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PURPOSE

The purpose of this bill is to provide appropriations for the fiscal
year 2011 beginning October 1, 2010, and ending September 30,
2011, 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 2011 budget estimates for the bill total
$35,878,274,000 in new budget (obligational) authority. The rec-
ommendation of the Committee totals $35,073,700,000. This is
$804,574,000 below the budget estimates and $1, 095 700 ,000 above
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 2011 appropriation
bill. Witnesses included officials and representatives of the Federal
agencies under the subcommittee’s jurisdiction.

The recommendations for fiscal year 2011 therefore, have been
developed after careful consideration of available data.

VOTES IN THE COMMITTEE

By a vote of 17 to 12 the Committee on July 22, 2010, rec-
ommended that the bill, as amended, be reported to the Senate.

(4)



TITLE I
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL
INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is made up of approximately
35,000 civilian and 650 military members that perform both mili-
tary and Civil Works functions. The military and civilian engi-
neers, scientists and other specialists work hand in hand as leaders
in engineering and environmental matters. The diverse workforce
of biologists, engineers, geologists, hydrologists, natural resource
managers, and other professionals meets the demands of changing
times and requirements 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 290 military officers are responsible for this nationwide mis-
sion.

It is important to realize that while the Corps Civil Works pro-
grams impact all 50 States and virtually every citizen of our Na-
tion, they are a relatively minor part of the Federal budget. It is
instructive to understand the Federal budget and the resources
that go into the various programs in order to determine the proper
value that perhaps should be placed on these programs.

For fiscal year 2010, the overall Federal budget amounted to
$3,540,000,000,000. Discretionary spending made up
$1,250,000,000,000 or just over 35 percent of the overall budget.
The remaining nearly 65 percent of the budget consists of manda-
tory spending not subject to annual appropriations.

Of the $1,250,000,000,000 in discretionary spending,
$530,000,000,000 is referred to as non-defense discretionary spend-
ing. This amounts to 15 percent of the Federal budget and is what
the administration has proposed to freeze for 3 years to reduce the
annual budget deficit.

(6))
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The $530,000,000,000 in non-defense discretionary spending in
fiscal year 2010 was where 97.5 percent of the funds for the Corps
of Engineers was appropriated. In fiscal year 2010, the Corps non-
defense budget amounted to just more than $5,300,000,000. That
means that the Corps’ budget makes up about 1 percent of the non-
defense discretionary spending or about 0.15 percent of the overall
budget.

A logical question to ask would be what does the Nation receive
for an investment of that magnitude? Through its Civil Works pro-
gram 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;

—Regulatory oversight; and

—Water supply.

In fiscal year 2010, 1,167 projects were under construction. These
included 434 projects specifically authorized by Congress and 733
projects, comprising 9 authorities, of the Continuing Authorities
Program.

Of the specifically authorized projects, 191 were flood risk man-
agement; 5 were for hydropower; 147 were for navigation; 39 were
for environmental restoration; and 52 were for environmental in-
frastructure.

Forty-one States are served by Corps of Engineers ports and wa-
terways including all States east of the Mississippi River. The
Corps operates and maintains 12,000 miles of commercial inland
channels. Sixteen percent of U.S. domestic freight was carried by
water in 2007 (by ton-miles, excluding air and pipeline). In 2007,
2,734 U.S. companies were operating on U.S. waterways. The
Corps operates and maintains 926 harbors on the coasts, inland
waterways, and the Great Lakes. Nearly 2.5 billion tons of cargo
were handled by U.S. ports and waterways in 2008 (998.7 million
tons inbound from foreign sources, 522.1 million tons outbound and
956.3 million tons shipped domestically. The value of the foreign
commerce handled at U.S. ports in 2008 was $1,624,000,000,000.
More than 43 percent of the tonnage consisted of shipments of
crude oil and petroleum products. The Corps also operates 238 lock
chambers on the inland waterway system. The average age of these
facilities is 58 years.

To maintain these navigation channels, the Corps dredges ap-

roximately 263 million cubic yards of material at a cost of
51,344,000,000. More than 82 percent of this dredging is done by
51 private firms (33 of which are small businesses). To augment
the private commercial dredge fleet, the Corps owns 11 dredges—
4 hopper dredges and 7 others.

The Corps manages structures for flood risk management at 674
sites including 563 at Corps of Engineers-owned and -operated dam
projects. The Corps also oversees a network of about 11,750 miles
of levees either built or controlled by the Corps. The average an-
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nual damages prevented by these flood risk management projects
for the 10 year period from 1999-2008 was $22,300,000,000.

The Corps has 75 hydropower projects in operation with 350 gen-
erating units. The installed generating capacity of these units is
21,747 megawatts. Seventy billion nine hundred million kilowatt-
hours of electricity are generated annually providing $800,000,000
in revenue to the Treasury. The Corps owns and operates 24 per-
cent of the U.S. hydropower capacity and provides 3 percent of the
total U.S. electric capacity. There are another 90 non-Federal
power plants located at Corps facilities providing an additional
2,300 megawatts of capacity.

The Corps owns more than 76 million acres and manages an ad-
ditional 4 million acres at various Corps projects. The total surface
area, at full pool level, of all Corps lakes totals 26,300,000 acres,
or an area slightly larger than the State of Kentucky.

The total capacity of Corps lakes is 329.2 million acre-feet of
storage. Of that amount, the Corps has a total of 9.76 million acre-
feet of authorized municipal and industrial water supply storage in
136 projects. These projects are located in 25 States as well as
Puerto Rico. Forty-eight Corps project also have authorized irriga-
tion storage. The total investment in municipal and industrial
water supply storage is $1,500,000,000.

The Corps is the top provider for recreation within the Federal
Government. Ten percent of the U.S. population visits a Corps
project at least once a year—that is more than 370 million visits
per year. The Corps has 4,641 recreation sites at 422 Corps
projects (mostly lakes). Seventy percent of the U.S. population live
within 50 miles of a Corps lake. Twelve million acres of land and
water controlled by the Corps is used for recreation. The Corps
hosts 20 percent of the visits to Federal recreation areas on 2 per-
cent of Federal lands. Corps projects provide 56,964 miles of shore-
line (which is longer than the coastline of the continental United
States). The Corps maintains 94,964 campsites, 6,487 miles of
trails, and 3,522 boat launch ramps. The Corps has one-third of all
U.S. freshwater fishing and 20,000 fishing tournaments are held
annually at Corps projects. Visitors spend $18,000,000,000 annu-
ally at Corps projects. Visitation at Corps projects supports more
than 350,000 full- or part-time jobs. There are more than 500 con-
cessionaires on Corps projects with gross fixed assets of
$1,000,000,000.

In fiscal year 2009, the Corps acted on 71,260 permit requests
through the Corps regulatory program. There were 4,240 individual
permits and letters of permission; 18,680 regional general permits;
and 26,540 nationwide permits. Two hundred and sixty permits
were denied and the applications were withdrawn for 9,750 re-
quests. The Corps also made some 80,000 jurisdictional wetland de-
terminations in fiscal year 2009.

The Corps continues to provide support to local, State, and Fed-
eral agencies before, during, and after major disasters. Major disas-
ters responded to in 2009: North Dakota/Minnesota Floods; Contin-
ued support to Hurricane Katrina, Gustaf, and Ike recovery oper-
ations.

The Corps also supports more than 70 other (non-defense) Gov-
ernment agencies. In fiscal year 2009, the expenditures for this ef-
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fort topped $2,000,000,000 and were paid for by the agencies re-
questing the assistance. The biggest customers for the Corps’ serv-
ices are: Department of Homeland Security—Customs and Border
Protection; Department of Homeland Security—FEMA; Department
of State; Environmental Protection Agency [EPA]; and U.S. Agency
for International Development.

OVERVIEW AND ANALYSIS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 BUDGET REQUEST

The fiscal year 2011 budget request for the Corps of Engineers
is composed of $4,939,000,000 in new budget authority. This is a
decrease of $186,000,000 from the fiscal year 2010 request. The
budget request is $506,000,000 less than the fiscal year 2010 en-
acted amount.

The Committee is disappointed that the administration has pro-
posed to invest less in our Nation’s water infrastructure in fiscal
year 2011 than they did in fiscal year 2010. The Committee is very
concerned about the continued large gap between the administra-
tion’s budget proposal and the annual appropriations provided by
this Committee. The Committee would like to find a constructive
way to work with the administration to narrow this gap.

The Committee is concerned that the administration is not plac-
ing the proper economic value on the Corps’ Civil Works program
when budgetary resources are parceled out. At a time when this ex-
isting infrastructure, the foundation of our economic security and
quality of life, is depreciating much faster than it is being recapi-
talized, when our increasing population is placing much greater
stress on the Nation’s vital water resources, when shifts in popu-
lation centers mean new and different problems, and when a grow-
ing environmental awareness requires new solutions to persistent
problems, this underfunding is unacceptable and threatens our con-
tinued well-being. Infrastructure budgets have to be increased. If
not, the Nation will continue to face unscheduled outages, damaged
and incomplete infrastructure, and other emergency situations that
must be dealt with through ever-increasing emergency appropria-
tions. The situations in New Orleans and south Louisiana in the
aftermath of Hurricane Katrina should have been a wake-up call
to the Nation as to how we should be making investment decisions.
A few billion dollars more of investment in advance of Hurricane
Katrina would have reduced the outlay of the tens of billions of dol-
lars that the Nation has had to invest since the hurricane.

The Corps Civil Works program means jobs for our citizens in
the form of design and construction of the projects, materials and
supplies for construction and maintenance not to mention the ancil-
lary services that are provided for all aspects of the Civil Works
programs. Just as important to the Nation as the jobs created and
retained by these investments are the taxes paid to local, State,
and Federal coffers as a result of these investments.

Over the last decade, the infrastructure provided by the Civil
Works program has provided more than $500,000,000,000 in bene-
fits to the Nation as well as revenues to the Treasury through pre-
vention of flood damages, transportation savings, recreation bene-
fits, hydropower revenues, water supply benefits, and environ-
mental benefits. This is a very conservative estimate based on
readily quantifiable data. These benefits were achieved on an in-
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vestment of less than $70,000,000,000 (including the funds pro-
vided in the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina and the American Re-
covery and Reinvestment Act). Yet this return on investment seems
not to be considered when parceling out budgetary resources.

The Committee urges the administration to assess the value of
the Corps’ programs to the national economy and derive a level of
investment from that impact that is commensurate with the out-
puts of this critical infrastructure.

Unfortunately, this budget proposal, like many previous budget
proposals, is woefully inadequate in funding national infrastructure
needs. It ignores studies and projects that are ongoing and funded
in the fiscal year 2010 Energy and Water Appropriations Act, that
was agreed to by the Congress and signed into law by the Presi-
dent, in favor of a select group of studies and projects that comport
to budgetary criteria devised by the administration. While this is
the prerogative of the administration, it should be noted that the
criteria utilized is not based in law. It is simply the administra-
tion’s choice and as such has changed from year to year and from
administration to administration.

The Committee differs with the administration concerning ben-
efit-to-cost ratios being utilized to establish priority for funding.
The Flood Control Act of 1936 established that project benefits
should exceed projects costs. This has been the Corps’ longstanding
water resource policy and legislative attempts to change this 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. For fiscal year 2011,
the administration has chosen 2.5 to be the threshold for projects
to be included in the budget. Yet the administration has even cho-
sen to ignore this requirement.

Of the 95 projects recommended by the administration in the
construction account for fiscal year 2011, only 40 had a benefit-to-
cost ratio above the arbitrary 2.5 threshold chosen for fiscal year
2011. An additional nine projects with benefit-to-cost ratios of less
than 2.5 were included based on “substantial life saving benefits”.
These 49 projects account for only $570,000,000 or 34 percent of
the requested $1,690,000,000 for construction. That means that the
other 46 projects funded at more than $1,100,000,000 were chosen
by other criteria established by the administration. Some of these
criteria, such as dam safety/seepage stability correction and envi-
ronmental compliance are criteria where the administration and
the Congress are in agreement. However, other criteria utilized by
the administration are more subjective.

The criteria for determining which studies to budget for appears
to be even murkier than the criteria for determining which con-
struction projects to fund. What is obvious is the result. Fewer
studies are funded every year than are enacted in the previous ap-
propriation act. These studies provide the information needed to
make vital investments in our water resources infrastructure. How-
ever, they are de-emphasized in the budget request.

The Regulatory Program is proposed at $193,000,000 for fiscal
year 2011. This is an increase of $3,000,000 to this program that
provides the funding for the Corps nationwide regulatory roles pri-
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marily under section 404 of the Clean Water Act and section 10 of
the River and Harbor Act of 1899.

The Committee is disappointed that funding for the Formerly
Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program [FUSRAP] was cut by
$4,000,000 from the fiscal year 2010 enacted amount of
$134,000,000. This is a $10,000,000 cut to the program over the
last 2 years. 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 $25,000,000 for fiscal year 2011. These funds are proposed for
readiness and preparedness activities for the Corps of Engineers.

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 $185,000,000
for fiscal year 2011. This is the same as the fiscal year 2010 en-
acted amount. With inflation, this is a cut to the management and
oversight functions of the headquarters of the Corps. The Com-
mittee notes that the Corps operates one of the most efficient head-
quarters staffs in the National Capital region. Only about 3.5 per-
cent of their staffing is at headquarters as opposed to 10 percent
or more for comparable agencies in the National Capital region.

PLANNING PROGRAM

The Committee is very concerned about the Corps planning pro-
gram. The Committee believes that the Corps should have a robust
planning program to not only address new water resource needs
but also to evaluate changes throughout the project development
process. Over the last 10 years, the Committee has provided more
than $1,500,000,000 to the Corps for planning studies versus just
over $1,000,000,000 as proposed by the administration for the same
period.

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 problems in the
planning process. The Committee has attempted to maintain con-
sistent planning funding in order to retain these skills. Even with-
in the meager planning budgets provided by the administration,
some improvements to the planning program such as the Planning
Associates Program and Planning Centers of Expertise have been
initiated. However, the Planning Centers of Expertise have not
been funded to the extent necessary to develop them into an effec-
tive planning tool. The Committee has provided additional funding
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for these centers in fiscal year 2011 and strongly urges the admin-
istration to provide the necessary resources in future budget sub-
missions.

However, somewhere the planning process is breaking down. De-
spite relatively stable planning budgets, the number of reports by
the Chief of Engineers has declined precipitously. In the run-up to
the Water Resources Development Act of 2007, 26 Chief of Engi-
neers’ reports were completed in 2005 and 2006. However since
2007, only six Chief of Engineers’ reports have been completed.
Complex planning studies seem to take unbelievable amounts of
time.

A General Reevaluation Report [GRR] of an approximately
$1,250,000,000 flood risk management/environmental restoration
project in the West has been ongoing since 1998 and has received
nearly $30,000,000 in Federal funds to date. According to the latest
schedule, a Chief of Engineers’ report is not expected until late
2012. At the other extreme, in the Upper Great Plains, a roughly
$1,250,000,000 flood risk management feasibility study was initi-
ated in 2009 and a draft Chief’s report is currently scheduled for
December 2010 at a Federal cost of about $7,000,000. At this rate,
the preconstruction engineering and design on the second study
may be completed before the GRR on the first.

