPEKA, KS 100 | v | e 250
UPPER TURKEY CREEK, KS 170
KENTUCKY
GREEN RIVER WATERSHED, KY .....vvereeeeeeeeeceeerenane 200
LOUISIANA
BAYOU SORREL LOCK, LA 1,239 | e | e
BOSSIER PARISH, LA 150
CALCASIEU LOCK, LA 1,000 | oo | e 1,000
CALCASIEU RIVER AND PASS, LA 675
CALCASIEU RIVER BASIN, LA 153
CROSS LAKE, LA 100
LOUISIANA COASTAL AREA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION,
LA 25,000 | oo | e 23,000 | oo
LOUISIANA COASTAL PROTECTION & RESTORATION
[LACPR], LA 3,000 | oo | e 3,000 | oo
PLAQUEMINES PARISH, LA 107
PORT OF IBERIA, LA 1,000
ST. CHARLES PARISH URBAN FLOOD CONTROL, LA ... 391 | e
SOUTHWEST COASTAL LOUISIANA HURRICANE PROTEC-
TION, LA 425
WEST SHORE, LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN, LA 425
MARYLAND
ANACOSTIA RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES COMPREHENSIVE
PLAN, MD 321 | e
BALTIMORE METRO WATER RESOURCES—PATAPSCO
URBAN RIVER 100 | v
CHESAPEAKE BAY SHORELINE, MARYLAND COASTAL
MANAGEMENT, 170 | o
CHESAPEAKE BAY SUSQUEHANNA RESERVOIR SEDI-
MENT MANAGEME 143 57
EASTERN SHORE, MID-CHESAPEAKE BAY ISLAND, MD .. | .covevcevrnee 250 | oo | s
MIDDLE POTOMAC COMP PLAN, MD, VA, PA, WV, DC ... 255
MIDDLE POTOMAC WATERSHED, GREAT SENECA CREEK
AND MUDDY 255 | e
SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN LOW FLOW MANAGEMENT
AND ENVIRO 130 | v
MASSACHUSETTS
BOSTON HARBOR (45-FOOT CHANNEL), MA .....oovoveveece | s 500 | e | e 500
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee recommendation

Investiga- | pranning RECON FEAS PED
PILGRIM LAKE, TRURO & PROVINCETOWN, MA ............ 100 | oo | e 100 | v
MICHIGAN
GREAT LAKES NAV SYST STUDY, MI, IL, IN, MN, NY,

OH, PA 800 | oo | e 400
GREAT LAKES REMEDIAL ACTION PLANS [RAP], MI ....... 850
LANSING, GRAND RIVER WATERFRONT RESTORATION,

Ml 215 | e

MINNESOTA

MINNEHAHA CREEK WATERSHED, MN 215

MINNESOTA RIVER WATERSHED STUDY, MN & SD ........ 350 | oo | s 350

WILD RICE RIVER, RED RIVER OF THE NORTH BASIN,

MN Y27 ST IO 271 | e

MISSISSIPPI

PEARL RIVER WATERSHED, MS 200 | oo
MISSOURI

BRUSH CREEK BASIN, KS & MO

KANSAS CITYS, MO & KS 224 224

MISSOURI RIVER DEGRADATION, MO & KS .. 600 600

MISSOURI  RIVER LEVEE SYSTEM, UNITS

R460—471, MO 340
RIVER DES PERES, MO 100
ST. LOUIS, MO (WATERSHED) ......ovceeeeeeeeece e 400

MONTANA
YELLOWSTONE RIVER CORRIDOR, MT ......cvvvereeerereee. 200 | o | e 200 | e
NEW HAMPSHIRE
MERRIMACK RIVER WATERSHED STUDY, NH & MA ....... 200 | oo | e 200 | oo
NEW JERSEY
DELAWARE RIVER COMPREHENSIVE, NJ ....ovvvvren 290 | e | e 290 | e
HUDSON—RARITAN ESTUARY, HACKENSACK

MEADOWLANDS, NJ 200 | s | e 200 | oo
HUDSON—RARITAN ESTUARY, LOWER PASSAIC RIVER,

NJ 200 | o | e 200 | o
LOWER SADDLE RIVER, BERGEN COUNTY, NJ 255
NEW JERSEY SHORE PROECTION, HEREFORD TO CAPE

MAY INLET 130 | o
NEW JERSEY SHORELINE ALTERNATIVE LONG-TERM

NOURISHMENT 110
PASSAIC RIVER MAIN STEM, NJ
PASSAIC RIVER, HARRISON, NJ
PECKMAN RIVER BASIN, NJ 300
RAHWAY RIVER BASIN, NJ 255
RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY, HIGHLANDS,

NJ 255 | e
RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY, LEONARDO, NJ .. 25
RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY, UNION-BEACH,

NJ 110
SHREWSBURY RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, NJ .......ccouec.e. B11 | e | e 511 | e
SOUTH RIVER, RARITAN RIVER BASIN, NJ 215
STONY BROOK, MILLSTONE RIVER BASIN, NJ 110 | o

NEW MEXICO
ESPANOLA VALLEY, NM 150
RIO GRANDE BASIN, NM, CO & TX 120
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee recommendation

Investiga- | pranning RECON FEAS PED
SANTA FE, NM 228 | e
NEW YORK

BRONX RIVER BASIN, NY 130
BUFFALO RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL DREDGING, NY . 100 100
HASHAMOMUCK COVE, SOUTHOLD, NY 200 200
HUDSON—RARITAN ESTUARY, NY & NJ 170
JAMAICA BAY, MARINE PARK AND PLUMB BEACH NY ... 200 | e | e 200
LAKE MONTAUK HARBOR, NY A1 |
MONTAUK POINT, NY
NIAGARA RIVER WATERSHED, NY 104 | o
ONONDAGA LAKE, NY 215
UPPER DELAWARE RIVER WATERSHED, FLOODPLAIN

RECONNECTION 130 | o
UPPER DELAWARE RIVER WATERSHED, LIVINGSTON

MANOR, NY 170 | v

NEVADA
TRUCKEE MEADOWS, NV 10,000
NORTH CAROLINA
BOGUE BANKS, NC 135
CURRITUCK SOUND, NC 150 | e 150
NEUSE RIVER BASIN, NC 200 | oo | e 200
NORTH CAROLINA INTERNATIONAL PORT, NC 104 170 | v
SURF CITY AND NORTH TOPSAIL BEACH, NC 17 170
NORTH DAKOTA

MISSOURI RIVER, ND, MT, SD, NE, IA, KS, MO 5,500 | oo
RED RIVER OF THE NORTH BASIN, MN, ND, SD AND

MANITOBA, 150 3,050

OHIO
HOCKING RIVER BASIN, MONDAY CREEK, OH 437
MAHONING RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL DREDGING, OH ...... 640
WESTERN LAKE ERIE BASIN, OH, IN, & MI 340 | e
OKLAHOMA

GRAND [NEOSHO] RIVER BASIN WATERSHED, OK, MO,

KS 162
0OLOGAH LAKE WATERSHED, KS AND 0K 135
SOUTHEAST OKLAHOMA WATER RESOURCE STUDY, OK 255
WASHITA RIVER BASIN, 0K 215

OREGON

AMAZON CREEK, OR 320
WALLA WALLA RIVER WATERSHED, OR & WA ................ 203 | e | e 203
WILLAMETTE RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL DREDGING, OR ... 215

WILLAMETTE RIVER FLOODPLAIN RESTORATION, OR .....
PENNSYLVANIA
BLOOMSBURG, PA

DELAWARE RIVER BASIN, PINE KNOT, PA
DELAWARE RIVER DREDGED MATERIAL UTILIZATION,
PA, DE &

SCHUYLKILL RIVER BASIN, WISSAHICKON, PA

81

UPPER OHIO NAVIGATION STUDY, PA
SOUTH CAROLINA
EDISTO ISLAND, SC

167
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[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee recommendation