These are just two of the extremes in the planning program
across the Corps Civil Works program. Another problem area is
deep draft navigation. These studies also seem to extend for unusu-
ally long periods of time and suffer from dramatically increased
study costs. Two east coast DOEP draft studies have been under-
way for more than 10 years with no end in sight to the study proc-
ess. Across the planning spectrum, studies with shorter schedules
are far outweighed by those with unusually long schedules. While
inconsistent funding is a reason for some drawn out schedules, it
is not the only reason. Some planning efforts seem to go on forever,
regardless of the amount of funding provided.

The Committee understands that the planning process is the
most difficult phase of the project development process and that a
myriad of factors can lengthen or derail a planning study. How-
ever, a planning study that lasts longer than 10 years seems exces-
sive. One would think that studies of this length would be limited
to the largest, most complex projects that the Corps expects to un-
dertake. Proper planning is critical to the success of every Corps
project; however, planning for planning’s sake leads to frustration
with the planning process.

The Corps is directed to report to this Committee by September
30, 2010, on ways to improve the planning program to reduce these
extended planning schedules. This report should address funding
needs, process changes, management changes and other elements
required to improve the timeliness of the planning process.

THE AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT OF 2009

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 [ARRA],
enacted on February 17, 2009, was an attempt to combat the se-
vere economic downturn by putting our citizens back to work re-
building our Nation’s water resource infrastructure. The Corps was
provided $4,600,000,000 to stimulate job growth by addressing
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needed water resource infrastructure needs. The Corps project list
was not approved by the administration until May 2009. However,
even with this delayed start, the Corps has obligated more than 85
percent of the ARRA funding. More than 44 percent of the funding
has gone to small businesses. The Corps is on track to obligate all
of this funding before it expires on September 30, 2010.

BUDGET JUSTIFICATIONS

The Committee notes that the budget justifications arrived near-
ly concurrently with the administration’s budget rollout. This is a
considerable improvement over the past 2 years. The Committee
appreciates the traditional layout of the justifications and notes
that information was provided for all accounts.

INLAND WATERWAY TRUST FUND

The Committee was first made aware of the precipitous decline
of revenues in the Inland Waterway Trust Fund [IWTF] when the
fiscal year 2008 budget was submitted to Congress. At that time,
the Committee was told a legislative proposal would be forth-
coming. It was developed as a part of the fiscal year 2009 budget
request. As such, there was no stakeholder involvement in the pro-
posal. When it was finally presented to Congress—some 12 months
later—it was universally panned by the navigation industry. The
fiscal year 2009 budget request was predicated on this proposal
being enacted. Congress demurred and indicated that a more equi-
table proposal was needed.

The fiscal year 2011 budget repeats the proposal to phase out the
existing fuel tax that funds the IWTF and phase in a lockage fee.
Fortunately, the budget was not predicated on this proposal being
enacted. The administration proposal only expends existing reve-
nues 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 is aware of a Government-industry working
group that is working to find acceptable ways to enhance revenues
in the IWTF while providing an overhaul in the way that IWTF
projects are prioritized and budgeted. Much of this group’s work
will require legislation to effect the changes needed to enhance the
funding for these projects. The Committee looks forward to the
final product from this working group and the appropriate author-
izing committees of the House of Representatives and the Senate
acting on this proposal.

Until new revenues are introduced into the IWTF, the Com-
mittee will only provide funds for inland waterway projects that
can be accommodated within the approximately $90,000,000 annu-
ally that the current fuel tax generates. The Committee has again
included legislative text to prohibit the Corps from entering into
any new continuing contracts for any inland waterway project until
the revenue stream for the IWTF is enhanced.

It should be noted that the Committee has waited through four
budget cycles for a viable proposal to more robustly fund the in-
vestments that need to be made in the inland waterway system.
The Committee continues to support the current cost-shared ap-
proach for these projects with half of the funds derived from gen-



13

eral revenues and half from the IWTF. However, the Committee is
only willing to wait so long for the appropriate committees to fulfill
their responsibilities and provide the necessary legislation to re-
solve this issue. Ultimately, this Committee may be forced to act
in order to address the serious needs of the inland waterway sys-
tem.

CONTINUING CONTRACTS AND REPROGRAMMING

The Committee expects the Chief of Engineers to execute the
Civil Works program generally in accordance with congressional di-
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 legislation pro-
vided in the fiscal year 2010 Energy and Water Development Act.

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.

DISCLOSURE PROVISIONS

The budget for the Corps of Engineers consists of individual line
items of projects. As presented by the President, the budget con-
tains 975 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 or the Congress to be funded in fis-
cal year 2011. They did not request these funds programmatically,
they requested them for a specific project in a specific location for
a specific purpose.

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.
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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.

Two tables are provided at the back of this report for disclosure.
The first table provides the congressionally directed spending items
requested by Members of Congress requiring disclosure under the
provisions of Rule 44 of the Standing Rules of the Senate. If the
Member requested the budget request or if only the budget request
was provided, Member names are not listed next to these items be-
cause under the provisions of Rule 44 this would not be considered
congressionally directed spending. The second table lists the Presi-
dentially directed spending items. While this table is not required
under the disclosure provisions of Rule 44, the Committee believes
that it is prudent to provide this additional disclosure information.

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, 2010 ........cccceeeieieiiiieeecieeeee e e eeree e $160,000,000
Budget estimate, 2011 .......cccoeveeviieienne. 104,000,000
Committee recommendation 166,000,000

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 generally the same as what has been pro-
posed in previous budgets. Nationwide studies and programs con-
sume almost half of the administration’s GI request. This budget
asserts that the Nation should concentrate scarce resources on
completing studies but not carrying forward ongoing studies.

The Committee has provided for a robust and balanced planning
program for fiscal year 2011. However, no new starts are included
in this recommendation. To provide additional transparency in the
budget process, the Committee is pleased that the administration
has maintained the structure of this account from how it was dis-
played in the fiscal year 2010 Energy and Water Act.

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.
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The Committee believes that by segregating the table in this
manner, 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
to these cost-sharing sponsors.

The budget request and the recommended Committee allowance
are shown on the following table:
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Homer Harbor Modification, Alaska.—The Committee rec-
ommends $300,000 to continue feasibility studies of a new harbor
basin. The current harbor basin at the Port and Harbor of Homer
is utilized beyond its capacity, with boats rafting three and four
abreast at many locations in the harbor. Additionally, Homer is ex-
periencing more demand every year for servicing larger fishing ves-
sels, as a delivery port for these vessels to sell their catch, acquire
ice, effect repairs, and for outfitting and provisioning as well as lay
up between seasons.

Valdez Harbor Expansion, Alaska.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $500,000 to continue preconstruction engi-
neering 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.

May Branch, Arkansas.—Flooding causes an estimated
$1,800,000 in average annual damages. The proposed project would
remove 127 structures from the 100-year floodplain, decrease ex-
pected annual flood damage by more than 96 percent, reduce high-
way and railroad traffic interruptions, and decrease the threat of
loss of life attendant to flash flooding in urban settings. The Com-
mittee recommends $250,000 is provided to continue
preconstruction engineering and design.

Middle Creek, California.—The Committee recommends $400,000
for preconstruction engineering and design studies. Clear Lake is
the largest natural lake entirely within the borders of California.
The project would restore the natural functions of the Middle
Creek/Clear Lake ecosystem and contribute to the goals of the
North American Waterfowl Management Plan.

Chatfield Lake Reallocation Study, Colorado.—The Committee
recommendation includes $267,000 to complete the feasibility stud-
ies on reallocation a portion of the flood control storage in the lake
to water supply.

Connecticut River Ecosystem Restoration, Connecticut, Massachu-
setts, New Hampshire, and Vermont.—The Committee recommends
$350,000 for feasibility studies to identify and evaluate measures
to reduce stream bank erosion, restore anadramous fisheries migra-
tory corridors and spawning habitat, restore degraded wetlands
and riverine habitat and improve the overall fish and wildlife habi-
tat of the Connecticut River. The study will also identify opportuni-
ties to modify the management of the dams and water systems to
address ecological concerns while maintaining their intended pur-
poses.

Mile Point, Florida.—The Committee recommendation includes
$475,000 to complete feasibility studies and initiate preconstruction
engineering and design studies to determine the source of erosion
along the Mile Point shoreline and identify solutions to which ve-
locities in the area restrict deep draft navigation to Jacksonville
Harbor.

Walton County, Florida.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $250,000 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.
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Interbasin Control of Great Lakes—Mississippi River Aquatic
Nuisance Species, Illinois, Indiana, Ohio, Wisconsin.—The Com-
mittee has included $750,000 for these studies. Within the funds
provided, the Committee expects the Corps to include interim stud-
ies providing the costs and benefits of hydrologic separation of the
Great Lakes watershed from the Mississippi River watershed. Al-
ternatives that would provide cost-effective means to prohibit
interbasin transfer of species should be investigated while allowing
current projects to continue to provide the benefits of flood control,
transportation savings, and recreation uses of the current system.

Prairie Dupont Levee, Illinois.—The Committee recommends
$190,000 for the feasibility study to assess the potential for recon-
struction of deteriorated features such as gates and culverts. The
recommendation also includes $660,000 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—lIllinois Waterway Navigation System,
Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin—The Com-
mittee recommendation includes $4,000,000 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.

Louisiana Coastal Area Ecosystem Restoration, Louisiana.—The
Committee recommends $16,595,000 for these important studies.
The Committee notes that the Science activities are included with-
in the overall line item rather than being budgeted separately.

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 $250,000 to initiate feasi-
bility studies to examine the impact of the Lower Susquehanna
River Dams on sediment transport into the Bay.

Boston Harbor (45-foot channel), Massachusetts.—The Committee
recommendation includes $1,800,000 to continue studies for this
harbor deepening project. The Committee notes that the feasibility
phase of this study was initiated in June 2002. Study costs have
increased from $3,500,000 to the current $6,500,000 while project
construction still seems to be years away. This is another example
of the extended planning studies that the Corps must resolve.

Great Lakes Remedial Action Plans and Sediment Remediation,
Michigan, Illinois, Indiana, Minnesota, New York, Ohio, Pennsyl-
vania, and Wisconsin.—The Committee recommendation includes
$500,000 for these remedial action plans to include studies on the
Black, Cuyahoga and Maumee Rivers, Ohio.
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Peckman River and Tributaries, New Jersey.—The Committee
recommends $620,000 to complete the feasibility studies of this
ﬂ}(l)ogl risk management and environmental restoration of the water-
shed.

Western Lake Erie Basin, Ohio, Indiana, and Michigan.—The
feasibility studies will provide a framework for sustainable develop-
ment in the watershed by examining ecosystem restoration includ-
ing habitat and wetland restoration, prevention of future environ-
mental losses, elimination of bacterial loadings and pollutants of
concern, improvements to navigation channels, and analysis of
flood control operations to ensure that they are meeting evolving
conditions. Within the funds recommended, work should continue
on the Blanchard River Multipurpose Feasibility Study.

Upper Ohio Navigation Study, Pennsylvania.—The Committee
recommends $1,200,000 to continue feasibility studies to evaluate
alternatives to maintain safe, reliable, efficient, and environ-
mentally sustainable navigation on the Upper Ohio River.

Sabine-Neches Waterway, Texas.—The Committee recommenda-
tion includes $400,000 to initiate preconstruction engineering and
design efforts for navigation modifications up to the Port of Beau-
mont to improve the efficiency and safety of navigation on the wa-
terway.

Skagit River, Washington.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $1,137,000 to continue feasibility studies for flood risk man-
agement in the cities of Mount Vernon, Burlington, and La Conner
in Skagit County, Washington.

Coastal Field Data Collection.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $3,400,000 for this nationwide program. In addition to
budgeted funds of $1,400,000, $1,000,000 has been included for
Surge and Wave Island Modeling Studies, Hawaii and $1,000,000
for the Pacific Island Land Ocean Typhoon Experiment Program.
The Wave Data Study should also be continued within this overall
funding amount. The Committee notes that the Coastal Data Infor-
mation Program has been moved to a new line item in the Oper-
ation and Maintenance account under the remaining items.

Flood Plain Management Services Program.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $11,000,000. 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.

Planning Assistance to States.—The Committee recommendation
includes $9,000,000 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.

Planning Support Program.—The Committee recommendation
includes $900,000 over the budget request. As the Committee has
noted in the introduction, the Corps has a number of Planning
Centers of Expertise, however, these Centers do not have the re-
sources necessary to make them truly effective. The additional
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funds provided should be utilized to ensure the effectiveness of
these Centers and the Corps is urged to budget necessary resources
in future budgets to ensure that these Centers of Expertise remain
viable assets for the Corps’ planning program.

Tribal Partnership Program.—Within the funds provided studies
with tribes in New Mexico and with the Lower Brule Sioux Tribe
in South Dakota should be undertaken.

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

Research and Development.—The Committee has recommended
$24,892,000 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-
ommended $5,000,000 above the budget request. The Committee
believes that some of this additional funding should be applied to
global climate change research initiated in fiscal year 2010 particu-
larly concentrating on the effects of sea level rise. The Committee
has also recommended $1,000,000 to continue submerged aquatic
vegetation research in the Chesapeake Bay and $2,000,000 to con-
tinue 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
I}:))rojefgt performance, increased cost effectiveness, and enhanced

enefits.

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

$2,031,000,000
1,690,000,000
1,780,000,000

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 request for the Construction, General account
is $1,690,000,000, a decrease of $341,000,000 from the fiscal year
2010 enacted amount. By the Committee’s estimate, less than 60
percent of the needed funding is available in this account. The ad-
ministration request adequately funds only eight projects; the rest
are funded at much less than optimum levels. Construction levels
will slip due to constrained funding and benefits to the national
economy will be deferred. The Committee is concerned that this
lack of investment will inevitably lead to another Katrina-style dis-
aster somewhere in the Nation, whether it is a catastrophic failure
on the inland waterway system or overwhelmed incomplete or dam-

Appropriations, 2010
Budget estimate, 2011
Committee recommendati
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aged flood control or shore protection infrastructure. The aftermath
of Hurricane Katrina should have taught us, if nothing else, that
more robust investment before the fact would have led to consider-
ably smaller payouts after the disaster. Yet, based on the budget
requests in the intervening 5 years, it is obvious that no lesson has
been learned.

The Committee recommendation includes $1,780,000,000 in new
budget authority for this account. The Committee is aware that
execution problems in the Continuing Authorities Program have re-
sulted in considerable unobligated balances in this program that
are to be carried into fiscal year 2011 and 2012. The Committee
has utilized $120,000,000 of these unobligated balances from this
program toward the remainder of the account for fiscal year 2011.
Therefore the Construction, General program for fiscal year 2011
is based on a total available amount of $1,900,000,000. This is
$210,000,000 above the budget request but is still $131,000,000
below the enacted level. The Committee recognizes that this is con-
siderably less than the needs in the program, but is the best that
can be accomplished in this constrained fiscal environment. The
Committee will continue to seek additional resources as the bill
progresses toward enactment.

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]

Project title Budget estimate recg%mml]intég?ion
ALABAMA
TUSCALOOSA, AL 8,240
ALASKA
AKUTAN HARBOR, AK 7,000 7,000
ALASKA COASTAL EROSION, AK 2,000
BETHEL RIVER BANK STABILIZATION, AK 3,000
HAINES HARBOR, AK 500
KENAI RIVER BLUFF EROSION, AK 2,500
ARKANSAS
0ZARK-JETA TAYLOR POWERHOUSE, AR 12,900
RED RIVER BELOW DENISON DAM, AR, LA, & TX 2,500
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate recg%n%n;rl]tt}g?ion
RED RIVER EMERGENCY BANK PROTECTION, AR, LA, OK, & TX 2,000
CALIFORNIA
AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED (COMMON FEATURES), CA 4,200 4,200
AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED (FOLSOM DAM MODIFICATIONS), CA 78,000 78,000
AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED (FOLSOM DAM RAISE & BRIDGE), CA ... 500 500
CALFED LEVEE STABILITY PROGRAM, CA 5,000
CORTE MADERA CREEK, CA 500
FARMINGTON RECHARGE DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM, CA 500
GUADALUPE RIVER, CA 200
HAMILTON AIRFIELD WETLANDS RESTORATION, CA 20,000 11,750
HARBOR/SOUTH BAY WATER RECYCLING PROJECT, LOS ANGELES, CA 2,000
LOS ANGELES RIVER DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS, CA 1,000
MID-VALLEY AREA LEVEE RECONSTRUCTION, CA 1,500
MURRIETA CREEK, CA 3,500
NAPA RIVER, CA 2,100
NAPA RIVER, SALT MARSH RESTORATION, CA 12,000 12,000
OAKLAND HARBOR (50 FOOT PROJECT), CA 4,330 4,330
PLACER COUNTY, CA 1,000
SAN FRANCISCO BAY TO STOCKTON, CA 500
SACRAMENTO DEEPWATER SHIP CHANNEL, CA 12,500 12,500
SACRAMENTO RIVER BANK PROTECTION PROJECT, CA 10,000 10,000
SACRAMENTO RIVER, GLENN-COLUSA IRRIGATION DISTRICT, CA 700
SAN LUIS REY RIVER, CA 2,500
SAN RAMON VALLEY RECYCLED WATER, CA 459
SANTA ANA RIVER MAINSTEM, CA 25,000 25,000
SOUTH SACRAMENTO COUNTY STREAMS, CA 4,800 4,800
SUCCESS DAM AND RESERVOIR, CA (DAM SAFETY) 500 1,000
TAHOE BASIN RESTORATION, CA & NV 4,000
UPPER GUADALUPE RIVER, CA 2,500
WEST SACRAMENTO, CA 5,000 5,000
YUBA RIVER BASIN, CA 3,500
DELAWARE
DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, BROADKILL BEACH, DE 250
DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, ROOSEVELT INLET TO LEWES BEACH, DE ......cccocoovvvvirmerri 350 350
DELAWARE COAST PROTECTION, DE 390
DELAWARE COAST, CAPE HENLOPEN TO FENWICK ISLAND, BETHANY BEACH TO SOUTH
BETHANY, DE 4,700
DELAWARE COAST, CAPE HENLOPEN TO FENWICK ISLAND, FENWICK ISLAND, DE .....cccoc. | covvvmumrrrmiririrnrnnes 150
DELAWARE COAST, CAPE HENLOPEN TO FENWICK ISLAND, REHOBOTH BEACH AND
DEWEY BEACH, DE 150
DELAWARE RIVER MAINSTEM AND CHANNEL DEEPENING, DE, NJ & PA 7,000
FLORIDA
BREVARD COUNTY, FL 350 350
DADE COUNTY, FL 11,000 11,000
DUVAL COUNTY, FL 7,500 7,500
FLORIDA KEYS WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENTS, FL 2,800
FORT PIERCE BEACH, FL 350 350
HERBERT HOOVER DIKE, FL (SEEPAGE CONTROL) 104,800 104,800
JACKSONVILLE HARBOR, FL 6,000 6,000
MANATEE COUNTY, FL 100 100
MANATEE HARBOR, FL 100
MARTIN COUNTY, FL 8,000 8,000
NASSAU COUNTY, FL 350 350
PALM BEACH COUNTY, FL (DELRAY BEACH REIMBURSEMENT) 680
PINELLAS COUNTY, FL 2,500
SOUTH FLORIDA EVERGLADES ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, FL ......coocoveiriieriieciiecriins 180,000 155,000
CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA, FL (152,330) (127,330)
EVERGLADES AND SOUTH FLORIDA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, FL .....ccoocovvrcvreennnne (5,170) (5,170)
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee

recommendation
KISSIMMEE RIVER PROJECT, FL (22,500) (22,500)
ST. JOHNS COUNTY, FL 350 350
TAMPA HARBOR, FL 1,000 1,200
GEORGIA
ATLANTA ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, GA 1,000
RICHARD B RUSSELL DAM & LAKE, GA & SC 1,000 1,000
SAVANNAH HARBOR EXPANSION, GA 400 1,000
HAWAII
HAWAII WATER MANAGEMENT, HI 2,000
KAHUKU, HI 4,590
IDAHO
LITTLE WOOD RIVER, GOODING, ID 150
RURAL IDAHO, ID 2,000
ILLINOIS
ALTON TO GALE ORGANIZED LEVEE DISTRICT, IL & MO (DEF CORR) 150 150
CHAIN OF ROCKS CANAL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IL (DEF CORR) 5,385 5,385
CHICAGO SANITARY AND SHIP CANAL, DISPERSAL BARRIER, IL ... 5,200 11,100
DES PLAINES RIVER, IL 6,500 10,000
EAST ST. LOUIS, IL 1,000 2,000
LOCK AND DAM 27, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IL (MAJOR REHAB) ........covvvverervireriveciririenninns 350 350
MCCOOK AND THORNTON RESERVOIRS, IL 40,000 40,000
NUTWOOD DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT, IL 300
OLMSTED LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, IL & KY 136,000 136,000
UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER RESTORATION, IL, 1A, MN, MO & WI ...oooiiiiiieiecens 21,150 19,000
WOOD RIVER LEVEE, IL 1,098 1,098
INDIANA
FORT WAYNE, ST. MARY'S AND MAUMEE RIVERS, IN (GREENWOOD AVENUE TOE
DRAIN) 165
INDIANA HARBOR, CONFINED DISPOSAL FACILITY, IN 8,000 8,000
LITTLE CALUMET RIVER, IN 10,000 10,000
IOWA
DES MOINES RECREATIONAL RIVER AND GREENBELT, 1A 3,200
MISSOURI RIVER FISH MITIGATION, IA, KS, MO, MT, NE, ND & SD .....coovvirriincirecirens 78,400 74,000
MISSOURI RIVER LEVEE SYSTEM (UNIT L-385), IA, NE, KS, MO 1,500
KANSAS
TURKEY CREEK BASIN, KANSAS CITY, KS & MO 8,000 8,000
KENTUCKY
KENTUCKY LOCK AND DAM, TENNESSEE RIVER, KY 2,868 2,868
MARKLAND LOCKS AND DAM, KY (MAJOR REHAB) 5,400 5,400
WOLF CREEK DAM, LAKE CUMBERLAND, KY (SEEPAGE CONTROL) .....cccccoovermevereerreeriia 134,000 134,000
LOUISIANA
ASCENSION PARISH ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, LA 160
CALCASIEU RIVER AND PASS, DMMP, LA 1,000
COMITE RIVER, LA 8,000
EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, LA 500
EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH (FC), LA 3,000
J. BENNETT JOHNSTON WATERWAY, LA 1,500 7,000
LAROSE TO GOLDEN MEADOW, LA (HURRICANE PROTECTION) ....ovoorerrerrienrireeireeireeens 5,500 5,500
LOUISIANA COASTAL AREA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, LA 19,000 19,000
OUACHITA RIVER LEVEES, LA 1,000
WEST BANK AND VICINITY, NEW ORLEANS, LA 5,000 5,000
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate recg%n%n;riltt}g?ion
MARYLAND
ASSATEAGUE ISLAND, MD 1,000 1,000
ATLANTIC COAST OF MARYLAND, MD 3,100
BALTIMORE METROPOLITAN WATER RESOURCES, GWYNNS FALLS, MD 200
CHESAPEAKE BAY ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND PROTECTION, MD, VA & PA ........ 1,000
CHESAPEAKE BAY OYSTER RECOVERY, MD & VA 5,000
POPLAR ISLAND, MD 1,530
MASSACHUSETTS
MUDDY RIVER, MA 500 2,500
MICHIGAN
GREAT LAKES FISHERY AND ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, Mi 2,000
HAMILTON DAM, FLINT RIVER, FLINT, M 1,000
OAKLAND COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, MI 500
SAULT STE MARIE (REPLACEMENT LOCK), Mi 1,000
ST. CLAIR RIVER AND LAKE ST. CLAIR MANAGEMENT PLAN, MI 300
MINNESOTA
BRECKENRIDGE, MN 407
ROSEAU, MN (RED RIVER OF THE NORTH BASIN) 2,500
MISSISSIPPI
DESOTO COUNTY, MS 12,000
MISSISSIPPI ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, MS 18,000
MISSOURI
BLUE RIVER BASIN, KANSAS CITY, MO 550
BLUE RIVER CHANNEL, KANSAS CITY, MO 4,500 4,500
CHESTERFIELD, MO 3,439 3,939
CLEARWATER LAKE, MO (SEEPAGE CONTROL) 40,000 40,000
KANSAS CITYS, MO & KS 700 700
MERAMEC RIVER BASIN, VALLEY PARK LEVEE, MO 2,000
MISSISSIPPI RIVER BETWEEN THE OHIO AND MISSOURI RIVERS (REG WORKS),

MO & IL 4,345 4,345
MISSOURI AND MIDDLE MISSISSIPPI RIVERS ENHANCEMENT, MO 1,200
ST. LOUIS FLOOD PROTECTION, MO 100 200
SWOPE PARK INDUSTRIAL AREA, KANSAS CITY, MO 5,330

MONTANA
FORT PECK CABIN CONVEYANCE, MT 1,000
RURAL MONTANA, MT 5,000
NEBRASKA
ANTELOPE CREEK, LINCOLN, NE 315
WESTERN SARPY COUNTY AND CLEAR CREEK, NE 2,470
NEVADA
RURAL NEVADA, NV 20,000
NEW JERSEY
BARNEGAT INLET TO LITTLE EGG HARBOR INLET, NJ 7,600
BRIGANTINE INLET TO GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET, ABSECON ISLAND, NJ 400
BRIGANTINE INLET TO GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET, BRIGANTINE ISLAND, NJ 80
CAPE MAY INLET TO LOWER TOWNSHIP, NJ 200 200
DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, DE & NJ, OAKWOOD BEACH 250
GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET AND PECK BEACH, NJ 500 500
GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET TO TOWNSENDS INLET, NJ 2,000
HACKENSACK MEADOWLANDS, NJ 300
JOSEPH G. MINISH PASSAIC RIVER WATERFRONT, NJ 3,000
LOWER CAPE MAY MEADOWS, CAPE MAY POINT, NJ 8,920 8,920
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate recg%n%n;riltt}g?ion
PASSAIC RIVER BASIN FLOOD MANAGEMENT, NJ 500
RARITAN & SANDY HOOK BAY, PORT MONMOUTH, NJ 1,500
RARITAN RIVER BASIN, GREEN BROOK SUB-BASIN, NJ 1,000 1,000
SANDY HOOK TO BARNEGAT INLET, NJ 2,000
TOWNSENDS INLET TO CAPE MAY INLET, NJ 2,000
NEW MEXICO
ACEQUIAS IRRIGATION SYSTEM, NM 2,770
ALAMOGORDO, NM 4,200
CENTRAL NEW MEXICO, NM 1,000
MIDDLE RIO GRANDE FLOOD PROTECTION, BERNALILLO TO BELEN, NM 500
RIO GRANDE FLOODWAY, SAN ACACIA TO BOSQUE DEL APACHE, NM .......ccccoomurvvirmmrrinnns 10,000 1,500
SOUTHWEST VALLEY, FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION, ALBUQUERQUE, NM 5,809
NEW YORK
ATLANTIC COAST OF LONG ISLAND, JONES INLET TO EAST ROCKAWAY INLET, LONG
BEACH ISLAND, NY 300
ATLANTIC COAST OF NYC, ROCKAWAY INLET TO NORTON POINT, NY ...ooovvvvirrrrircrrirennns 300 300
EAST ROCKAWAY INLET TO ROCKAWAY INLET AND JAMAICA BAY, NY 1,000
FIRE ISLAND INLET TO MONTAUK POINT, NY 1,100 4,600
LONG BEACH ISLAND, NY 300 300
NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY HARBOR, NY & NJ 57,000 57,000
NEW YORK CITY WATERSHED, NY 1,000
ONONDAGA LAKE, NY 1,000
NORTH CAROLINA
BRUNSWICK COUNTY BEACHES, NC 350
WEST ONSLOW BEACH AND NEW RIVER INLET, TOPSAIL BEACH, NC 122
WILMINGTON HARBOR, NC 1,800 2,100
WRIGHTSVILLE BEACH, NC 300
NORTH DAKOTA
FARGO, ND—MOORHEAD, MN 20,000
GARRISON DAM AND POWER PLANT, ND (REPLACEMENT) 11,088 11,088
GRAFTON, ND 3,000
MISSOURI RIVER RESTORATION, ND 500
NORTH DAKOTA ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, ND 14,300
OHIO
DOVER DAM MUSKINGUM RIVER, OH 36,000 36,000
HOLES CREEK, WEST CARROLLTON, OH 1,000
OHIO ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, OH 2,600
EUCLID, OH (EI) (1,100)
PORTSMOUTH CSO MITIGATION, OH (500)
TOLEDO WATERWAYS INITIATIVE PHASE 2, OH (1,000
OHIO RIVERFRONT, CINCINNATI, OH 3,000
OKLAHOMA
CANTON LAKE, OK (DAM SAFETY) 24,334 24,334
YUKON, OK (EI) 500
OREGON
COLUMBIA RIVER TREATY FISHING ACCESS SITES, OR & WA 500 500
LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, OR & WA .. 4,700 4,700
PENNSYLVANIA
EMSWORTH LOCKS & DAM, OHIO RIVER, PA (STATIC INSTABILITY CORRECTION) ............. 11,500 11,500
LACKAWANNA RIVER, SCRANTON, PA 500
LOCKS AND DAMS 2, 3, AND 4 MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA 2,000 2,000
PRESQUE ISLE PENINSULA, PA (PERMANENT) 1,000 1,000
WYOMING VALLEY, PA (LEVEE RAISING) 1,500
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[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate recg%%n;riltt}g?ion
PUERTO RICO
PORTUGUES AND BUCANA RIVERS, PR 39,539 39,539
RIO PUERTO NUEVO, PR 12,000 12,000
SOUTH DAKOTA
BIG SIOUX RIVER, SIOUX FALLS, SD 3,000
MISSOURI RIVER RESTORATION, SD 300
TENNESSEE
CENTER HILL DAM, TN (SEEPAGE CONTROL) 77,800 77,800
CUMBERLAND COUNTY WATER SUPPLY, TN 210
TEXAS
FORT BEND COUNTY (ARCOLA-FRESNO REGIONAL WASTEWATER), TX (EI)
BRAYS BAYOU, HOUSTON, TX 1,740 3,740
CENTRAL CITY, FORT WORTH, UPPER TRINITY RIVER BASIN, TX 4815
DALLAS FLOODWAY EXTENSION, TRINITY RIVER PROJECT, TX 20,500
JOHNSON CREEK, UPPER TRINITY BASIN, ARLINGTON, TX 500
LOWER COLORADO RIVER BASIN (WHARTON/ONION), TX 10,000
RED RIVER BASIN CHLORIDE CONTROL, TX & 0K 2,800
UTAH
RURAL UTAH, UT 25,000
VERMONT
LAKE CHAMPLAIN WATERSHED INITIATIVE, VT 500
VIRGINIA
ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY BRIDGE REPLACEMENT AT DEEP CREEK, CHESA-