Investiga- | pranning RECON FEAS PED
REEDY RIVER, SC 170 | v
SOUTH DAKOTA
JAMES RIVER, SD & ND 200 | e
WATERTOWN AND VICINITY, SD 448
TENNESSEE
MILL CREEK WATERSHED, DAVIDSON COUNTY, TN ....... 50 | e | e 50 | e
TEXAS
ABILENE, TX (BRAZOS RIVER BASIN—ELM CREEK) ..... 190 | v
BRAZOS ISLAND HARBOR, BROWNSVILLE CHANNEL,
X [T N I 526
DALLAS FLOODWAY, UPPER TRINITY RIVER BASIN, TX .. 2,125
FREEPORT HARBOR, TX 675 | e | e 675
GIWW, HIGH ISLAND TO BRAZOS RIVER REALIGN-
MENTS, TX 200 200
GUADALUPE AND SAN ANTONIO RIVER BASINS, TX ....... 423 423
LOWER COLORADO RIVER BASIN, TX ........ 425 425
NUECES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, TX 250 250
RIO GRANDE BASIN, TX 304 304
SABINE-NECHES WATERWAY, TX 170
SABINE PASS TO GALVESTON BAY, TX 200 | e | e 200
SPARKS ARROYO COLONIA, EL PASO COUNTY, TX ........ 143
VERMONT
MONTPELIER, VT 239
VIRGINIA
CLINCH RIVER WATERSHED, VA 130
CHOWAN RIVER BASIN, VA 215
DISMAL SWAMP AND DISMAL SWAMP CANAL, VA ......... 78
FOUR MILE RUN, VA 100
GATHRIGHT DAM AND LAKE MOOMAW, VA 255
JOHN H. KERR DAM AND RESERVOIR, VA & NC (SEC-
TION 216) 300 300
LYNNHAVEN RIVER BASIN, VA ..corveeeeeeeeeeeeraa 112 112
NEW RIVER, CLAYTOR LAKE, VA 90
UPPER RAPPAHANNOCK RIVER, VA (PHASE 1) 170
VICINITY OF WILLOUGHBY SPIT, VA 243
WASHINGTON
CENTRALIA, WA 1,000
CHEHALIS RIVER BASIN, WA 1,000
ELLIOTT BAY SEAWALL, WA 255
LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION,
WA & OR 300 | oo | e 300
PUGET SOUND NEARSHORE MARINE HABITAT RES-
TORATION, WA 400 400
PUYALLUP RIVER, WA 250 250
SKAGIT RIVER, WA 550
SKOKOMISH RIVER BASIN, WA 300
STILLAGUAMISH RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, WA
WEST VIRGINIA
CHERRY RIVER BASIN, WV 600 | oo
OHIO RIVER BASIN COMPREHENSIVE STUDY, WV, KY,
OH, PA 2,000

UPPER GUYANDOTTE, WV

300
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[In thousands of dollars]

Budget estimate

Committee recommendation

Projct e Investiga- | pranning RECON FEAS PED
WELLS LOCK AND DAM, LITTLE KANAWHA RIVER, WV
(LITTLE K) 40 | s
SUBTOTAL FOR PROJECTS ... 44,468 6,115 514 85,028 32,439
NATIONAL PROGRAMS
COORDINATION STUDIES WITH OTHER AGENCIES ..........
ACCESS TO WATER DATA (TECH ASSIST) ..ovvrvrrrrere. <1V S I 750 | oo
COMMITTEE ON MARINE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS ... 100 100
OTHER COORDINATION PROGRAMS ... 4,330 4,730
LAKE TAHOE (100) (500)
PLANNING ASSISTANCE TO STATES: 7,000 8,051
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES,
AZ (150) (150)
CITY OF LOS ANGELES, CA ... (150) (150)
CITY OF PALMDALE, CA .... (75) (75)
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CA ... (150) (150)
SAN BERNADINO COUNTY, CA .. (150) (150)
SAN MANUEL BAND OF INDIANS, CA (66) (66)
SOBOBA BAND OF INDIANS, CA ............. . (75) (75)
WEST CANAL/WILLOW BROOK FLOOD MANAGE-
MENT STU [V20) 1 RSO IR [V20) 1 R
DELAWARE  ESTUARY  SALINITY MONITORING
STUDY, [VZ0[0) 1
SOUTH BETHANY TIDAL PUMP SYSTEM STUDY,
DE (150) | covevrreeeeeees | e (150) | wooererrerreenens
EFFINGHAM COUNTY STORM WATER MANAGE-
MENT PLAN [(10) 1 R ISR [(10) I
NORTHWEST GA WATERSHEAD, GA .......ccccooeenne. (100) | coeveereeeeenes | e (100)
HAWAII DOT GIS, HI (100)
HAWAII WATER RESOURCES MANAGEMENT, HI .... (270)
RAINFALL ATLAS OF HAWAII, STATE OF HAWAII
AN (100) | cooererieiinns
WAIMANALO  WASTEWATER  EFFLUENT REUSE
PLAN, ST [CYA I —
STATE OF HAWAIl GENERAL FLOOD CONTROL
PLAN U (1,000)
BOYER RIVER, MISSOURI VALLEY, IA (36)
NISHNABOTNA WATERSHED, 1A ... (341) (200)
WILLOW CREEK, 1A (45) (45)
BIG WOOD RIVER—BELVUE
IDAHO, ID 25)
WEISER R. FLOODPLAIN ANALYSIS, ID ......ccovvuve. (50)
LAKE COUNTY WETLANDS RESTORATION, IL .........
KS RIVER WATER RESOURCES, KS ... (50)
PAS TRIBAL SUPPORT, KS (50)
BARDSTOWN, KY (88)
LOUISVILLE PARKS, KY ....oveoeerreeecerereeieies (100)
CHITIMACHA WATERSHED P! X (150)
NEW ORLEANS RIVER PARK, LA ............. (100)
PORT OF LAKE CHARLES MASTER PLAN, LA ... (125)
RIVER PARISHES PEDESTRIAN PLAN, LA ... (125)
ST. JOHNS PARISH MONUMENTATION, LA (125)
TUNICA  RECREATION  TRAIL, TUNICA-
TRIBE (125)
PENN'S HILL DRAINAGE STUDY, QUINCY, MA ....... (10)
TOWN LINE BROOK DRAINAGE ASSESSMENT,
MALDEN, [§10) I [ IO [G10) I (R
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MD ....ccoevvvvreerrrcinee [0 I R IO [VZ1) I I
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[In thousands of dollars]

Budget estimate Committee recommendation
Project title .
'"ﬁﬁ;ﬁfa' Planning RECON FEAS PED
MACOMB COUNTY DRAIN MAPPING & DATABASE,
Mi (VZ010) I OO IS [V200) I RO
STREAM ~ CHARACTERISTICS ~ STUDY  FOR
SAGANING RI (80)

CHOCTAW COUNTY RESERVOIR, MS
CAPE GIRARDEAU GROUNDWATER STUDY, MO .....
CITY OF MARQUAND FLOOD STUDY, MO ... .
PAS MO MDNR NORTHWEST MISSOURI, MO .
PERUQUE CREEK WATER QUALITY, MO ...............
ST. CHARLES RIVERFRONT MICRO-MODEL, MO ...
HENRY R. DAM, BURKE, CO., NC ........ .
GOOCHS MILLL, GRNADVILLE, CO., NC ..
FONTENELLE/BELLEVUE, NE ...............
SPICKET RIVER WATERSHED STUDY, NH .
GRANTS DRAINAGE MANAGEMENT PLAN, NM .......
TARRYTOWN, NY
TOWN OF CLARENCE, NY
WAPPINGERS FALLS, NY ........
HARPERSFIELD DAM, GRAND RIVER, OH
STATE OF OHIO GIS, OH
OKLAHOMA COMP WATER PLAN, OK