PEAKE, VA 1,590 1,590
JOHN H. KERR DAM AND RESERVOIR, VA & NC (REPLACEMENT) ......coovvvveerrrerrrecerrecrnenns 6,000 6,000
NORFOLK HARBOR AND CHANNELS (DEEPENING), VA 1,000
NORFOLK HARBOR, CRANEY ISLAND, VA 1,000 1,000
ROANOKE RIVER UPPER BASIN, HEADWATERS AREA, VA 1,075 1,075
SANDBRIDGE, VA 300
VIRGINIA BEACH, VA (HURRICANE PROTECTION) 2,000

WASHINGTON
CHIEF JOSEPH DAM GAS ABATEMENT, WA 200 200
COLUMBIA RIVER FISH MITIGATION, WA, OR, & ID 137,615 116,000
DUWAMISH AND GREEN RIVER BASIN, WA 5,500 5,500
HOWARD HANSON DAM, WA 500 500
LOWER SNAKE RIVER FISH AND WILDLIFE COMPENSATION, WA, OR, & ID ......ccccocomvvvun 1,500 1,500
MOUNT ST. HELENS SEDIMENT CONTROL, WA 800 1,800
MUD MOUNTAIN DAM, WA (FISH PASSAGE) 1,000 1,000
PUGET SOUND AND ADJACENT WATERS RESTORATION, WA 3,000
SHOALWATER BAY, WA 3,000
WEST VIRGINIA
BLUESTONE LAKE, WV (DAM SAFETY ASSURANCE) 15,000 15,000
GREENBRIER RIVER BASIN, WV 1,500
ISLAND CREEK, LOGAN, WV 5,000
LEVISA AND TUG FORKS AND UPPER CUMBERLAND RIVER, WV, VA, & KY .....ccccocvvurrina 19,500 22,250
LOWER MUD RIVER, MILTON, WV 1,500
SUBTOTAL 1,571,596 1,867,693
NATIONAL PROGRAMS

AQUATIC PLANT CONTROL 4,000 5,000

CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAM:
AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION (SECTION 206) 1,273 7,273
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[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate recgr(:lllﬂnl"ntéz(teion
BENEFICIAL USE OF DREDGED MATERIAL (SECTION 204, 207, 993) 2,195 2,195
EMERGENCY STREAMBANK AND SHORELINE PROTECTION (SECTION 14) 4,993 4,993
FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS (SECTION 205) 6,635 6,635
MITIGATION OF SHORE DAMAGES (SECTION 111) 8,300 8,300
NAVIGATION PROGRAM (SECTION 107) 1,227 1,227
PROJECT MODIFICATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT (SECTION
1135) 7,046 7,046
SHORE PROTECTION (SECTION 103) 3,100 3,100
SNAGGING AND CLEARING (SECTION 208) 200 200
DAM SAFETY AND SEEPAGE/STABILITY CORRECTION PROGRAM ......cccrmvveerreemrrrerrnrninns 49,100 49,100
EMPLOYEES COMPENSATION FUND 19,000 19,000
ESTUARY RESTORATION PROGRAM (Public Law 106-457) 5,000 2,500
INLAND WATERWAYS USER BOARD (BOARD EXPENSES) 60 60
INLAND WATERWAYS USER BOARD (COE EXPENSES) 275 275
SHORELINE EROSION CONTROL DEVELOPMENT AND DEMONSTRATION 2,500
RESTORATION OF ABANDONED MINES 500
SUBTOTAL 118,404 119,904
SAVINGS AND SLIPPAGE — 87,597
USE OF PRIOR-YEAR BALANCES — 120,000
TOTAL 1,690,000 1,780,000

Tuscaloosa, Alabama.—The Committee recommends $8,240,000
to complete the relocation project at Tuscaloosa, Alabama.

Ozark-Jeta Taylor, Arkansas.—This is another case where Ad-
ministration investments in our infrastructure seem to be penny-
wise and pound-foolish. The budget request provided no funds for
this on-going continuing contract. Termination costs for this con-
tinuing contract are estimated to be $20,000,000. Energy losses
over the past 3 fiscal years exceed $25,000,000 due to forced out-
ages of the hydropower units. The Committee has recommended
$12,900,000 to complete the rehabilitation work on turbine unit 3.
The Committee urges the administration to budget for this contract
in future budget submissions.

Red River Below Denison Dam, Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma,
and Texas.—The Committee recommends $2,500,000 to continue
levee rehabilitation work in Arkansas and Louisiana to protect the
1.7 million-acre flood plain from crop damage; loss of livestock;
damage to levees, railroads, highways, industries, and other river
and urban developments.

Red River Emergency Bank Protection, Arkansas, and Lou-
isiana.—The Committee recommends $2,000,000 for protection of
critical infrastructure and land along the Red River below Index,

Arkansas.—The project plan provides for revetment, dikes, or
cutoffs that can be accomplished in advance of developing the de-
sign for the entire project.

Hamilton Airfield Wetlands Restoration, California.—The Com-
mittee recommendation includes $11,750,000 for this tidal wetland
restoration project. This reduction from the budget request is based
on updated information from the Corps.

Mid Valley Area Levee Reconstruction, California.—The Com-
mittee recommendation includes $1,500,000 to complete the design
of areas two and four of the reconstruction of this flood control
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project. The project includes levee reconstruction through installing
landside berms with toe drains, ditch relocation, embankment
modification, slurry cut-off walls, and developing land for fish and
wildlife mitigation.

Oakland Harbor, California.—Within the Committee’s rec-
ommendation, $2,087,000 is recommended as a repayment to the
Port of Oakland to settle the port’s payments in excess of the local
cost share on the 42-foot construction project DACW07-95-003.

Tahoe Basin Restoration, California.—The Committee rec-
ommends $4,000,000 for planning, design, and construction assist-
ance for environmental restoration, resource protection and devel-
opment projects in Lake Tahoe Basin. These projects are part of
the $2,500,000,000 local, State, Federal and private watershed res-
toration effort referred to as the Lake Tahoe Environmental Im-
provement Program [EIP]. Of the funds provided, $2,700,000 are
recommended for construction of the Incline and Third Creek res-
toration project.

Delaware Coast, Cape Henlopen to Fenwick Island, Bethany
Beach to South Bethany Beach, Delaware.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $4,700,000 for the second nourishment cycle on this
shore protection project.

Delaware Coast Protection, Delaware.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $390,000 to reimburse the State for the Fed-
eral share of the annual operation and maintenance of the sand by-
pass facilities.

Everglades and South Florida Ecosystem Restoration, Florida.—
The Committee has chosen to display the various, separately au-
thorized components of the project in the table in addition to a sin-
gle line item as was proposed in the budget. The Committee be-
lieves that it is prudent to maintain visibility of the various project
elements in the budget process. It is the Committee’s under-
standing that the Corps cannot utilize all of the funding requested
for the Site one project in fiscal year 2011 due to the need to com-
plete a post authorization change report on the remaining features
of this project due to cost growth. Therefore, the Committee has re-
duced The Central and Southern Florida element by $25,000,000 to
account for this change. This lowers the overall committee rec-
ommendation for the Everglades to $155,000,000.

Tampa Harbor, Florida.—$200,000 is provided above the budget
request to complete the General Reevaluation Report of the Federal
project.

Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal, Illinois.—The Committee rec-
ommends $11,100,000 for the aquatic nuisance species Barriers I
and II and for interim measures for potential barrier bypasses.

Olmsted Locks and Dam, Ohio River, Illinois and Kentucky.—The
Committee recommends $136,000,000 to continue construction of
this project. None of the funds provided for the Olmsted Locks and
Dam Project or any other construction funds are to be used to reim-
burse the Claims and Judgment Fund.

Missouri Fish and Wildlife Recovery, Iowa, Kansas, Missouri,
Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota.—The Com-
mittee recommends $74,000,000 for this project. Within the rec-
ommended funds, $12,000,000 is to be used for modifications to the
Intake Dam to provide additional habitat for the pallid sturgeon.
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Wolf Creek Dam, Lake Cumberland, Kentucky.—The Committee
recommends $134,000,000 for continuation of seepage control meas-
ures at Wolf Creek Dam. It is the Committee’s understanding that
this is the Corps’ full funding capability for this project in fiscal
year 2011.

Larose to Golden Meadow, Louisiana.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $5,500,000 to continue efforts to provide 100-year flood
protection for this project. Surveys show the levee grade is deficient
by 12-18 inches.

Chesapeake Bay Environmental Program, Maryland, Pennsyl-
vania, and Virginia.—The Committee has recommended $1,000,000
for continuation of this project that is integral to the clean-up of
the Chesapeake Bay.

Chesapeake Bay Opyster Recovery, Maryland and Virginia.—The
Committee recommends $5,000,000 to continue oyster recovery ef-
forts in the Chesapeake Bay.

Muddy River, Massachusetts.—The Committee recommends
$2,500,000 for the Muddy River, Boston and Brookline, Massachu-
setts project, $500,000 of which is to be used along with fiscal year
2010 carryover funds to award a fully funded contract to construct
the flood risk management features of Phase I of the project, and
$2,000,000 of which is to be used to complete design of Phase II,
including the environmental restoration elements of the project.

Oakland County, Michigan.—The Committee recommends
$500,000 for the George W. Kuhn drain project.

Meramec River Basin, Valley City, Missouri.—The Committee
recommendation includes $2,000,000 for additional flood risk man-
agement features to address problems that became apparent dur-
ing the 2008 flood.

Fort Peck Dam and Lake, Montana.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $1,000,000 for continuation of the disposi-
tion of Fort Peck cabins.

Rural Nevada, Nevada.—The Committee recomendation includes
$20,000,000 for this project. Within the funds provided, the Corps
should give consideration to the Spanish Springs Valley Sewering
Project, Phase II; the Indian Springs Wastewater Collection and
Treatment System Project; the Moapa Valley Wastewater Collec-
tion System Project; Searchlight Water System Improvements
Project; Minden Arsenic Compliance Project; Tonopah Water Treat-
ment Project; River Oaks Water and Wastewater Collection Sys-
tem; Murray Creek Storm Drain; Incline Village Wastewater Efflu-
ent Pipeline; and also to projects at: Boulder City; Lyon County;
Douglas County; Gerlach; Esmeralda County; Fallon; Goldfield;
Churchill County; West Wendover; Yerington; Virgin Valley Water
District; Lovelock; Truckee Meadows Water Authority; Eldorado
Valley; Ely; and Carson City. Other communities that meet the
program criteria should be considered as funding allows.

Barnegat Inlet to Little Egg Harbor Inlet, New Jersey.—The Com-
mittee recommends $7,600,000 for construction on this shore pro-
tection project.

Acequias Irrigation System, New Mexico.—The Committee rec-
ommends $2,770,000 to continue restoration of these historic irriga-
tion distribution systems.
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Wilmington Harbor, North Carolina.—$300,000 is recommended
above the budget request to initiate a general reevaluation study
to investigate modification of the anchorage basin.

North Dakota [EI], North Dakota.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $14,300,000 for this program. $1,600,000 is rec-
ommended for the Mandan Raw Water Intake; $75,000 for the
Southeast Water Users District SEWUD; $1,700,000 for the Graf-
ton Water Treatment Plant Improvements; $1,375,000 for the
North Prairie Rural Water District; $1,575,000 for the Park River
Water Distribution System Improvements; $900,000 for the Walsh
Rural Water District Ground Storage Expansion; $1,500,000 for the
Grand Forks Water Treatment Plant—Pilot Testing and Design;
$275,000 for the Fargo Water Treatment Plant Facility Study Plan;
$1,825,000 for the McKenzie County Regional Water Service;
$750,000 for the Williams Rural Water Phase I; $1,500,000 for the
Greater Ramsey Water District—expansion; $100,000 for the
Williston Waste Water Treatment System Improvements; $425,000
for the LaMoure Sanitary Sewer Lining Project; and $700,000 for
the Traill Rural Water District Phase III project.

Ohio [EI], Ohio.—The Committee recommendation includes
$2,600,000. $1,100,000 is recommended for the Euclid project;
$500,000 for the Portsmouth CSO project and $1,000,000 for the
Toledo Waterways Initiative Phase II.

Presque Isle, Pennsylvania.—The Committee recommends
$1,000,000 to continue this project to mitigate flood and coastal
storm damage.

Red River Basin Chloride Control, Texas, Oklahoma, Arkansas,
and Louisiana.—The Committee recommends $2,800,000 to con-
tinue construction of the project. Within the funds recommended,
$800,000 should be used for the Elm Fork, Area VI element.

Rural Utah, [EI], Utah.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $25,000,000 to continue construction of eligible projects.

Within the funds provided, the Corps should give consideration
to Duchesne County Water Conservancy District; Uintah County
Whiterocks Projects; Emery Town water delivery project;
Cedarview Water Conservancy District; Bear River Water Conser-
vancy District; Eureka Town water and sewer project; Monticello
City water system project; Long Canal Project, Garfield County;
Cottonwood Irrigation Project, Emery County; and Coalville Town
water treatment project. Other communities that meet the program
criteria should be considered as funding allows.

Lake Champlain Watershed Initiative, Vermont.—The Committee
recommendation includes $500,000 for continuation of this project.

Columbia River Fish Mitigation, Washington, Oregon, and
Idaho.—The Committee recommendation includes $124,385,000 for
this project. The reduction made to this project should not be
viewed as any diminution of support for this project, rather an at-
tempt to balance out the Corps of Engineers nationwide program
among the various missions of the Corps.

Levisa and Tug Forks of the Big Sandy River and Cumberland
River, West Virginia, Kentucky, and Virginia.—The Committee rec-
ommends $22,250,000 for the continuation of the project. Within
the funds recommended, the Committee includes $19,500,000 for
the Buchanan County, Dickenson County, and Grundy, Virginia
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elements. Further, the recommendation includes $2,750,000 for
Kermit, Lower Mingo County, McDowell County, Upper Mingo, and
Wayne County, West Virginia.

Aquatic Plant Control Program.—The Committee recommenda-
tion includes $5,000,000 for this program. Funds above the budget
request are included for cost-shared programs: $150,000 for Black
Rock Lake, Odensburg, New York and $500,000 for Lake Cham-
plain, Vermont.

Estuary Restoration Program.—The Committee recommendation
includes $2,500,000 for this nationwide program. Within the funds
provided, $1,000,000 is for the Colorado Lagoon, California, project.

Shore Line Erosion Control Development and Demonstration Pro-
gram.—The Committee has recommended $2,500,000 for construc-
tion of a shoreline erosion abatement device at Oil Piers in Ventura
County, California, as well as monitoring programs and other ap-
propriate activities under this authority.

CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAM

The Committee will no longer list individual projects in the CAP
program in the table. The priority system that has been established
will guide the execution of the projects.

For each Continuing Authorities Program [CAP] section, avail-
able funds shall be allocated utilizing this sequence of steps until
the funds are exhausted:

—capability-level funds for ongoing projects that have executed

cost-sharing agreements for the applicable phase;

—capability-level funds for projects that are ready for execution
of new cost-sharing agreements for the applicable phase and
for which Corps Headquarters authorizes execution of the
agreements;

—funds, as permitted by Corps policies, for other projects pre-
viously funded for the applicable phase but not ready for exe-
cution of new cost-sharing agreements; and

—funds as permitted by Corps policies, for projects not pre-
viously funded for the applicable phase.

Funds shall be allocated by headquarters to the appropriate
Field Operating Agency [FOA] for projects requested by that FOA.
If the FOA finds that the study/project for which funds were re-
quested cannot go forward, the funds are to be returned to Corps
headquarters to be reallocated based on the nationwide priority
listing. In no case should the FOA retain these funds for use on
a different project than the one for which the funds were requested
without the explicit approval of the Corps’ Headquarters.

Within the step at which available funds are exhausted for each
CAP section, funds shall be allocated to the projects in that section
that rank high according to the following factors: high overall per-
formance based on outputs; high percent fiscally complete; and
high unobligated carry-in. Section 14 funds shall be allocated to the
projects that address the most significant risks and adverse con-
sequences, irrespective of phase or previous funding history.

The Corps shall continue the ongoing process for suspending and
terminating inactive projects. Suspended projects shall not be reac-
tivated or funded unless the sponsor reaffirms in writing its sup-
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port for the project and establishes its willingness and capability
to execute its project responsibilities.

In order to provide a mix of studies, design and construction
within each CAP section, the Corps is directed to divide the fund-
ing generally 80/20 between the Design and Implementation and
the Feasibility phases within each authority. The Chief of Engi-
neers shall provide a report to the Committees on Appropriations
within 30 days of enactment of this Act detailing how funds will
be distributed to the individual items in the various CAP sections
for the fiscal year. The Chief shall also provide an annual report
at the end of each fiscal year detailing the progress made on the
backlog of projects. The report should include the completions and
terminations as well as progress of ongoing work.

The Corps may initiate new continuing authorities projects in all
sections as funding allows. New projects may be initiated after an
assessment is made that such projects can be funded over time
based on historical averages of the appropriation for that section
and after prior approval by the Committees on Appropriations.

FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, ARKANSAS, IL-
LINOIS, KENTUCKY, LOUISIANA, MISSISSIPPI, MISSOURI, AND TEN-
NESSEE

Appropriations, 2010 ........ccccceerieeiiieiieeie et $340,000,000
Budget estimate, 2011 .......cooovviieiiiieeeiee e 240,000,000
Committee recommendation ...........cocceeeeveeeeiieeeeiiieeeeieeeeeieeeeieee e 335,000,000

This appropriation funds planning, construction, and operation
and maintenance activities associated with water resource projects
located in the lower Mississippi River Valley from Cape Girardeau,
Missouri to the Gulf of Mexico.

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

MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget request Coc’[mle'ﬂgznrgﬁ_
INVESTIGATIONS
SOUTHEAST ARKANSAS, AR 300
DONALDSONVILLE TO THE GULF, LA 400
MORGANZA TO THE GULF, LA 2,600
SPRING BAYOU, LA 81
COLDWATER RIVER BASIN BELOW ARKABUTLA LAKE, MS 246 246
QUIVER RIVER, MS 100
MEMPHIS METRO AREA, STORM WATER MANAGEMENT STUDY, TN 100 100
COLLECTION AND STUDY OF BASIC DATA, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN ... 500 1,400
CONSTRUCTION

BAYOU METO BASIN, AR 4,000
CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN 47,209 47,209
GRAND PRAIRIE REGION, AR 16,000
MISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN 29,150 36,038
ST FRANCIS BASIN, AR & MO 4,000
ATCHAFALAYA BASIN FLOODWAY SYSTEM, LA 2,631 2,631
ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, LA 6,300 15,000
ST JOHNS BAYOU & NEW MADRID FLOODWAY, MO 200
YAZOO BASIN, BIG SUNFLOWER RIVER, MS 2,200
YAZOO BASIN, MAIN STEM, MS 25
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MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget request

Committee rec-
ommendation

YAZ0O BASIN, MISSISSIPPI DELTA HEADWATERS PROJECT, MS

YAZOO BASIN, REFORMULATION, MS

YAZ0O BASIN, UPPER YAZOO PROJECTS, MS

YAZ0O BASIN, YAZOO BACKWATER LESS ROCKY BAYOU, MS

CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN

HELENA HARBOR, PHILLIPS COUNTY, AR

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AR

LOWER ARKANSAS RIVER, NORTH BANK, AR

LOWER ARKANSAS RIVER, SOUTH BANK, AR

MISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN

ST FRANCIS RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, AR & MO

TENSAS BASIN, BOEUF AND TENSAS RIVERS, AR & LA

WHITE RIVER BACKWATER, AR

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, IL

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, KY

ATCHAFALAYA BASIN FLOODWAY SYSTEM, LA

ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, LA

BATON ROUGE HARBOR, DEVIL SWAMP, LA

BAYOU COCODRIE AND TRIBUTARIES, LA

BONNET CARRE, LA

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, LA

LOWER RED RIVER, SOUTH BANK LEVEES, LA

MISSISSIPPI DELTA REGION—CAERNARVON, LA

OLD RIVER, LA

TENSAS BASIN, RED RIVER BACKWATER, LA

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MO

WAPPAPELLO LAKE, MO

GREENVILLE HARBOR, MS

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MS

VICKSBURG HARBOR, MS

YAZOO BASIN, ARKABUTLA LAKE, MS

YAZOO BASIN, BIG SUNFLOWER RIVER, MS

YAZ0O BASIN, ENID LAKE, MS

YAZOO BASIN, GREENWOOD, MS

YAZOO BASIN, GRENADA LAKE, MS

YAZ0O BASIN, MAIN STEM, MS

YAZOO BASIN, SARDIS LAKE, MS
YAZ0O BASIN, TRIBUTARIES, MS

YAZ0O BASIN, WILL M WHITTINGTON AUX CHAN, MS

YAZOO BASIN, YAZOO BACKWATER AREA, MS

YAZ0O BASIN, YAZOO CITY, MS
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, TN

MEMPHIS HARBOR, MCKELLAR LAKE, TN

MAPPING

SAVINGS AND SLIPPAGE

23,200
1,600
13,300
575

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
66,008 66,008
198 600
190 190
23 223
200 200
7,582 11,843
6,293 10,000
2,374 2,374
1,276 1276
100 100
20 20
1,878 1,878
12,398 12,398
2 )
47 47
2,300 3,500
586 586
377 377
921 921
9,255 9,255
3,286 3,286
185 185
4,966 4,966
18 1,000
109 109
32 750
5,961 7,961
184 1,684
5,784 7,784
790 790
6,301 8,301
1,469 1,469
7,113 9,113
967 1,017
377 400
583 733
731 831
70 70
1,433 1433

REMAINING ITEMS

1,237 1237
—11,162
240,000 335,000

TOTAL

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

Morganza to the Gulf, Louisiana.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $2,600,000 to continue development of the Post Author-
ization Change report and Revised Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement [RPEIS]. Fiscal year 2011 efforts will focus on
selecting a recommended plan, completing feasibility-level designs



43

and costs for the recommended plan, and developing a RPEIS that
reflects the recommended plan.

Collection and Study of Basic Data, Arkansas, Illinois, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, and Tennessee—The Committee
recommendation includes $900,000 above the budget request for
LIDAR mapping in the Yazoo Basin, Mississippi.

CONSTRUCTION

Grand Prairie, Arkansas.—The Committee has recommended
$16,000,000 for continued construction of the project. This project
will provide for agricultural water supply, ground water protection,
and fish and wildlife restoration and enhancement.

Mississippi River Levees, Arkansas, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Mississippi, Missouri, and Tennessee.—Additional funds above the
budget request could be used to continue the preparation of addi-
tional NEPA documentation in association with the MRL features
of the St. Johns New Madrid, Missouri project; fully fund relief
wells at Tunica, Mississippi, Parcel 2; Rena Lara, Mississippi;
Magna Vista-Brunswick, Mississippi, Item 463-L; Item 465-L;
Reid Bedford-King, Item 422—-R; continue ongoing construction con-
tracts; Duncan Point Seepage; and Avondale Ramps.

Yazoo Basin, Big Sunflower Basin, Mississippi.—The Committee
recognizes the need to control bank erosion and reduce sedimenta-
tion and headcutting in watersheds of the Yazoo Basin for purposes
of improving water quality, fisheries, and reducing maintenance.
The Committee recommends $2,200,000 for continued construction
of the Yazoo Basin, Big Sunflower River Project. Not more than
$2,200,000 should be used for the continued construction of these
water quality and sedimentation reduction measures. The Com-
mittee expects the water quality funds to be used for the moni-
toring and establishment of water quality reference indicators and
the development of total maximum daily loads target loads on
Yazoo Basin projects.

Yazoo Basin, Delta Headwaters Project, Mississippi.—The Com-
mittee has recommended $23,200,000 for continuation of a joint ef-
fort by the Corps of Engineers and the Natural Resources Con-
servation Service in the Yazoo Basin of Mississippi. Funds are pro-
vided for the Corps to undertake construction work in the following
watersheds: Abiaca Creek, Batupan Bogue, Black Creek, Coldwater
River, Cane-Mussacana Creek, Hurricane-Wolfe Creek, Hickahala-
Senatobia Creek, Hotophia Creek, Long Creek, Pelucia Creek,
Otoucalofa Creek, Toby-Tubby Creek, Yalobusha River, and Skuna
River. The Committee expects the Corps to design and construct fu-
ture work, acquire real estate, and monitor results for all water-
sheds in fiscal year 2011 and for future work as required for com-
pletion of the total program. The Committee expects the adminis-
tration to request funds for this vital project.

MAINTENANCE

Mississippi River Levees, Arkansas, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Mississippi, Missouri, and Tennessee.—Funds above the budget re-
quest could be used to resurface the mainline levee below West
Memphis, Arkansas; periodic inspections at locations in Arkansas,
Kentucky, Mississippi, Missouri, and Tennessee; installation of
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levee mile posts at various locations; critical slide repairs; place-
ment of crushed stone surfacing on levees; mitigation; bank sta-
bilization; levee surfacing material and operation and maintenance
of the motor vessel Mississippi.

Mississippi Lakes.—The Committee has recommended additional
funding to address the maintenance backlog at Arkabutla, Sardis,
Enid, and Grenada Lakes in Mississippi.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL

Appropriations, 2010 .......cccoecieiieriiieiieeie et $2,400,000,000
Budget estimate, 2011 ........cccccvveevvveeennnnn. 2,361,000,000
Committee recommendation 2,495,000,000

This appropriation funds operation, maintenance, and related ac-
tivities at the water resources projects that the Corps operates and
maintains. Work to be accomplished consists of dredging, repair,
and operation of structures and other facilities, as authorized in
the various river and harbor, flood control, and water resources de-
velopment acts. Related activities include aquatic plant control,
monitoring of completed projects where appropriate, removal of
sunken vessels, and the collection of domestic waterborne com-
merce statistics.

Maintenance of our aging water infrastructure inventory gets
more expensive every year, however, it is consistently underfunded.
If this trend continues, the Corps will not be able to maintain ex-
pected levels of service at all of its projects. The Committee has
maintained its tradition of supporting what the budget request
terms as “low use harbors and waterways”. The Committee recog-
nizes the importance of these facilities and will continue to provide
funding for them. The Committee is concerned about the adminis-
tration’s O&M request. In fiscal year 2010, the administration pro-
posed a budget of $2,504,000,000 for operation and maintenance.
For fiscal year 2011, the request is $143,000,000 less. The Com-
mittee understands that the O&M budget fluctuates from year to
year due to periodic maintenance dredging requirements, however,
the general trend should be for this budget to increase. Nearly 75
percent of the O&M budget consists of labor and dredging costs in
most years. Labor costs rarely decrease for the Corps as it takes
roughly the same amount of manpower to operate Corps projects
on a yearly basis. That means that when the budget request is re-
duced as it is for fiscal year 2011, the only areas available to re-
duce are dredging and real maintenance items.

This is the wrong trend for this program. The Corps is to be com-
mended for managing to keep as much of their infrastructure oper-
able as they have with the O&M budgets that have been put for-
ward and enacted. The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
of 2009 was a tremendous boost to clear out some of the worst of
the backlogged maintenance items and dredging, however, more
needs to be done. The Committee recommendation of
$2,495,000,000, $134,000,000 above the budget request, is a step in
the right direction. The Committee urges the administration to
commit to a more realistic budget for O&M in fiscal year 2012 and
beyond to avoid problems such as occurred on the Ohio River in fis-
cal year 2010.
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In late 2009 and early 2010, transportation was disrupted on the
Ohio River twice due to unexpected lock closures. First a miter
gate fell off its mounts and into the river at the Markland Lock,
closing the main lock chamber for about 6 months. Shippers’ costs
increased dramatically as tows had to be broken down to move
through the much smaller auxiliary lock. Fortunately, there was a
smaller redundant lock at the site. If not the river would have been
closed above Markland for 6 months. That would mean no shipping
by water of any commodities in or out of the Ohio River Valley
from Cincinnati, Ohio, to Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.

To add insult to injury, in January 2010, the mount for the miter
gate at the Greenup Lock failed. That lock was out of service for
a number of weeks as well. With more than half of the Corps locks
more than 50 years old, unscheduled lock closures may be the
norm, if more funding is not invested in the infrastructure. With
more than 600 million tons of cargo moved on the inland waterway
system, these closures would have significant impacts on the na-
tional economy. Maintenance of this infrastructure is too important
to olur national economy to allow it to fail due to short term budget
goals.