SR CBCCOENECBEE D
ogscesoiozsceeg

PAS BOONE NUTE SLOUGH, OR (27)
PAS CITY OF MEDFORD FLOODPLAIN, OR .. (60)
PAS NEHALEM RIVER 0ODOT FLOOD MAPPING,
OR {00 R I [010)
PAS PORTLAND BALANCED CUT AND FILL STUDY,
OR (35) (35)
PAS TOUTLE RIVER RADIO TRACKING, OR ............ (30) (30)
ALLEGHENY CO AQUATIC ASSESSMENT STUDY,
PA [G510) OO IR (50) | oo
NORTHERN ALLEGHENY CO STORMWATER MANGT
STUDY (25) (25)
PENNSYLVANIA FLOOD INUNDATION MAPPING, PA (100) (100)
SW PA SPILL RESPONSE STUDY, PA .. (50) (50
USS YORKTOWN, SC .................. (75) (75)
KINGSPORT RIVERFRONT, TN ... . (75) (75)
TN DEPT OF ENV AND CONSERV PILOT STUDY—
WIR [1010) 1 OO I [V{L10) 0 E—
CHARLOTTESVILLE  WATER  QUALITY ~ MANAGE-
MENT, VA (40) (40)
JAMES CITY SURRY NON-STRUCTURAL, VA ......... (35) (35)
STORM WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR COASTAL
COMM (220)
VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF  TRANSPORTATION,
VA (114) | i | v (114) | i
WILLIAMSBURG ~ STORMWATER ~ MANAGEMENT,
VA (25)
SOUTH BURLINGTON, VT ...oooovivicnviiiccnnriieranns (50
CLOVER ISLAND—PORT OF KENEWICK, WA ......... (25)
ELWHA RIVER, WA (50)
HALF MOON LAKE ALUM DOSING STUDY, WI ........ (30)
INTERNAL PHOSPHORUS LOADING ASSESSMENT
STUDY (31) (31)
ONEIDA NATION FLOODPLAIN DELINEATION, WI ... (250) (250)
CITY OF RAVENWOOD, WV ............. . (25) (25)
PUTNAM COUNTY DRAINAGE, WV ... (50) (50

COLLECTION AND STUDY OF BASIC DATA

AUTOMATED  INFORMATION SYSTEMS SUPPORT TRI-
CADD 350 1 i | 350 | s
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[In thousands of dollars]

Budget estimate Committee recommendation
Project title :
: '"‘ﬁ;ﬁ'sga' Planning RECON FEAS PED
COASTAL FIELD DATA COLLECTION .....vvvrereerrreeirceeenne LAOO | oo | i 6,000
COASTAL DATA INFORMATION PROGRAM (1,000)
PACIFIC ISLAND LAND OCEAN TYPHOON EXPERI-

MENT (1,000
SURGE AND WAVE ISLAND MODELING STUDIES,

HI (1,250
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA STUDIES .....oooovvererriir 75 75

FLOOD DAMAGE DATA 220 220
FLOOD PLAIN MANAGEMENT SERVICES .......ccccovvmrrenecs 8,000 13,200
MOBILE  DISTRICT  HURRICANE  EVACUATION

STUDIES (50) (50)
SPECIAL STUDY—CROWDABOUT CREEK, AL ........ (81) (81)
SS—SFHE  MONTGOMERY AL, LITTLE SANDY

CREEK, (40) (40)
SS—BEAVER/CLEAR CREEKS, CAMP VERDE, AZ (100) (100)
SS—COCHISE COUNTY, AZ ... (100) (100)
SS—GILA RIVER/DUNCAN, AZ (100) (100)
SS—HOPI TRIBE FLOODPLAIN MAPPING, AZ (100) (100)
SS—TOHONO 0'ODHAM GU VO WASH, AZ ........... (95) (95)
SS—TOHONO 0’ODHAM  NATIONWIDE  FLOOD-

PLAIN (250)
HUMBOLDT COUNTY, CA TSUNAMI PAS, CA ......... (500)
RAYMOND BASIN CONJUNCTIVE USE DROUGHT

STuDY (125) (125)

SAN MATEO COUNTY, CA LEVEE SURVEY, CA ... (30) (30)
SS—ANAVERDE CREEK FLOODPLAIN DELINEA-

TION, [ 10]1) I [ I (100) | wooevrrrerir
SS—SOBOBA BAND OF INDIANS FLOOD MAP-

PING, (100) | coveeereerrens | e (100) | oo

CARBON COUNTY, CO (50) (50)
DURANGO, LAPLATA COUNTY, CO (60) (60)
GREEN RIVER CITY, CO .. (80) (80)
LA PLATA COUNTY, CO ... (50) (50)
MESA COUNTY, CO (50) (50)
FLOOD/HURRICANE EVACUATION, DC ......ccccevvuenee (100) (100)
WHITE CLAY CREEK, NEW CASTLE, DE (200)
SAVANNAH DISTRICT HURRICANE EVAC STUDIES,

G (40) (40)
SS—GA CLARKSVILLE STREAM SURVEY, GA ........ (20) (20)
ANAHOLA FLOOD HAZARD STUDY, KAUAL HI ........ (150)
HAWAII TECHNICAL SERVICES, HI (40)
HURRICANE EVACUATION STUDIES, HAWAII .......... (1,000
KALUANUI STREAM FLOOD HAZARD DETERMINA-

TION, (150) (150)
NUUANU RESERVOIR FLOOD STUDY, HI ................ (150) (150)
WAIMEA RIVER ZONE A FLOOD DETERMINATION,

KA (185) | oo | e (185) | oo
WAIOHULI GULCH FLOOD HAZARD STUDY, KULA,

MA [0]1) I [ I (200)
IOWA MULTI-STATE DAM SAFETY ANALYSES, IA ... (37)
LITTLE SIOUX WATERSHED, 1A (50)
MON-MAQ DAM REMOVAL STUDY & LOCAL

FLOODPLAIN (120)
SS—EVALUATION OF FLOODING SCENARIOS, 1A .. (120
SS—REGULATED FREQUENCY CURVES (150)
SS BOULDER CREEK DONNELLY, ID ... (35)
SS WARM SPRINGS CREEK VIC OF CHALLIS, ID ... (38) | v
SS WARM SPRINGS CREEK VIC OF KETCHUM,

D (A5) 1 e | (45) | s
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[In thousands of dollars]

Budget estimate

Committee recommendation

Projct e '"‘ﬁ;ﬁ'sga' Planning RECON FEAS PED

SS—IL LEVEES EVALUATION SUPPORT, IL (250)
WILL COUNTY SURVEY, IL (400)
NODAWAY COUNTY BRIDGE STUDY, KS . (50)
CHITIMACHA TRIBE OF LA, [GIS]
CITY OF ALEXANDRIA, LA [GIS]
EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH, LA [GIS]
HURRICANE EVACUATION STUDY, SE LOUISIANA

upP (100)
LIVINGSTON PARISH, LA [GIS]
SS—CITY OF GRETNA GIS, LA (200)
SS—EAST BATON ROUGE GIS, LA . (450)
SS—LIVINGSTON PARISH GIS, LA ...... (650)
CLAY PIT BROOK FLOODING STUDY, MA ... (25)
HOOSIC RIVER FLOOD MITIGATION STUDY

CHESHI (10)
SAW MILL BROOK FLOOD STUDY, NEWTON, MA ... (10)
SPEAR  BROOK FLOOD CONTROL  STUDY,

WILBRAHAM, (10)
HURRICANE EVACUATION STUDIES, MD . (50)
AUTRAIN RIVER SCOUR STUDY, MI ........ (75)
FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT TRAINING, MO (30)
SS—LINCOLN COUNTY, MO (150)
JORDAN, MT (80)
NASHUA FLOOD RISK ASSESSMENT, MT ... (55)
NORTH CAROLINA HES RESTUDY, NC (50)
BEAVER & BLACK BROOKS FLOODING STUDY

LOND [V5) 1 ESSOUOR IR (V) I (R
FLOODPLAIN MAPS FOR  MANALAPAN AND

MATCHAPON (500)
SS—MANALAPAN BROOK, NJ ....ovvverirrcinee (110) (110)
ELBOW CREEK, NY (60) (60)
FORECAST STUDIES, NY .. (50) (50)
HURRICANE EVACUATION S (50) (50)
ONONDAGA CREEK, SYRACUSE, NY (100) (100)
SPECIAL STUDY—FINGER LAKES, NY (100) (100)
NEW JERSEY—PORT AUTHORITY STUDY UPDATE

N (180) | cooevreeeereeres | e [GR:10) I I
SPECIAL STUDY—CRAWFORD COUNTY, OH ......... (100) (100)
SS CITY OF JOHN DAY, OR . (160) (160)
SS CROOKED RIVER FIS (CITY OF PRINEVILLE), ... (140) (140)
SS JUNIPER CANYON FIS (CITY OF PRINEVILLE), (137) (137)
SS WAHKIAKUM CO FIS #1 (GRAY'S RIVER), OR .. (155) (155)
SS WAHKIAKUM CO FIS #2 (ELOCHOMAN RIVER),

OR (130) | cooereeeeeees | e [GR]0) 0 I
SS WAHKIAKUM CO FIS #3 (WILSON CREEK),

OR (128) | coeveeeeeeees | e (128) | v
SS WAHKIAKUM CO FIS #4 (SKAMOKAWA CREEK),

OR (128) | coveeveeveees | v (128) | o
PHILADELPHIA HURRICANE EVACUATION STUDY,

P (10) (10)
SOUTHEASTERN, PA (250) (250)
PUERTO RICO HES BEHAVIOR STUDY, PR . (112) (112)
SOUTH CAROLINA HES RESTUDY, SC (50) (50)
SS—CITY OF GALLATIN, TN ...... (85) (85)
UNINCORPARATED WEBER CO., UT .... (50) (50)
CITY OF GALAX, VA (100) (100)
SS—TOWN OF ABINGDON, VA .. (56) (56)
DAM BREAK STUDIES, VT (31) (31)
EAST LONG POND DAM, VT ... (50) (50)
LAKE HARDWICK DAM, VT ... (50) | v | e, [10) L
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[In thousands of dollars]

Budget estimate Committee recommendation

Project title Investiga-

tions Planning RECON FEAS PED

MACKVILLE POND DAM, VT ...
NICHOLS POND DAM, VT ......
RUGG BROOKS, ST. ALBANS CITY, VT
SS—STEVENS BROOKS, TOWN OF ST.