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

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate |, Commitee

ALABAMA
ALABAMA-COOSA COMPREHENSIVE WATER STUDY, AL 253 253
ALABAMA RIVER LAKES, AL 15,745 18,745
BLACK WARRIOR AND TOMBIGBEE RIVERS, AL 20,751 20,751
GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, AL 5,230 5,230
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORK, AL 30 30
MOBILE HARBOR, AL 23,560 23,560
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, AL 100 100
TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE WATERWAY WILDLIFE MITIGATION, AL & MS <...ooveeeeeeee 1,900 2,344
TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE WATERWAY, AL & MS 23,767 28,000
WALTER F. GEORGE LOCK AND DAM, AL & GA 8,394 8,394

ALASKA
ANCHORAGE HARBOR, AK 14,013 14,013
BETHEL HARBOR, AK 234 1,000
CHENA RIVER LAKES, AK 2,999 2,999
DILLINGHAM HARBOR, AK 955 955
DOUGLAS HARBOR, AK 241 241
HAINES HARBOR, AK 241 241
HOMER HARBOR, AK 513 513
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AK 180 180
KODIAK HARBORS, AK 750
NINILCHIK HARBOR, AK 420 420
NOME HARBOR, AK 973 973
PETERSBURG HARBOR, AK 500 1,000
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, AK 1,360 1,360

ARIZONA
ALAMO LAKE, AZ 3,019 3,019
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AZ 90 90
PAINTED ROCK DAM, AZ 1,522 1,522
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, AZ 33 33
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[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate recg%n%n;rl]tt}g?ion
WHITLOW RANCH DAM, AZ 607 607

ARKANSAS
BEAVER LAKE, AR 10,570 10,570
BLAKELY MT DAM, LAKE OUACHITA, AR 8,452 9,000
BLUE MOUNTAIN LAKE, AR 1,612 1,612
BULL SHOALS LAKE, AR 1,292 7,292
DARDANELLE LOCK & DAM, AR 7,632 7,632
DEGRAY LAKE, AR 6,979 7,500
DEQUEEN LAKE, AR 1,467 1,467
DIERKS LAKE, AR 1,570 1,570
GILLHAM LAKE, AR 1,340 1,340
GREERS FERRY LAKE, AR 10,230 10,230
HELENA HARBOR, AR 15 500
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AR 311 311
MCCLELLAN-KERR ARKANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION SYSTEM, AR ... 33,553 33,553
MILLWOOD LAKE, AR 4,802 4,802
NARROWS DAM, LAKE GREESON, AR 4,874 5,250
NIMROD LAKE, AR 1,957 1,957
NORFORK LAKE, AR 6,224 6,224
OSCEOLA HARBOR, AR 15 1,000
OUACHITA AND BLACK RIVERS, AR & LA 7,505 10,505
OZARK-JETA TAYLOR LOCK & DAM, AR 5,485 5,485
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, AR 3 3
WHITE RIVER, AR 30 30
YELLOW BEND PORT, AR 3 115

CALIFORNIA
BLACK BUTTE LAKE, CA 2,367 2,367
BUCHANAN DAM, HV EASTMAN LAKE, CA 2,119 2,119
CHANNEL ISLANDS HARBOR, CA 4,600 4,600
COYOTE VALLEY DAM, LAKE MENDOCINO, CA 3,652 6,190
DRY CREEK (WARM SPRINGS) LAKE & CHANNEL, CA 5,831 9,471
FARMINGTON DAM, CA 450 450
HIDDEN DAM, HENSLEY LAKE, CA 2,163 2,163
HUMBOLDT HARBOR AND BAY, CA 5,848 5,848
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, CA 4,604 4,604
ISABELLA LAKE, CA 1,956 1,956
LOS ANGELES COUNTY DRAINAGE AREA, CA 7,035 7,035
MARINA DEL REY, CA 2,050 5,050
MERCED COUNTY STREAMS, CA 401 401
MOJAVE RIVER DAM, CA 522 522
MORRO BAY HARBOR, CA 1,590 1,590
NEW HOGAN LAKE, CA 2,476 2,476
NEW MELONES LAKE, DOWNSTREAM CHANNEL, CA 1,929 1,929
NEWPORT BAY HARBOR, CA 1,280 1,280
OAKLAND HARBOR, CA 7,500 7,500
OCEANSIDE HARBOR, CA 1,520 1,520
PINE FLAT LAKE, CA 3,378 3,378
PINOLE SHOAL MANAGEMENT STUDY, CA 2,500
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, CA 2,132 2,132
RICHMOND HARBOR, CA 8,375 8,375
SACRAMENTO RIVER (30 FOOT PROJECT), CA 3,585 3,585
SACRAMENTO RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES (DEBRIS CONTROL), CA .....coovevveerrrircrrireriins 1,475 1,475
SACRAMENTO RIVER SHALLOW DRAFT CHANNEL, CA 161 161
SAN FRANCISCO BAY, DELTA MODEL STRUCTURE, CA 1,087 1,087
SAN FRANCISCO HARBOR AND BAY, CA (DRIFT REMOVAL) 3,090 3,090
SAN FRANCISCO HARBOR, CA 2,776 2,776
SAN JOAQUIN RIVER, PORT OF STOCKTON, CA 3,603 6,500
SAN PABLO BAY AND MARE ISLAND STRAIT, CA 2,750 2,750
SANTA ANA RIVER BASIN, CA 4,883 4,883
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[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate recg%n%n;rl]tt}g?ion
SANTA BARBARA HARBOR, CA 2,040 2,040
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, CA 1,751 1,751
SUCCESS LAKE, CA 2,529 2,529
SUISUN BAY CHANNEL, CA 2,980 2,980
TERMINUS DAM, LAKE KAWEAH, CA 2,133 2,133
VENTURA HARBOR, CA 2,840 2,840
YUBA RIVER, CA 121 121
COLORADO
BEAR CREEK LAKE, CO 647 647
CHATFIELD LAKE, CO 1,375 1,375
CHERRY CREEK LAKE, CO 1,057 1,057
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, CO 572 572
JOHN MARTIN RESERVOIR, CO 2,941 2,941
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, CO 765 765
TRINIDAD LAKE, CO 1,243 1,243
CONNECTICUT
BLACK ROCK LAKE, CT 537 537
COLEBROOK RIVER LAKE, CT 689 689
HANCOCK BROOK LAKE, CT 478 478
HOP BROOK LAKE, CT 1,092 1,092
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, CT 292 292
LONG ISLAND SOUND, DMMP, CT 2,000 2,000
MANSFIELD HOLLOW LAKE, CT 699 699
MYSTIC RIVER, CT 160 160
NEW HAVEN HARBOR, CT 400 400
NORTHFIELD BROOK LAKE, CT 559 559
NORWALK HARBOR, CT 582
PATCHOGUE RIVER, CT 918
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, CT 1,050 1,050
STAMFORD HURRICANE BARRIER, CT 467 467
THOMASTON DAM, CT 994 994
WEST THOMPSON LAKE, CT 849 849
DELAWARE
CEDAR CREEK, DE 50 50
HARBOR OF REFUGE, LEWES, DE 200
INDIAN RIVER INLET AND BAY, DE 100 100
INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, DELAWARE RIVER TO CHESAPEAKE BAY, DE & MD ... 16,075 16,075
INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, REHOBOTH BAY TO DELAWARE BAY, DE 100 100
MISPILLION RIVER, DE 50 50
MURDERKILL RIVER, DE 50 50
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, DE 40 40
WILMINGTON HARBOR, DE 4,270 7,020
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, DC 100 100
POTOMAC AND ANACOSTIA RIVER, DC (DRIFT REMOVAL) 845 845
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, DC 30 30
WASHINGTON HARBOR, DC 25 25
FLORIDA
ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, FL 2,820
CANAVERAL HARBOR, FL 4,715 4,715
CENTRAL & SOUTHERN FLORIDA, FL 19,520 19,520
ESCAMBIA AND CONECUH RIVERS, FL 68 68
FERNANDINA HARBOR, FL 1,294 1,294
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, FL 900 900
INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY CALOOSAHATCHEE RIVER TO ANCLOTE RIVER, FL 2,000
INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, JACKSONVILLE TO MIAMI, FL 350 4,000
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[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate recg%n%n;rl]tt}g?ion
JACKSONVILLE HARBOR, FL 5,708 5,708
JIM WOODRUFF LOCK AND DAM, LAKE SEMINOLE, FL, AL & GA ... 9,449 9,449
MIAMI HARBOR, FL 200
OKEECHOBEE WATERWAY, FL 2,444 2,444
PALM BEACH HARBOR, FL 2,510 2,510
PANAMA CITY HARBOR, FL 55 55
PENSACOLA HARBOR, FL 67 67
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, FL 1,450 1,450
REMOVAL OF AQUATIC GROWTH, FL 3,500 3,500
ST. LUCIE INLET, FL 250 250
TAMPA HARBOR, FL 5,200 5,200
WATER/ENVIRONMENTAL CERTIFICATION, FL 400 400

GEORGIA
ALLATOONA LAKE, GA 7,008 7,008
APALACHICOLA, CHATTAHOOCHEE AND FLINT RIVERS, GA, AL & FL . 2,603 2,603
ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, GA 265 1,500
BRUNSWICK HARBOR, GA 6,719 6,719
BUFORD DAM AND LAKE SIDNEY LANIER, GA 8,840 8,840
CARTERS DAM AND LAKE, GA 8,136 8,136
HARTWELL LAKE, GA & SC 11,501 11,501
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECTS, GA ....ccvvvvermveeeererrrceersecrienns 85 85
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, GA 141 141
J. STROM THURMOND LAKE, GA & SC 10,918 10,918
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, GA 122 122
RICHARD B RUSSELL DAM & LAKE, GA & SC 9,387 9,387
SAVANNAH HARBOR, GA 18,462 18,462
SAVANNAH RIVER BELOW AUGUSTA, GA 230 230
WEST POINT DAM AND LAKE, GA & AL 8,845 8,845

HAWAII
BARBERS POINT HARBOR, HI 245 330
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, HI 642 961
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, HI 604 604

IDAHO

ALBENI FALLS DAM, ID 1,521 1,521
DWORKSHAK DAM AND RESERVOIR, 1D 2,965 2,965
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, ID 288 288
LUCKY PEAK LAKE, ID 2,689 2,689
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, ID 499 499

ILLINOIS
CALUMET HARBOR AND RIVER, IL & IN 4,238 4,238
CARLYLE LAKE, IL 5,643 5,643
CHICAGO HARBOR, IL 2,064 2,064
CHICAGO RIVER, IL 510 510
CHICAGO SANITARY AND SHIP CANAL DISPERSAL BARRIER, IL .....ocvvererrercrvircrrirenninns 7,450 7,450
FARM CREEK RESERVOIRS, IL 398 398
ILLINOIS WATERWAY, IL & IN (MVR PORTION) 32,238 32,238
ILLINOIS WATERWAY, IL & IN (MVS PORTION) 1,802 1,802
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECTS, IL ...covvvvvvivermrveeirerrrceircecnieens 65 65
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, IL 1,707 1,707
KASKASKIA RIVER NAVIGATION, IL 2,176 2,176
LAKE MICHIGAN DIVERSION, IL 710 710
LAKE SHELBYVILLE, IL 5,512 5512
MISSISSIPPI RIVER BETWEEN MISSOURI RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS (MVR PORTION), IL ... 53,692 53,692
MISSISSIPPI RIVER BETWEEN MISSOURI RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS (MVS PORTION), IL .... 21,581 21,581
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, IL 106 106
REND LAKE, IL 5,702 5,702
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, IL 689 689
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[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate recg%n%n;rl]tt}g?ion
WAUKEGAN HARBOR, IL 590 590

INDIANA
BROOKVILLE LAKE, IN 1,141 1,141
BURNS WATERWAY HARBOR, IN 171 171
CAGLES MILL LAKE, IN 1,030 1,030
CECIL M. HARDEN LAKE, IN 1,013 1,013
INDIANA HARBOR, IN 5,700 5,700
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, IN 800 800
J. EDWARD ROUSH LAKE, IN 1,793 1,793
MISSISSINEWA LAKE, IN 1,147 1,147
MONROE LAKE, IN 1,899 1,899
PATOKA LAKE, IN 980 980
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, IN 185 185
SALAMONIE LAKE, IN 1,012 1,012
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, IN 125 125

IOWA
CORALVILLE LAKE, 1A 4,559 5,000
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, IA 393 393
MISSOURI RIVER—KENSLERS BEND, NE TO SOIUX CITY, TA ..oovooeiviereieceiieeriineniins 137 137
MISSOURI RIVER—RULO TO MOUTH, IA, NE, KS & MO 7,000
MISSOURI RIVER—SIOUX CITY TO THE MOUTH, 1A, KS, MO, & NE ... 9,021 9,021
RATHBUN LAKE, 1A 2,501 2,501
RED ROCK DAM AND LAKE, RED ROCK, 1A 8,135 9,000
SAYLORVILLE LAKE, 1A 5,003 5,500
KANSAS

CLINTON LAKE, KS 2,080 2,080
COUNCIL GROVE LAKE, KS 1,649 1,649
EL DORADO LAKE, KS 609 609
ELK CITY LAKE, KS 1,040 1,040
FALL RIVER LAKE, KS 1,200 1,200
HILLSDALE LAKE, KS 791 791
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, KS 318 318
JOHN REDMOND DAM AND RESERVOIR, KS 1,760 1,760
KANOPOLIS, KS 1,561 1,561
MARION LAKE, KS 1,613 1,613
MELVERN LAKE, KS 1,981 1,981
MILFORD LAKE, KS 2,391 2,391
PEARSON-SKUBITZ BIG HILL LAKE, KS 1,332 1,332
PERRY LAKE, KS 2,254 2,254
POMONA LAKE, KS 1,965 1,965
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, KS 100 100
TORONTO LAKE, KS 652 652
TUTTLE CREEK LAKE, KS 2,644 2,644
WILSON LAKE, KS 1,415 1,715