VT
SS—VERMONT, VT
WARREN LAKE DAM, VT

SS LIND COULEE, VICINITY OF LIND, WA ...

SS MCCOY CREEK, VICINITY OF OAKES|

WA

BEAR RIVER STUDY—UINTA CO., WY ......ccccocoooee.
HYDROLOGIC STUDIES
INTERNATIONAL WATER STUDIES ......cccoovvviiicnriiiiinnes
PRECIPITATION STUDIES (NATIONAL WEATHER SERV-

ICE) 225 | e | e 225 | s
REMOTE SENSING/GEOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION SYS-
TEM SUPPORT 150 | e | e, 150 | oo
SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL INFORMATION CENTERS ... 50 50
STREAM GAGING (U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY) ... 600 600
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS 350 350
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 16,892 | ... 25,392
SUBMERGED AQUATIC VEGETATION, MD (1,000
URBAN FLOOD DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM, DRI,
NV [VRS1010) I E—
OTHER—MISC
FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT 2,000 2,000
INDEPENDENT PEER REVIEW 1,000 1,000
NATIONAL SHORELINE 375 750
PLANNING SUPPORT PROGRAM 2,100 2,100
TRIBAL PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM 1,000 1,000
WATER RESOURCES PRIORITIES ST 2,000
SUBTOTAL, NATIONAL PROGRAMS ................... 9817 | s | s 69,223 | oo
TOTAL 93,885 6,115 514 154,251 32,439
SAVINGS AND SLIPPAGE =17224 | oo
GRAND TOTAL 100,000 | oo | e 170,000 | cooccvireerrieens

Homer Harbor Modification, Alaska.—The Committee rec-
ommends $340,000 to continue feasibility studies. A new harbor
basin would not only reduce existing overcapacity and congestion,
but would also enable Port and Harbor of Homer to accommodate
the growth in the use of Homer by the commercial fleet.

Valdez Harbor Expansion, Alaska.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $385,000 for preconstruction engineering
and design studies. Rafting during the commercial fishing season
has been reported up to eight boats deep on a regular basis. The
problem is highly seasonal, requiring a large need for transient
space primarily during the summer months.

Central Valley Integrated Flood Management Study, California.—
The Committee recommends $425,000 for this feasibility study. The
State of California has requested that the Corps update the origi-
nal Sacramento-San Joaquin Basin Comprehensive Study. These
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studies will be muted to prepare a comprehensive system approach
to flood management for the Central Valley.

Riverside County SAMP and San Diego County SAMP, Cali-
fornia.—The Committee recommendation includes funding to com-
plete these Special Area Management Plans. The SAMPs will re-
sult in a streamlined section 404 process, which will generate gen-
eral and individual permits.

West Sacramento, California.—The Committee recommendation
includes $950,000 to continue the general re-evaluation of the levee
system.

Red Clay Creek, Christina River Watershed, Delaware.—The
Committee recommends $264,000 for the final screening of alter-
natives, selection of recommended plan of improvement, prepara-
tion of draft EA, and completion of draft feasibility report, $36,000
is recommended to initiate preconstruction engineering and design.

Miami Harbor Channel, Florida.—The Committee recommenda-
tion includes $510,000 to continue studies of the harbor deepening.

Walton County, Florida.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $229,000 to initiate preconstruction engineering and design
activities. This project is a test bed for the Institute of Water Re-
sources Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction model.

Ocmulgee River Basin Watershed Management, Georgia.—The
Committee has recommended no funding for this administration
new study start.

Savannah Harbor Expansion, Georgia.—The Committee rec-
ommendation has included funds for this project under the Con-
struction General Heading. The Construction Phase was initiated
in the fiscal year 2009 Energy and Water Development Appropria-
tions Act.

Prairie Dupont Levee, Illinois.—The Committee recommends
$209,000 for the feasibility study to assess the potential for recon-
struction of deteriorated features such as gates and culverts. The
recommendation also includes $255,000 for the deficiency correc-
tion preconstruction engineering and design studies to investigate
solutions such as rehabilitation/replacement of existing relief wells
and the construction of additional relief wells.

Upper Mississippi River—Illinois Waterway Navigation System,
Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin.—The Com-
mittee recommendation includes $9,000,000 for continuation of
preconstruction engineering and design studies. The Committee
recognizes the need to modernize this more than 60-year-old navi-
gation system and has provided continued funding for both struc-
tural design and environmental restoration work.

Green River Watershed, Kentucky.—The Committee has rec-
ommended no funding for this new study star proposed by the ad-
ministration.

Louisiana Coastal Area Ecosystem Restoration, Louisiana.—The
Committee recommends $23,000,000 for these important studies.
The Committee notes that the Science activities are included with-
in the overall line item rather than being budgeted separately.

The reduction made to these studies should not be viewed as any
diminution of support for these efforts, rather it is an attempt to
balance out the Corps of Engineers nationwide program among the
various missions of the Corps.
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Louisiana Coastal Protection and Restoration Project [LACPR],
Louisiana.—The Committee recommendation includes $3,000,000
to refine and integrate LACPR findings and outputs regarding al-
ternative trade-offs, and coastal landscape contributions to risk
management, with ongoing Hurricane Storm Damage Reduction
projects and Coastal Protection and Restoration projects and to de-
lineate comprehensive plans for higher levels of storm surge risk
reduction.

Chesapeake Bay, Susquehanna Reservoir Sediment Management,
Maryland, Pennsylvania and Virginia.—It has been estimated that
280 million tons of sediment originating from the Susquehanna
River watershed are trapped behind the four hydroelectric dams lo-
cated on the Lower Susquehanna River between Havre de Grace,
Maryland, and Harrisburg, Pennsylvania. Three of the four dams
Holtwood, Safe Harbor, and York Haven have reached steady state.
It is estimated that the Conowingo Dam will cease to have trapping
capacity in 15 to 20 years. Once this last reservoir reaches steady
state, the sediment input to the bay may increase dramatically.
The Committee recommendation includes $143,000 to complete the
reconnaissance study to examine the impact of the Lower Susque-
hanna River Dams on sediment transport into the Bay and $57,000
to initiate feasibility studies.

St. Louis Watershed, Missouri—The Committee has rec-
ommended no funding for this new study star proposed by the ad-
ministration.

Upper Delaware River Watershed, Livingston Manor, New
York.—The Committee recommendation includes $170,000 to con-
tinue flood control studies along the Delaware River.

Red River of the North Basin, Minnesota, North Dakota, South
Dakota and Manitoba.—The Committee recommendation includes
$3,050,000 to continue various flood damage reduction studies in
North Dakota and Minnesota. In the Fargo, North Dakota/Moor-
head, Minnesota area alone the Red River has exceeded flood stage
in 51 of the past 107 years and every year from 1993 through 2009.
Studies are ongoing under this authority in the Fargo-Moorhead
Metro area, Pembina, North Dakota, the Fargo upstream area and
additional studies of the Sheyenne River will be undertaken to
evaluate solutions to the 2009 spring flood.

James River, South Dakota and North Dakota.—The Committee
has recommended $200,000 to evaluate solutions to flooding condi-
tions in the James River Basin due to the spring 2009 flood.

Gathright Dam and Lake Moomaw, Virginia.—The Committee
recommendation includes $255,000 to initiate feasibility studies to
address several problems articulated by the Virginia Department of
Environmental Quality and the Department of Game and Inland
Fisheries including benthic impairments, low dissolved oxygen con-
centrations, elevated nutrient levels, and cold and warm water
fisheries in the James River below the lake.

Vicinity of Willoughby Spit, Norfolk, Virginia.—The Committee
recommends $243,000 to complete the General Reevaluation Study.

Centralia, Chehalis River, Lewis County, Washington.—The Com-
mittee recommendation includes 1,000,000 to continue
preconstruction engineering and design efforts to reduce the risk of
flooding to the Interstate 5 corridor. Significant flooding in 2007
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and 2009 resulted in heavy damages to urban and rural areas of
the Chehalis Basin and closed I-5 for a total of 6 days.

Chehalis River Basin, Washington.—The Committee recommends
$1,000,000 for plan formulation for a Feasibility decision document,
conduct a Feasibility Scoping meeting and initiate the alternatives
analysis for ecosystem and flood risk management studies. It is the
Committee’s understanding that Grays Harbor has recently indi-
cated they would like to pursue increasing the scope of the study
to include flood risk management.

Planning Assistance to States.—The Committee recommendation
includes $8,051,000 for this nationwide cost-shared program. The
Committee recognizes that there are hundreds of these studies on-
going at any given time. The Committee has provided a listing in
the table of projects that should be given priority if cost-sharing
funds are available from the local sponsors. However, the Corps
should view these amounts as guides and reprogram funds as ap-
propriate to move these studies forward as rapidly as possible.

Coastal Field Data Collection.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $6,000,000 for this nationwide program. In addition to
budgeted funds of $1,400,000, $4,600,000 has been recommended to
continue the Coastal Data Information Program; Surge and Wave
Island Modeling Studies, Hawaii; and the Pacific Island Land
Ocean Typhoon Experiment Program. The Wave Data Study should
also be continued within this overall funding amount. The Com-
mittee has included a portion of the climate change funding from
the O&M account to this line item to ensure that this data collec-
tion effort continues. As a majority of our population lives within
50 miles of the coast it is prudent to invest in these data collection
activities to be able to evaluate how sea level rise will affect all of
our coastal areas. Recent studies have shown, for instance, that sea
level rise will affect the Atlantic Coast unequally with the Chesa-
peake Bay area being impacted more than the northern and south-
ern portions of the Atlantic Coast. However, the Atlantic and Gulf
Coasts of 2100 will likely look much different than they do today.

The Global Climate Change Impacts in the United States Report
(www.globalchange.gov/usimpacts) released by the White House in
May 2009 shows the impacts to our coastal environments if even
a moderate sea level rise of 2—4 feet occurs over the next 100 years.
Planning needs to be accelerated to determine how sea level rise
will be accommodated. This may involve an orderly retreat from
some of the lowest areas of the coast over a period of years. Coastal
protection projects will continue to be vital to protecting our popu-
lation, but the policy question that must be answered is should all
of our coastal areas be protected and at what cost.

Flood Plain Management Services Program.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $13,200,000. The Committee has provided a
listing in the table of projects that should be given priority if cost
sharing funds are available from the local sponsors. However, the
Corps should view these amounts as guides and reprogram funds
as appropriate to move these studies forward as rapidly as possible.

Research and Development.—The Committee has recommended
$25,392,000 for the Corps nationwide research and development
programs. The Committee believes that this is an important area
of the Corps’ program that should be supported and has rec-
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ommended $5,000,000 above the budget request. The Committee
believes that some of this additional funding should be applied to
climate change research to be conducted in concert with the Coast-
al Data Information Program. The Committee has also rec-
ommended $1,000,000 to continue submerged aquatic vegetation
research in the Chesapeake Bay and $2,500,000 to continue the
Urban Flood Demonstration Program in cooperation with the
Desert Research Institute.

National Shoreline Study.—The Committee recommends an addi-
tional $375,000 for the national Planning Center of Expertise for
Coastal Storm Damage Reduction for continuing to develop a proc-
ess for managing shore protection projects as part of a systems ap-
proach to coastal protection for the purpose of achieving improved
project performance, increased cost effectiveness, and enhanced
benefits.

Water Resources Priorities Study.—No funds are provided for this
new study start proposed by the administration.

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL
Appropriations, 2009 .........cccccccieieiiiieeeiiee e e e eeree e $2,141,677,000

Budget estimate, 20091 1,718,000,000
Committee recommendation 1,924,000,000

1Excludes emergency appropriations of $4,835,000,000.

This appropriation includes funds for construction, major reha-
bilitation and related activities for water resources development
projects having navigation, flood and storm damage reduction,
water supply, hydroelectric, environmental restoration, and other
attendant benefits to the Nation. The construction and major reha-
bilitation for designated projects for inland and costal waterways
will derive one-half of the funding from the Inland Waterway Trust
Fund. Funds to be derived from the Harbor Maintenance Trust
Fund will be applied to cover the Federal share of the Dredged Ma-
terial Disposal Facilities Program.

The Administration’s budget request proposes funding for most of
the construction items in the CG account. However, there were a
few oversights that the Committee found within the O&M account
and have chosen to fund those items under CG. The budget request
for these items is displayed in the O&M account as requested by
the Administration. These items are listed below.

When accounting for these items in the traditional accounts, the
President’s CG budget request is actually $1,765,067,000 rather
than $1,718,000,000 as shown above. The projects moved from the
O&M request include:

[In thousands of dollars]

Project Name Amount

Assategue, MD 1,000
Lower Cape May Meadows, Cape May Point, NJ 400
Cape May Inlet to Lower Township, NJ 200
Delaware Bay Coastline, Roosevelt Inlet to Lewes Beach, DE 350
Section 111 Program 9,043
Poplar Island, MD 8,200
Dredged Material Disposal Facilities 5,199
Indiana Harbor (Confined Disposal Facility), IN 13,500
Section 204/145 9,175
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[In thousands of dollars]

Project Name Amount

TOTAL, Projects Migrating from Construction to 0&M 47,067

The projects that are included in the line item above for the
Dredged Material Disposal Facilities are listed in the CG table.

Due to constrained funding, the Committee reduced the re-
quested amounts for some administration projects. This should not
be perceived as a lack of support for any of these projects, rather
it is an attempt by the Committee to balance out the program
across the Nation and fund most of the projects or studies that
were funded in fiscal year 2009 but were not addressed by the ad-
ministration proposal.

Even with a 5280,000,000 increase to the Corps’ accounts, the
Committee is unable to address all of the needs. The CG account
is down by $80,500,000 from the fiscal year 2009 Senate proposal.
By the Committee’s estimate, less than 60 percent of the needed
funding is available for this account. Construction schedules will
slip due to this constrained funding. This will result in deferred
benefits to the national economy. The Committee does not believe
that there is any way to prioritize the projects to alleviate this
problem without serious unintended consequences. Adequate re-
sources have been denied for too long. Only providing adequate re-
sources for these national investments will resolve this situation.

The Committee deleted the new construction starts requested by
the Administration as sufficient funding does not exist in the cur-
rent budget nor is there reasonable assurance that sufficient funds
will be available in the future to accommodate these new items as
well as ongoing work.

The appropriation provides funds for the Continuing Authorities
Program (projects which do not require specific authorizing legisla-
tion), which includes projects for flood control (section 205), emer-
gency streambank and shoreline protection (section 14), beach ero-
sion control (section 103), mitigation of shore damages (section
111), navigation projects (section 107), snagging and clearing (sec-
tion 208), aquatic ecosystem restoration (section 206), beneficial
uses of dredged material (section 204), and project modifications for
improvement of the environment (section 1135).