KENTUCKY
BARKLEY DAM AND LAKE, BARKLEY, KY & TN 10,025 10,025
BARREN RIVER LAKE, KY 3,454 3,454
BIG SANDY HARBOR, KY 1,600 1,600
BUCKHORN LAKE, KY 1,655 1,655
CARR CREEK LAKE, KY 1,882 1,882
CAVE RUN LAKE, KY 965 965
DEWEY LAKE, KY 1,762 1,762
ELVIS STAHR (HICKMAN) HARBOR, KY 16 780
FISHTRAP LAKE, KY 1,942 1,942
GRAYSON LAKE, KY 1,434 1,434
GREEN AND BARREN RIVERS, KY 2,100 2,100
GREEN RIVER LAKE, KY 2,242 2,242
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[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate recg%n%n;rl]tt}g?ion
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, KY 839 839
KENTUCKY RIVER, KY 10 10
LAUREL RIVER LAKE, KY 1,646 1,646
MARTINS FORK LAKE, KY 1,088 1,088
MIDDLESBORO CUMBERLAND RIVER BASIN, KY 113 113
NOLIN LAKE, KY 2,821 2,821
OHIO RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS, KY, IL, IN & OH 31,433 31,433
OHIO RIVER OPEN CHANNEL WORK, KY, IL, IN & OH 5,682 5,682
PAINTSVILLE LAKE, KY 1,361 1,361
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, KY 2 2
ROUGH RIVER LAKE, KY 2,606 2,606
TAYLORSVILLE LAKE, KY 1,232 1,232
WOLF CREEK DAM, LAKE CUMBERLAND, KY 8,089 8,089
YATESVILLE LAKE, KY 1,154 1,154
LOUISIANA
ATCHAFALAYA RIVER AND BAYOUS CHENE, BOEUF & BLACK, LA ... 8,230 12,230
BARATARIA BAY WATERWAY, LA 135 135
BAYOU BODCAU RESERVOIR, LA 1,072 1,072
BAYOU LAFOURCHE AND LAFOURCHE—JUMP WATERWAY, LA .......ccooiiiierirerrirecerirecniiiens 1,050 1,050
BAYOU PIERRE, LA 24 24
BAYOU SEGNETTE WATERWAY, LA 37 37
BAYOU TECHE & VERMILION RIVER, LA 11 11
BAYOU TECHE, LA 150 150
CADDO LAKE, LA 222 222
CALCASIEU RIVER AND PASS, LA 14,495 20,081
FRESHWATER BAYOU, LA 1,625 1,625
GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, LA 19,031 19,031
HOUMA NAVIGATION CANAL, LA 2,352 4,352
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, LA 758 758
J.BENNETT JOHNSTON WATERWAY, LA 1,745 12,000
LAKE PROVIDENCE HARBOR, LA 17 600
MADISON PARISH PORT, LA 5 150
MERMENTAU RIVER, LA 2,008 2,008
MISSISSIPPI RIVER OUTLETS AT VENICE, LA 2,215 4,215
MISSISSIPPI RIVER, BATON ROUGE TO THE GULF OF MEXICO, LA ......cccooveerreerrrirnerrirns 62,969 62,969
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, LA 60 60
REMOVAL OF AQUATIC GROWTH, LA 1,410 1,410
WALLACE LAKE, LA 241 241
WATERWAY FROM EMPIRE TO THE GULF, LA 5 5
WATERWAY FROM INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY TO BAYOU DULAC, LA ..o 30 30
MAINE
BASS HARBOR, TREMONT, ME 65 65
BEALS HARBOR, ME 100 1,250
DISPOSAL AREA MONITORING, ME 1,050 1,050
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, ME 148 148
PIG ISLAND GUT, ME 100 100
PORTLAND HARBOR, ME 8,000
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, ME 750 750
SACO RIVER, ME 140 140
SCARBOROUGH RIVER, ME 160 160
SOUTHERN MAINE AND NEW HAMPSHIRE OCEAN DISPOSAL SITE DESIGNATION,
ME & NH 200
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, ME 20 20
MARYLAND
BALTIMORE HARBOR AND CHANNELS (50 FOOT), MD 17,215 17,215
BALTIMORE HARBOR, MD (DRIFT REMOVAL) 375 375
CRISFIELD HARBOR, MD 160
CUMBERLAND, MD AND RIDGELEY, WV 188 188
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[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate recg%n%n;rl]tt}g?ion
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MD 124 124
JENNINGS RANDOLPH LAKE, MD & WV 1,756 2,856
LOWER THOROFARE, DEAL ISLAND, MD 1,440
NANTICOKE RIVER, MD 160 160
OCEAN CITY HARBOR AND INLET AND SINEPUXENT BAY, MD ......cooooveiiriiieriireciiiricniines 1,400 1,400
POCOMOKE RIVER, MD 1,800
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MD 475 475
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, MD 60 60
WICOMICO RIVER, MD 1,500 1,500
MASSACHUSETTS
BARRE FALLS DAM, MA 700 700
BIRCH HILL DAM, MA 792 792
BOSTON HARBOR, MA 2,700 2,700
BUFFUMVILLE LAKE, MA 657 657
CAPE COD CANAL, MA 14,174 14,174
CHARLES RIVER NATURAL VALLEY STORAGE AREA, MA 329 329
CONANT BROOK LAKE, MA 403 403
DUXBURY HARBOR, MA 100 100
EAST BRIMFIELD LAKE, MA 557 557
HODGES VILLAGE DAM, MA 629 629
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MA 349 349
KNIGHTVILLE DAM, MA 688 688
LITTLEVILLE LAKE, MA 682 682
NEW BEDFORD, FAIRHAVEN AND ACUSHNET HURRICANE BARRIER, MA ..........ccccoorvvvuernnn. 1,250 1,250
NEWBURYPORT HARBOR, MA 3,000
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MA 1,200 1,200
TULLY LAKE, MA 726 726
WEST HILL DAM, MA 842 842
WESTVILLE LAKE, MA 661 661
MICHIGAN

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MI 125 125
MICHIGAN NAVIGATION 0&M, MI 8,000

ALPENA HARBOR, MI

ARCADIA HARBOR, MI

BIG BAY HARBOR, MI

BLACK RIVER HARBOR, GOGEBIC CO-OP, Mi

BOLLES HARBOR, MI

CEDAR RIVER HARBOR, MI (NAVIGATION STRUCTURES)

CHANNELS IN LAKE ST CLAIR, MI 1,117 1,117

CHARLEVOIX HARBOR, MI 208 208

CHEBOYGAN HARBOR, M

CLINTON RIVER, MI

DETOUR HARBOR, MI

DETROIT RIVER, MI 5218 5218

EAGLE HARBOR, MI

FRANKFORT HARBOR, MI

GRAND HAVEN HARBOR, MI 722 122

GRAND HAVEN HARBOR, MI (NAVIGATION STRUCTURES)

GRAND MARAIS HARBOR, MI (NAVIGATION STRUCTURES)

HARBOR BEACH HARBOR, MI

HARRISVILLE HARBOR, MI

HOLLAND HARBOR, MI 655 655

KEWEENAW WATERWAY, MI 12 12

KEWEENAW WATERWAY, MI (NAVIGATION STRUCTURES)

LAC LA BELLE HARBOR, MI

LELAND HARBOR, MI

LES CHENEAUX ISLANDS CHANNELS, M

LEXINGTON HARBOR, MI

LITTLE LAKE HARBOR, MI
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LUDINGTON HARBOR, MI 1,419 1,419
LUDINGTON HARBOR, MI (NAVIGATION STRUCTURES)
MANISTEE HARBOR AND RIVER CHANNEL, Mi 252 252
MARQUETTE HARBOR, MI 230 230
MENOMINEE HARBOR, MI & WI
MONROE HARBOR, MI 1,340 1,340
MUSKEGON HARBOR, MI 872 872
ONTONAGON HARBOR, MI 1,172 1,172
PENTWATER HARBOR, MI
PORT SANILAC HARBOR, MI
PORTAGE LAKE HARBOR, MI (NAVIGATION STRUCTURES)
PRESQUE ISLE HARBOR, MI
ROUGE RIVER, MI
SAGINAW RIVER, MI 3,190 3,190
SAUGATUCK HARBOR, KALAMAZOO RIVER, MI
SEBEWAING RIVER, MI 75 75
SOUTH HAVEN HARBOR, MI
ST. CLAR RIVER, MI 1,233 1,233
ST. JOSEPH HARBOR, MI 755 755
ST. MARYS RIVER, MI (NAVIGATION STRUCTURES) 22,074 22,074
WHITE LAKE HARBOR, MI
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MI 430 430
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, MI 2,501 2,501
MINNESOTA
BIGSTONE LAKE AND WHETSTONE RIVER, MN & SD 251 251
DULUTH-SUPERIOR HARBOR, MN & WI 1,231 7,231
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MN 463 463
LAC QUI PARLE LAKES, MINNESOTA RIVER, MN 677 677
MINNESOTA RIVER, MN 262 262
MISSISSIPPI RIVER BETWEEN MISSOURI RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS (MVP PORTION),

MN 48,426 48,426
ORWELL LAKE, MN 462 462
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MN 84 84
RED LAKE RESERVOIR, MN 233 233
RESERVOIRS AT HEADWATERS OF MISSISSIPPI RIVER, MN 4,381 4,381
ST. PAUL HARBOR DREDGING, MN 200
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, MN 446 446

MISSISSIPPI
BILOXI HARBOR, MS 1,400 1,400
CLAIBORNE COUNTY PORT, MS 1 74
EAST FORK, TOMBIGBEE RIVER, MS 220 220
GULFPORT HARBOR, MS 3,882 10,537
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MS 34 34
MOUTH OF YAZOO RIVER, MS 30 175
OKATIBBEE LAKE, MS 1,655 2,505
PASCAGOULA HARBOR, MS 5,520 10,910
PEARL RIVER, MS & LA 145 145
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MS 17 77
ROSEDALE HARBOR, MS 11 1,200
YAZOO RIVER, MS 26 154
MISSOURI
CARUTHERSVILLE HARBOR, MO 13 900
CLARENCE CANNON DAM AND MARK TWAIN LAKE, MO 7,841 7,841
CLEARWATER LAKE, MO 3,021 3,021
HARRY S TRUMAN DAM AND RESERVOIR, MO 8,842 8,842
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MO 1,713 1,713
LITTLE BLUE RIVER LAKES, MO 741 741
LONG BRANCH LAKE, MO 941 941
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MISSISSIPPI RIVER BETWEEN THE OHIO AND MISSOURI RIVERS (REG WORKS),

MO & IL 28,731 28,731
NEW MADRID HARBOR, MILE 889, MO 420
NEW MADRID HARBOR, MO 210 240
POMME DE TERRE LAKE, MO 2,156 2,156
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MO 4 4
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, MO 327 327
SMITHVILLE LAKE, MO 1,160 1,160
SOUTHEAST MISSOURI PORT, MO 360
STOCKTON LAKE, MO 4,153 4,153
TABLE ROCK LAKE, MO & AR 8,293 8,293
UNION LAKE, MO 5 5

MONTANA
FT. PECK DAM AND LAKE, MT 5,411 5411
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MT 120 120
LIBBY DAM, MT 1,846 1,846
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, MT 270 270
NEBRASKA
GAVINS POINT DAM, NE & SD 7,706 7,706
HARLAN COUNTY LAKE, NE 2,222 2,222
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NE 343 343
PAPILLION CREEK, NE 738 738
SALT CREEK AND TRIBUTARIES, NE 1,067 1,067
NEVADA
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NV 66 66
MARTIS CREEK LAKE, NV & CA 1,170 1,170
PINE AND MATHEWS CANYONS LAKES, NV 557 557
NEW HAMPSHIRE
BLACKWATER DAM, NH 716 716
EDWARD MACDOWELL LAKE, NH 635 635
FRANKLIN FALLS DAM, NH 724 124
HOPKINTON-EVERETT LAKES, NH 1,440 1,440
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NH 105 105
OTTER BROOK LAKE, NH 730 730
PORTSMOUTH HARBOR AND PISCATAQUA RIVER, NH 500
PORTSMOUTH HARBOR, (SAGAMORE CREEK CHANNELS), NH 150
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, NH 275 275
SURRY MOUNTAIN LAKE, NH 746 746
NEW JERSEY
ABSECON INLET, NJ 200
BARNEGAT INLET, NJ 325 325
COLD SPRING INLET, NJ 350 350
DELAWARE RIVER AT CAMDEN, NJ 15 15
DELAWARE RIVER, PHILADELPHIA TO THE SEA, NJ, PA & DE ... 20,020 20,020
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NJ 145 145
MANASQUAN RIVER, NJ 250
NEW JERSEY INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, NJ 250 250
NEWARK BAY, HACKENSACK AND PASSAIC RIVERS, NJ 100 100
PASSAIC RIVER FLOOD WARNING SYSTEM, NJ 570 570
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, NJ 1,506 1,506
RARITAN RIVER TO ARTHUR KILL CUT-OFF, NJ 100 400
RARITAN RIVER, NJ 80 225
SANDY HOOK BAY AT LEONARD, NJ 100 100
SHARK RIVER, NJ 500 500
SHOAL HARBOR AND COMPTON CREEK, NJ 80 80
SHREWSBURY RIVER MAIN CHANNEL, NJ 80 80
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NEW MEXICO
ABIQUIU DAM, NM 2,891 2,891
COCHITI LAKE, NM 3,546 3,546
CONCHAS LAKE, NM 2,067 2,972
GALISTEO DAM, NM 927 927
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NM 740 740
JEMEZ CANYON DAM, NM 1,398 1,398
MIDDLE RIO GRANDE ENDANGERED SPECIES COLLABORATIVE PROGRAM, NM
[MRGESCP] 2,500 2,500
SANTA ROSA DAM AND LAKE, NM 1,220 1,220
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, NM 532 532
TWO RIVERS DAM, NM 601 601
UPPER RIO GRANDE WATER OPERATIONS MODEL STUDY, CO, NM, TX ....ccccoovvveurmrerrrenns 1,000 1,000
NEW YORK
ALMOND LAKE, NY 490 490
ARKPORT DAM, NY 223 223
BROWNS CREEK, NY 100 100
BUTTERMILK CHANNEL, NY 8,600 8,600
EAST RIVER, NY 2,800 2,800
EAST ROCKAWAY INLET, NY 200 200
EAST SIDNEY LAKE, NY 573 573
EASTCHESTER CREEK, NY 150 150
FIRE ISLAND INLET TO JONES INLET, NY 100 5,100
FLUSHING BAY AND CREEK, NY 100 100
GREAT KILLS HARBOR, STATEN ISLAND, NY 60 60
GREAT SOUTH BAY, NY 100 100
HUDSON RIVER CHANNEL, NY 100 100
HUDSON RIVER, NY (MAINT) 3,700 3,700
HUDSON RIVER, NY (0 & C) 1,650 1,650
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NY 858 858
JAMAICA BAY, NY 120 120
JONES INLET, NY 150 150
LAKE MONTAUK HARBOR, NY 60 60
LONG ISLAND INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, NY 100 100
MATTITUCK HARBOR, NY 60 60
MORICHES INLET, NY 100 100
MOUNT MORRIS DAM, NY 3,661 3,661
NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY CHANNELS, NY 6,150 6,150
NEW YORK HARBOR, NY 3,796 3,796
NEW YORK HARBOR, NY & NJ (DRIFT REMOVAL) 7,200 7,200
NEW YORK HARBOR, NY & NJ (PREVENTION OF OBSTRUCTIVE DEPOSITS) ........ccooeevvveeee 1,045 1,045
NEW YORK GREAT LAKES NAVIGATION 0&M, NY 1,700
BARCELONA HARBOR, NY
BLACK ROCK CHANNEL AND TONAWANDA HARBOR, NY ......ccooommervirmerrirerrienernins 1,552 1,552
BUFFALO HARBOR, NY 1,165 1,165
CAPE HARBOR, NY
GREAT SODUS BAY HARBOR, NY
IRONDEQUOIT HARBOR, NY
LITTLE RIVER HARBOR, NY
LITTLE SODUS BAY HARBOR, NY 6 6
MORRISTOWN HARBOR, NY
OAK ORCHARD HARBOR, NY
OGDENSBURG HARBOR, NY
OLCOTT HARBOR, NY
OSWEGO HARBOR, NY 34 34
PORT ONTARIO HARBOR, NY
ROCHESTER HARBOR, NY 56 56
VINCENT HARBOR, NY
WILSON HARBOR, NY
NEWTOWN CREEK, NY 60 60
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PORTCHESTER HARBOR, NY 60 60
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, NY 1,928 1,928
SHINNECOCK INLET, NY 100 100
SOUTHERN NEW YORK FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS, NY 925 925
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, NY 635 635
WESTCHESTER CREEK, NY 100 100
WHITNEY POINT LAKE, NY 642 642
NORTH CAROLINA
ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, NC 4,750 4,750
B. EVERETT JORDAN DAM AND LAKE, NC 1,918 1,918
BOGUE INLET AND CHANNEL, NC 500
CAPE FEAR RIVER ABOVE WILMINGTON, NC 2,243 2,243
CAROLINA BEACH INLET, NC 500
FALLS LAKE, NC 2,042 2,042
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NC 255 255
LOCKWOODS FOLLY RIVER, NC 500
MANTEO (SHALLOWBAG) BAY, NC 4,095 8,095
MASONBORO INLET AND CONNECTING CHANNELS, NC 50 50
MOREHEAD CITY HARBOR, NC 3,800 4,100
NEW RIVER INLET, NC 600 600
NEW TOPSAIL INLET AND CONNECTING CHANNELS, NC 500
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, NC 655 655
ROLLINSON CHANNEL, NC 50 50
SILVER LAKE HARBOR, NC 150 150
W. KERR SCOTT DAM AND RESERVOIR, NC 3,591 3,591
WILMINGTON HARBOR, NC 12,247 12,847
NORTH DAKOTA
BOWMAN HALEY, ND 246 246
GARRISON DAM, LAKE SAKAKAWEA, ND 12,564 12,764
HOMME LAKE, ND 276 276
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, ND 303 303
LAKE ASHTABULA AND BALDHILL DAM, ND 1,424 1,424
MISSOURI RIVER BETWEEN FORT PECK DAM, MT, AND GAVIN'S POINT DAM, SD & NE
(SEC. 33), (MANDAN DIKE RESTORATION, ND) 560
PIPESTEM LAKE, ND 550 550
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, ND 253 253
SOURIS RIVER, ND 509 509
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, ND 35 35
OHIO
ALUM CREEK LAKE, OH 1,435 1,435
ASHTABULA HARBOR, OH 1,995 1,995
BERLIN LAKE, OH 2,347 2,347
CAESAR CREEK LAKE, OH 1,559 1,559
CLARENCE J. BROWN DAM, OH 1,190 1,190
CLEVELAND HARBOR, OH 10,680 14,480
CONNEAUT HARBOR, OH 940 940
DEER CREEK LAKE, OH 1,323 1,323
DELAWARE LAKE, OH 1,362 1,362
DILLON LAKE, OH 1,260 1,260
FAIRPORT HARBOR, OH 1,572 1,572
HURON HARBOR, OH 500
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, OH 624 624
LORAIN HARBOR, OH 443 443
MASSILLON LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT, OH 21 21
MICHAEL J. KIRWAN DAM AND RESERVOIR, OH 1,403 1,403
MISSISSIPPI FLOOD CONTROL, OH 1,722 1,722
MOSQUITO CREEK LAKE, OH 1,413 1,413
MUSKINGUM RIVER LAKES, OH 8,244 8,244
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NORTH BRANCH KOKOSING RIVER LAKE, OH 296 296
PAINT CREEK LAKE, OH 1,297 1,297
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, OH 295 295
ROSEVILLE LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT, OH 35 35
SANDUSKY HARBOR, OH 1,102 1,102
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, OH 257 257
TOLEDO HARBOR, OH 5,049 7,849
TOM JENKINS DAM, OH 603 603
WEST FORK OF MILL CREEK LAKE, OH 750 750
WILLIAM H. HARSHA LAKE, OH 1,611 1,611