The budget request and the approved Committee allowance are
shown on the following table:

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

[In thousands of dollars]

Committee

Project title Budget estimate recommendation

ALABAMA
TUSCALOOSA, AL 10,000
ALASKA
ALASKA COASTAL EROSION, AK 2,000
ST. PAUL HARBOR, AK 3,000 3,000

UNALASKA, AK 2,000
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ARKANSAS
RED RIVER BELOW DENISON DAM, LA, AR & TX 2,000
RED RIVER EMERGENCY BANK PROTECTION, AR & TX 2,000

CALIFORNIA
AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED (COMMON FEATURES), CA

AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED (FOLSOM DAM MODIFICATIONS), C

6,700
66,700

CALFED LEVEE STABILITY PROGRAM, CA
CORTE MADERA CREEK, CA

FARMINGTON RECHARGE, CA

GUADALUPE RIVER, CA

KAWEAH RIVER, CA

MURRIETA CREEK, CA

NAPA RIVER, CA

OAKLAND HARBOR (50-FOOT PROJECT), CA

PLACER COUNTY, CA

SAN LUIS REY RIVER, CA

SANTA ANA RIVER MAINSTEM, CA

TAHOE BASIN RESTORATION, CA

UPPER GUADALUPE RIVER, CA

WEST SACRAMENTO, CA

YUBA RIVER BASIN, CA

DELAWARE COAST PROTECTION, DE

WASHINGTON, DC & VICINITY

CEDAR HAMMOCK, WARES CREEK, FL

JACKSONVILLE HARBOR, FL

LEE COUNTY, FL

MARTIN COUNTY, FL

PANAMA CITY BEACHES, FL
PINELLAS COUNTY, FL

KISSIMMEE RIVER, FL

TAMPA HARBOR, FL

AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED (FOLSOM DAM RAISE), CA 600
HAMILTON AIRFIELD WETLANDS RESTORATION, CA 14,250
640
LOS ANGELES HARBOR MAIN CHANNEL DEEPENING, CA 885
MID VALLEY AREA LEVEE RECONSTRUCTION, CA
5,000
NAPA RIVER SALT MARSH RESTORATION, CA 6,750
1,000
SACRAMENTO DEEPWATER SHIP CHANNEL, CA 10,000
SACRAMENTO RIVER BANK PROTECTION PROJECT, CA 15,000
SACRAMENTO RIVER, GLENN-COLUSA IRRIGATION DISTRICT, CA
52,193
SOUTH SACRAMENTO COUNTY STREAMS, CA 2,500
SUCCESS DAM, TULE RIVER (DAM SAFETY), CA 10,000
2,955
DELAWARE
DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, ROOSEVELT INLET TO LEWES BEACH
DELAWARE COAST FROM CAPE HELOPEN TO FENWICK ISLAND, BE
DELAWARE COAST FROM CAPE HENLOPEN TO FENWICK ISLAND, R
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
6,790
FLORIDA
BREVARD COUNTY, FL (MID AND SOUTH REACHES)
5,565
HERBERT HOOVER DIKE, FL (SEEPAGE CONTROL) 130,000
350
6,000
SOUTH FLORIDA EVERGLADES ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, FL ........oiiiiieicirrrcevceeieiccss 214,357
CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA, FL (163,771)
EVERGLADES AND S. FLORIDA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, ........covvevvvevviverariniieranns (1,725)
(44,673)
MODIFIED WATER DELIVERIES, FL (4,188)
GEORGIA
ATLANTA ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, GA
1,615

RICHARD B. RUSSELL DAM AND LAKE, GA & SC

500
5,565
130,000
950
1,400
350

500
6,000
163,402
(117,004)
(1,725
(44,673)

1,000
1,615
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SAVANNAH HARBOR, GA 1,000
HAWAII
IAO STREAMS, HI 250
HAWAII WATER MANAGEMENT, HI 2,000
KAHUKU, HI 4,360
IDAHO
RURAL IDAHO 2,000
ILLINOIS
ALTON TO GALE LEVEE DISTRICT, IL & MO (DEF CORR) 300 300
CHAIN OF ROCKS CANAL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IL (DEF CORR) 6,500 6,500
CHICAGO SANITARY AND SHIP CANAL, DISPERSAL BARRIER, IL ... 5,000 5,000
CHICAGO SHORELINE, IL 3,500
DES PLAINES RIVER, IL 3,300 6,800
EAST ST LOUIS, IL 2,000 2,000
EAST ST. LOUIS AND VICINITY, IL 540
MCCOOK AND THORNTON RESERVOIRS, IL 25,000 25,000
NUTWOOD DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT, IL 300
OLMSTED LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, IL & KY 109,790 105,000
UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER RESTORATION, IL, IA, MN, MO & ... 20,000 18,000
WOOD RIVER LEVEE, IL 1,170 1,170
INDIANA
INDIANA HARBOR CONFINED DISPOSAL FACILITY, IN 1 13,500
LITTLE CALUMET RIVER, IN 20,000 20,000
MT. ZION MILL POND DAM, FULTON COUNTY, IN 575
IOWA
DES MOINES AND RACCOON RIVERS, 1A 2,700
DES MOINES RECREATIONAL RIVER AND GREENBELT, 1A 4,300
MISSOURI RIVER FISH MITIGATION, IA, KS, MO, MT, NE 70,000 60,000
KANSAS
TURKEY CREEK BASIN, KS & MO 2,500 3,500
KENTUCKY
KENTUCKY LOCK AND DAM, TENNESSEE RIVER, KY 1,000 1,000
MARKLAND LOCKS AND DAM, KY, IL (MAJOR REHAB) ! 1,000 1,000
WOLF CREEK DAM, LAKE CUMBERLAND, KY (SEEPAGE CONTROL) ......vvevmrverrrerererrernnens 123,000 123,000
LOUISIANA
ASCENSION PARISH, LA [EI] 1,000
COMITE RIVER, LA 8,000
EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH, LA [FC] 3,000
EAST BATON ROUGE, LA [EN 500
J. BENNETT JOHNSTON WATERWAY, LA 7,000 7,000
LAROSE TO GOLDEN MEADOW, LA [CG] 1,200 5,800
LIVINGSTON PARISH, LA [EI] 500
MARYLAND
ASSATEAGUE ISLAND, MD 1,000
ATLANTIC COAST OF MARYLAND, MD 4,500
CHESAPEAKE BAY ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND PROTECTION 1,000
CHESAPEAKE BAY OYSTER RECOVERY, MD & VA 2,000
POPLAR ISLAND, MD 8,550
MASSACHUSETTS
MUDDY RIVER, MA 4,000 5,000
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MICHIGAN
GENESEE COUNTY, MI 600
GEORGE W. KUHN DRAIN PROJECT, MI 300
GREAT LAKES FISHERY AND ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, Mi 2,000
NEGAUNEE, MI 1,000
SAULT STE MARIE REPLACEMENT LOCK, MI 1,000
MINNESOTA
BRECKENRIDGE, MN 5,000
ROSEAU, MN 2,500
MISSISSIPPI
DESOTO COUNTY REGIONAL WASTEWATER SYSTEM, MS 8,000
MISSISSIPPI ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, MS 10,000
MISSOURI
BLUE RIVER BASIN, KANSAS CITY, MO 750
BLUE RIVER CHANNEL, KANSAS CITY, MO 5,600 5,600
CHESTERFIELD, MO 3,331 3,331
CLEARWATER LAKE, MO (SEEPAGE CONTROL) 40,000 40,000
KANSAS CITYS, MO & KS 700 | o
MERAMEC RIVER BASIN, VALLEY CITY LEVEE, MO 1,525
MISS RIVER BTWN THE OHIO AND MO RIVERS (REG WORKS), MO ... 580 580
MISSOURI AND MIDDLE MISSISSIPI RIVERS ENHANCEMENT, MO 1,000
MISSOURI RIVER LEVEE SYSTEM (L-385), MO, IA, NE, KS 2,500
ST. LOUIS FLOOD PROTECTION, MO 566 566
SWOPE PARK INDUSTRIAL AREA, KANSAS CITY, MO 4,000
MONTANA
FORT PECK CABIN CONVEYANCE, MT 1,869
RURAL MONTANA, MT 5,000
NEBRASKA
ANTELOPE CREEK, NE 5,697 5,697
NEVADA
RURAL NEVADA [El], NV 15,000
NEW JERSEY
BARNEGAT INLET TO LITTLE EGG HARBOR INLET, NJ 5,000
BRIGANTINE INLET TO GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET (ABSECON IS 2,000
BRIGANTINE INLET TO GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET, BRIGANTINE 80
CAPE MAY INLET TO LOWER TOWNSHIP, NJ 200
DELAWARE RIVER MAIN CHANNEL DEEPENING, NJ, PA, DE 10,000
GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET & PECK BEACH, NJ 6,500 6,500
GREAT EGG HARBOR TO TOWNSENDS INLET, NJ 3,500
HACKENSACK MEADOWLANDS, NJ 500
JOSEPH G. MINISH WATERFRONT, NJ 3,000
LOWER CAP MAY MEADOWS, CAPE MAY POINT, NJ 400
PASSAIC RIVER BASIN FLOOD MGMT, NJ 1,000
RAMAPO RIVER AT MAHWAH AND SUFFERN, NJ 200
RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY, NJ 2,000
RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY, PORT MONMOUTH, NJ 2,000
RARITAN RIVER BASIN, GREEN BROOK SUB-BASIN, NJ 7,000 7,000
SANDY HOOK TO BARNEGAT INLET, NJ 2,000
TOWNSENDS INLET TO CAPE MAY INLET, NJ 2,000
NEW MEXICO
ACEQUIAS IRRIGATION SYSTEM, NM 500
ALAMOGORDO, NM 4,200
MIDDLE RIO GRANDE FLOOD PROTECTION, BERNALILLO TO BELE 800
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RIO GRANDE FLOODWAY, SAN ACACIA TO BOSQUE DEL APACHE, .......coocevvecvvvvirrereverernnne 800 800
SOUTHWEST VALLEY ALBUQUERQUE, NM 4,000
NEW YORK
ATLANTIC COAST OF NYC, ROCKAWAY INLET TO NORTON POINT, ........coovvevrveeerecrerirerecnns 3,000 3,000
FIRE ISLAND INLET TO MONTAUK POINT, NY 5,800 5,800
LONG BEACH ISLAND, NY 700 700
NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY HARBOR, NY & NJ 64,716 60,000
NEW YORK CITY WATERSHED, NY 1,000
NEW YORK STATE CANAL, NY 1,000
ONONDAGA LAKE, NY 1,000
ORCHARD BEACH, BRONX, NY 1,000
NORTH CAROLINA
BRUNSWICK COUNTY BEACHES, NC 900
CAROLINA BEACH AND VICINITY, NC 1,500 1,500
WEST ONSLOW BEACH AND NEW RIVER INLET, NC 400 400
WILMINGTON HARBOR, NC 1,800 1,800
NORTH DAKOTA
GARRISON DAM AND POWER PLANT, ND (REPLACEMENT) 8,620 8,620
GRAND FORKS, ND—EAST GRAND FORKS, MN 2,617
MISSOURI RIVER RESTORATION, ND 300
NORTH DAKOTA ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, ND 15,000
OHIO
DOVER DAM, MUSKINGUM RIVER, OH (DAM SAFETY ASSURANCE) ........ccccoourveemmruirnnriinnns 18,500 18,500
HOLES CREEK, WEST CARROLLTON, OHIO 1,656
OHIO EI, OH 1,000
OKLAHOMA
CANTON LAKE, OK (DAM SAFETY) 24,250 24,250
OREGON
COLUMBIA RIVER TREATY FISHING ACCESS SITES, OR & WA ..o 500 500
ELK CREEK LAKE, OR 500 500
WILLAMETTE TEMPERATURE CONTROL, OR 11,000 11,000
PENNSYLVANIA
EMSWORTH L&D, OHIO RIVER, PA (STATIC INSTABILITY CORRE ......c.ccooovueeriireniiricninns 25,000 25,000
LOCKS AND DAMS 2, 3 AND 4, MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA 6,210 6,210
PRESQUE ISLE, PA 1,000 1,000
WYOMING VALLEY (LEVEE RAISING), PA 1,200
PUERTO RICO
PORTUGUES AND BUCANA RIVERS, PR 45,000 42,000
RIO PUERTO NUEVO, PR 5,000 5,000
SOUTH DAKOTA
BIG SIOUX RIVER, SIOUX FALLS, SD 4,000
TENNESSEE
CENTER HILL DAM (SEEPAGE CONTROL), TN 56,000 56,000
CHICKAMAUGA LOCK, TENNESSEE RIVER, TN 1,000 1,000
TEXAS
BRAYS BAYOU, HOUSTON, TX 7,300 5,300
CENTRAL CITY, FORT WORTH, UPPER TRINITY RIVER, TX 500
CORPUS CHRISTI SHIP CHANNEL, TX 2,000
DALLAS FLOODWAY EXTENSION, TRINITY RIVER, TX 22,000
JOHNSON CREEK, UPPER TRINITY BASIN, ARLINGTON, TX 1,500
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RED RIVER BASIN CHLORIDE CONTROL, TX & OK 1,000
SAN ANTONIO CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, TX 5,000
SIMS BAYOU, HOUSTON, TX 25,700 18,000
TEXAS CITY CHANNEL, TX 8,000 6,000
UTAH
RURAL UTAH, UT [EI] 20,000
VERMONT
BURLINGTON HARBOR, VT 500
LAKE CHAMPLAIN WATERSHED INITIATE, VT 1,000
VIRGINIA
AIWW, BRIDGES AT DEEP CREEK, VA 1,500
JAMES RIVER DEEPWATER TURNING BASIN, VA
JOHN H KERR DAM AND RESERVOIR, VA & NC (REPLACEMENT) ......cooovvvveermarrrercrrncrrenns 16,915
NORFOLK HARBOR, CRANEY ISLAND, VA 28,500
NORFOLK HARBOR AND CHANNELS (DEEPENING), VA
RICHMOND CS0, VA
ROANOKE RIVER UPPER BASIN, HEADWATERS AREA, VA 1,075
WASHINGTON
CHIEF JOSEPH GAS ABATEMENT, WA 1,000 1,000
COLUMBIA RIVER FISH MITIGATION, OR & WA 95,800 85,000
DUWAMISH AND GREEN RIVER BASIN, WA 2,600 2,600
HOWARD HANSEN DAM, WA 13,000 13,000
LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, WA, OR 1,650 1,650
LOWER SNAKE RIVER FISH AND WILDLIFE COMP, WA, OR, ID 1,500 1,500
MT. ST. HELENS SEDIMENT CONTROL, WA 1,500 1,500
MUD MOUNTAIN DAM, WA 400 400
PUGET SOUND AND ADJACENT WATERS RESTORATION, WA 200
SHOALWATER BAY SHORELINE, WA 5,000
WEST VIRGINIA
BLUESTONE LAKE, WV 86,700 86,700
GREENBRIER RIVER BASIN, WV 1,500
ISLAND CREEK BASIN IN AND AROUND LOGAN, WV, VA 21,750
LEVISA AND TUG FORKS AND UPPER CUMBERLAND RIVER, WV, V 6,750
VIRGINIA (4,000)
WEST VIRGINIA (2,750)
LOWER MUD RIVER, MILTON, WV 1,955
SUBTOTAL, FOR PROJECTS 1,610,020 1,815,414
NATIONAL PROGRAMS:
AQUATIC PLANT CONTROL 4,000 5,000
GUNTERSVILLE LAKE HYDRILLA/MILFOIL (150)
FIFE LAKE AQUATIC WEED CONTROL, MI (145)
BLACK LAKE, OGDENSBURG, NY (100)
SODUS BAY, NY (100)
LAKE CHAUTAUQUA, JAMESTOWN, NY (50)
LAKE CHAMPLAIN, VT (500)
CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAM
AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION (SECTION 206) 6,967 25,000

UPPER YORK CREEK DAM REMOVAL, CA
GOOSE CREEK, CO
TAMARISK ERADICATION ALONG THE COLORADO RIVER,
MILL RIVER RESTORATION, STAMFORD, CT
CHATTAHOOCHEE FALL-LINE ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION
JACKSON CREEK, GWINNETT CO, GA
LITTLE RIVER WATERSHED, HALL COUNTY, GA
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PARADISE CREEK, ID

CHARITON RIVER AND RATHBUN LAKE WATERSHED, 1A

EMIQUON PRESERVE, IL
ORLAND PARK, IL

CHARITON RIVER/RATHBUN LAKE, 1A

CLEAR CREEK AND IOWA RIVER, JOHNSON COUNTY, IA

DUCK CREEK, DAVENPORT, 1A
STORM LAKE, 1A

VENTURA MARSH, IA

WHITEBREAST CREEK WATERSHED, IA

BURAS MARINA, LA

FALSE RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, POINT COUPE

LAKE KILLARNEY, LOUISIANA STATE PENITENTIARY,

ZEMURRAY PARK LAKE RESTORATION, TANGIPAHOA PAR

MALDEN RIVER ECOSYSTEM, MA

MILFORD POND RESTORATION, MILFORD, MA

DEEP RUN/TIBER HUDSON, HOWARD COUNTY, MD

DOG ISLAND SHOALS, MD

GREENBURY POINT, MD

NORTH BEACH, MD
NORTHWEST BRANCH, ANACOSTIA RIVER, MD

PAINT BRANCH FISH PASSAGE, MD

PAINTER CREEK, MN

MUSCONETCONG RIVER DAM REMOVALS, NJ
BLUE HOLE LAKE STATE PARK, NM

JANES-WALLACE MEMORIAL DAM, SANTA ROSA, NM

KINGS PARK, NY

MUD CREEK, GREAT SOUTH BAY, NY

SOUNDVIEW PARK, BRONX, NY

SPRING CREEK, NY

CONCORD STREAMS RESTORATION, NC

WESTERN CARY STREAM RESTORATION, CARY, NC

WILSON BAY RESTORATION, JACKSONVILLE, NC

DRAYTON DAM, ND

CAMP CREEK, ZUMWALT PRAIRIE PRESERVE, OR

EUGENE DELTA PONDS, OR

KELLOGG CREEK, OR
OAKS BOTTOM, OR

SPRINGFIELD MILLRACE, OR

CODORUS CREEK WATERSHED RESTORATION, PA

NARROW RIVER, RI
WINNEAPAUG POND RESTORATION, RI

MOSES LAKE, TX

RIO GRANDE ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, LAREDO, TX

SPRING LAKE, SAN MARCOS, TX

STEPHENVILLE WWTP, TX

CARPENTER CREEK, WA

BENEFICIAL USES OF DREDGED MATERIAL (SECTION 204, 206, 933 10,000
BLACKHAWK BOTTOMS, IA

ATCHAFALAYA RIVER, SHELL ISLAND PASS, ST. MAR

CALC RV, MI 5—14 KS, LA

HOUMA NAVIGATION CANAL BARRIER ISLAND RESTORAT

CAPE COD CANAL, SANDWICH, MA

NEWBURY HARBOR, MA
NJIWW BENEFICIAL USE OF DREDGE, NJ

NJIWW, DREDGED HOLE 35, NJ

BUFFALO RIVER, NY

MANTEO OLD HOUSE, NC
MAUMEE BAY REGIONAL SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT, OH

WYNN ROAD REGIONAL SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT, OH

SOUTH PADRE ISLAND, TX
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EMERGENCY STREAMBANK AND SHORELINE PROTECTION (SECTION ...o.vevreeerereernrrinn 1477 7,000
FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS (SECTION 205) 12,049 38,000
INDIAN BAYOU, AR
WYNNE, AR

COSGROVE CREEK, CALAVERAS COUNTY, CA

LAS GALLINAS CREEK/SANTA VENETIA LEVEE, CA

PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE IMPROVEMENT, DE
INDIAN/DRY CREEK CEDAR RAPIDS, IA

MAD CREEK, MUSCATINE, 1A

WINNEBAGO RIVER, MASON CITY, IA

CONCORDIA, KS

EUREKA CREEK, MANHATTAN, KS

NEODESHA, KS

SEDGWICK, KS

HOPKINSVILLE DRY-DAM, KY

NORTH RIVER, PEABODY, MA

MCKINNEY BAYOU, TUNICA COUNTY, MS

BLACKSNAKE CREEK, ST. JOSEPH, MO

LITTLE RIVER DIVERSION, DUTCHTOWN, MO

LIVINGSTON, MT
PLATT RIVER, FREMONT, NE

PLATT RIVER, SCHUYLER, NE

HATCH, NM

ASSUNPINK CREEK, HAMILTON TOWNSHIP, MERCER CO
JACKSON BROOK, NJ

PENNSVILLE, NJ

PORT JERVIS, NY

BLANCHARD RIVER, OTTAWA, OH (OTTAWA, OH)

DUCK CREEK, OH

FINDLAY, OH

PHILADELPHIA SHIPYARD SEA WALL, PHILADELPHIA,

RIO DESCLABRADO, PR

RIO GUAMANI-GUAYA, PR

EAST PROVIDENCE, RI

BEAVER CREEK AND TRIBS, BRISTOL, TN

WV STATEWIDE FLOOD WARNING SYSTEM, WV

NAVIGATION PROGRAM (SECTION 107) 1,436 7,000
SAVOONGA HARBOR, AK

OYSTER POINT MARINA/PARK BREAKWATER, CA

NAPOLEAN AVENUE CONTAINER TERMINAL ACCESS, NE

BASS HARBOR, ME
BUCKS HARBOR, MACHIASPORT, ME

RHODES POINT, SOMERSET CO, MD

WOODS HOLE, GREAT HARBOR, WOODS HOLE, MA

MACKINAC ISLAND HARBOR BREAKWATER, MI

NORTHWESTERN MICHIGAN, TRAVERSE CITY, MI

HAMPTON HARBOR, NH

DELAWARE RIVER, FAIRLESS TURNING BASIN, PA

CHARLESTOWN BREACHWAY AND INLET, RI

POINT JUDITH HARBOR, EXPANSION STUDY, RI

NORTHWEST TENNESSEE REGIONAL HARBOR, TN

TANGIER ISLAND JETTY, VA

MITIGATION OF SHORE DAMAGES (SECTION 111) 9,043

MOBILE PASS, AL
EAST PASS CHANNEL, PANAMA CITY, FL

BRUN HARBOR/JEKYLL IMPROVEMENTS, GA

CAMP ELLIS, SACO, ME

MANISTEE HARBOR AND RIVER CHANNEL, M
MATTITUCK HARBOR, NY

FAIRPORT HARBOR, OH

VERMILLION HARBOR, OH
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WHITCOMB FLATS, WA

PROJECT MODS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT (SECTI .....ooooumerrrrirrrrerernnne

5,736

25,000

LOWER CACHE RESTORATION, AR
MILLWOOD LAKE, GRASSY LAKE, AR

LOWER KINGMAN ISLAND, DC

BRAIDED REACH, ID

SHORTY'S ISLAND, ID

RATHBUN LAKE HABITAT RESTORATION, IA

GREEN RIVER DAM MOD, KY

BAYOU DESIARD, MONROE, LA

HOUMA NAVIGATION CANAL MILE 12—31.4 RESTORATION

MORGANZA FORE-BAY RESTORATION, LA

BLOOMINGTON STATE PARK, MO

BLUE VALLEY WETLANDS, JACKSON COUNTY, MO

DUCK CREEK, STODDARD COUNTY, MO

LINCOLN PARK WEST, ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION STUD
LAS CRUCES DAM ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, DON

AQUATIC HABITAT RESTORATION at PUEBLO OF SANTA ANA, NM

NORTHPORT HARBOR, NY

SMOKES CREEK, NY
PRISON FARM SHORELINE HABITAT, ND

TAPPAN LAKE, OH

LOWER COLUMBIA SLOUGH, OR

WALLA WALLA RIVER, OR

LAKE CHAMPLAIN LAMPREY BARRIERS, VT

BENNINGTON LAKE DIVERSION DAM, WA

SHORE PROTECTION (SECTION 103)
BAY FARM ISLAND, CA [BAY FARM DIKE, CA]

680

4,230

GOLETA BEACH, CA

PISMO BEACH, CA

PROSPECT BEACH, WEST HAVEN, CT

COASTAL AREAS, MARSHFIELD, MA

SEASIDE PARK, OCEAN COUNTY, NJ
FORT SAN GERONIMO, PR

LINCOLN PARK BEACH, WA

SNAGGING AND CLEARING (SECTION 208)

200

200

CAMP BAYOU CANAL, MOREHOUSE PARISH, LA
SNAGGING AND CLEARING UPPER BAYOU BOEUF, LA

AUGLAIZE RIVER, OH

BLACKWELL LAKE, BLACKWELL, OK

SWCD FLOOD REDUCTION, OR

DAM SAFETY AND SEEPAGE/STABILITY CORRECTION PROGRAM .......ccvvvvercrvivirsriniiirenns
DAM SAFETY ASSURANCE STUDIES:
ISABELLA DAM, CA.
MARTIS CREEK DAM, CA & NV

49,100

49,100

CHERRY CREEK DAM, CO

DWORSHAK DAM, ID

JOHN DAY LOCK AND DAM, OR & WA

SEEPAGE/STABILITY CORR