OKLAHOMA
ARCADIA LAKE, 0K 596 596
BIRCH LAKE, 0K 646 646
BROKEN BOW LAKE, OK 2,458 2,458
CANTON LAKE, OK 1,949 1,949
COPAN LAKE, 0K 1,104 1,104
EUFAULA LAKE, 0K 1,232 7,232
FORT GIBSON LAKE, OK 6,216 6,216
FORT SUPPLY LAKE, 0K 1,058 1,058
GREAT SALT PLAINS LAKE, 0K 406 406
HEYBURN LAKE, OK 603 603
HUGO LAKE, 0K 1,748 1,748
HULAH LAKE, 0K 901 901
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, 0K 261 261
KAW LAKE, 0K 2,121 2,121
KEYSTONE LAKE, OK 5,006 5,006
MCCLELLAN-KERR ARKANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION SYSTEM, OK .....ccooevvveeercrrerirsreneeernnne 5,794 5,794
OOLOGAH LAKE, 0K 2,089 2,089
OPTIMA LAKE, 0K 197 197
PENSACOLA RESERVOIR, LAKE OF THE CHEROKEES, 0K 167 167
PINE CREEK LAKE, 0K 1,032 1,032
ROBERT S. KERR LOCK AND DAM AND RESERVOIR, OK 7,604 7,604
SARDIS LAKE, 0K 1,130 1,130
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, 0K 900 900
SKIATOOK LAKE, OK 1,465 1,465
TENKILLER FERRY LAKE, 0K 4,459 4,459
WAURIKA LAKE, OK 2,568 2,568
WEBBERS FALLS LOCK & DAM, OK 5,617 5,617
WISTER LAKE, OK 922 922

OREGON
APPLEGATE LAKE, OR 1,298 1,298
BLUE RIVER LAKE, OR 573 573
BONNEVILLE LOCK & DAM, OR & WA 7,481 7,481
CHETCO RIVER, OR 586 586
COLUMBIA & LWR WILLAMETTE R BLW VANCOUVER, WA AND PORTLAND, OR ................. 24,868 24,868
COLUMBIA RIVER AT THE MOUTH, OR & WA 12,850 18,350
COLUMBIA RIVER BETWEEN VANCOUVER, WA & THE DALLES, OR .........cccoommervrirrnrerrrernnne 645 645
C00S BAY, OR 4,697 5,791
COQUILLE RIVER, OR 433 433
COTTAGE GROVE LAKE, OR 1,319 1,319
COUGAR LAKE, OR 1,733 1,733
DEPOE BAY, OR 166
DETROIT LAKE, OR 1,127 1,127
DORENA LAKE, OR 1,055 1,055
ELK CREEK LAKE, OR 87 87
FALL CREEK LAKE, OR 1,149 1,149
FERN RIDGE LAKE, OR 1,800 1,800
GREEN PETER-FOSTER LAKES, OR 2,139 2,139
HILLS CREEK LAKE, OR 863 863
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Committee
recommendation

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECTS, OR

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, OR

JOHN DAY LOCK AND DAM, OR & WA
LOOKOUT POINT LAKE, OR

LOST CREEK LAKE, OR

MCNARY LOCK & DAM, OR & WA

PORT ORFORD, OR

30
559
5,217
2,080
3,897
6,277

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, OR
ROGUE RIVER AT GOLD BEACH, OR

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, OR

SIUSLAW RIVER , OR

SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, OR

200
579
92
708
4,100

TILLAMOOK BAY AND BAR, OR
UMPQUA RIVER, OR

WILLAMETTE RIVER AT WILLAMETTE FALLS, OR

WILLAMETTE RIVER BANK PROTECTION, OR

WILLOW CREEK LAKE, OR

YAQUINA BAY AND HARBOR, OR
YAQUINA RIVER (DEPOT SLOUGH), OR

800
92
85

657

1,786

PENNSYLVANIA
ALLEGHENY RIVER, PA

ALVIN R. RUSH DAM, PA

AYLESWORTH CREEK LAKE, PA

BELTZVILLE LAKE, PA

BLUE MARSH LAKE, PA

CONEMAUGH RIVER LAKE, PA
COWANESQUE LAKE, PA

CROOKED CREEK LAKE, PA

CURWENSVILLE LAKE, PA

DELAWARE RIVER, PHILADELPHIA, PA TO TRENTON, NJ
EAST BRANCH CLARION RIVER LAKE, PA

ERIE HARBOR, PA

FOSTER JOSEPH SAYERS DAM, PA

FRANCIS E. WALTER DAM, PA

GENERAL EDGAR JADWIN DAM AND RESERVOIR, PA
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, PA

JOHNSTOWN, PA

KINZUA DAM AND ALLEGHANY RESERVOIR, PA

LOYALHANNA LAKE, PA

MAHONING CREEK LAKE, PA
MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA

OHIO RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS, PA, OH & WV

OHIO RIVER OPEN CHANNEL WORK, PA, OH & WV

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, PA
PROMPTON LAKE, PA

PUNXSUTAWNEY, PA

RAYSTOWN LAKE, PA

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, PA

SCHUYLKILL RIVER, PA
SHENANGO RIVER LAKE, PA

STILLWATER LAKE, PA

SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, PA
TIOGA HAMMOND LAKES, PA

TIONESTA LAKE, PA

UNION CITY LAKE, PA

WOODCOCK CREEK LAKE, PA

YORK INDIAN ROCK DAM, PA

YOUGHIOGHENY RIVER LAKE, PA & MD
PUERTO RICO
SAN JUAN HARBOR, PR

8,456
600
230

1,425

2,817

1,351

1772

2,039
687
820

1671

1,389
672
880
250
744

36

1,469

1,460

1,326

15,361
28,023
633
170
506
22
3,752
46
250

2,496
363
107

2,384

2,200
425

1,078
480

2,358

3,700

30
559
5,217
2,080
3,897
6,277
400
200
579
92
1,083
4,100
600
800
258
85
657
1,986
12

8,456
600
230

1,425

2,817

1,351

1772

2,039
687
820

1671

1,389
672
880
250
744

36

1,469

1,460

132

15,361
28,023
633
170
506
22
3,752
16
250

2,496
363
107

2,384

2,200
425

1,078
480

2,358

3,700
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RHODE ISLAND
BLOCK ISLAND HARBOR OF REFUGE, RI 1,250 1,250
FOX POINT HURRICANE BARRIER, PROVIDENCE, RI 500 500
GREAT SALT POND, BLOCK ISLAND, RI 250
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, RI 24 24
PAWCATUCK RIVER, LITTLE NARRAGANSETT BAY & WATCH HILL COVE, CT & Rl .coovvcicis | e 2,500
POINT JUDITH HARBOR OF REFUGE, RI 500
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, RI 500 500
PROVIDENCE HARBOR SHIPPING CHANNEL, RI 3,800
WOONSOCKET, RI 300 300
SOUTH CAROLINA
ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, SC 900 2,500
CHARLESTON HARBOR, SC 9,925 9,925
COOPER RIVER, CHARLESTON HARBOR, SC 6,140 6,140
GEORGETOWN HARBOR, SC 320 1,500
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, SC 64 64
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, SC 625 625
TOWN CREEK, SC 380 380
SOUTH DAKOTA

BIG BEND DAM, LAKE SHARPE, SD 9,768 9,768
COLD BROOK LAKE, SD 1,080 1,080
COTTONWOOD SPRINGS LAKE, SD 285 285
FORT RANDALL DAM, LAKE FRANCIS CASE, SD 8,970 8,970
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, SD 100 100
LAKE TRAVERSE, SD & MN 656 656
OAHE DAM, LAKE OAHE, SD & ND 10,477 10,477
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, SD 144 144

TENNESSEE
CENTER HILL LAKE, TN 5,067 5,067
CHEATHAM LOCK AND DAM, TN 6,358 6,358
CHICKAMAUGA LOCK, TENNESSEE RIVER, TN 3,500 3,500
CORDELL HULL DAM AND RESERVOIR, TN 6,429 6,429
DALE HOLLOW LAKE, TN 6,219 6,219
J. PERCY PRIEST DAM AND RESERVOIR, TN 4,608 4,608
OLD HICKORY LOCK AND DAM, TN 8,237 8,237
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, TN 3 3
TENNESSEE RIVER, TN 16,540 16,540
WOLF RIVER HARBOR, TN 180 180

TEXAS

AQUILLA LAKE, TX 1,120 1,120
ARKANSAS-RED RIVER BASINS CHLORIDE CONTROL—AREA VIII, TX +.ooooviienrins 1,439 1,439
BARDWELL LAKE, TX 1,879 1,879
BELTON LAKE, TX 3,682 3,682
BENBROOK LAKE, TX 2,578 2,578
BRAZOS ISLAND HARBOR, TX 3,468 3,468
BUFFALO BAYOU & TRIBUTARIES, TX 3,518 3,518
CANYON LAKE, TX 3,429 3,429
CEDAR BAYOU, TX 1,695 1,695
CHANNEL TO PORT BOLIVAR, TX 329 329
CORPUS CHRISTI SHIP CHANNEL, TX 4,608 4,608
DENISON DAM, LAKE TEXOMA, TX & OK 10,057 10,057
ESTELLINE SPRINGS EXPERIMENTAL PROJECT, TX 43 43
FERRELLS BRIDGE DAM, LAKE 0" THE PINES, TX 3,709 3,709
FREEPORT HARBOR, TX 3,538 3,538
GALVESTON HARBOR AND CHANNEL, TX 8,441 8,441
GIWW, CHANNEL TO VICTORIA, TX 1,825 1,825
GRANGER DAM AND LAKE, TX 2,360 2,360
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GRAPEVINE LAKE, TX 3,014 3,014
GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, TX 21,192 27,192
HORDS CREEK LAKE, TX 1,708 1,708
HOUSTON SHIP CHANNEL, TX 23,817 29,040
BARBOUR TERMINAL CHANNEL, TX (1311) | ...
BAYPORT SHIP CHANNEL, TX (4,028)
GREENS BAYOU, TX
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, TX 1,364 1,364
JIM CHAPMAN LAKE, TX 1,939 1,939
JOE POOL LAKE, TX 1,094 1,094
LAKE KEMP, TX 467 467
LAVON LAKE, TX 3,135 3,135
LEWISVILLE DAM, TX 3,542 3,542
MATAGORDA SHIP CHANNEL, TX 3,024 5,000
NAVARRO MILLS LAKE, TX 2,767 2,767
NORTH SAN GABRIEL DAM AND LAKE GEORGETOWN, TX 2,536 2,536
0 C FISHER DAM AND LAKE, TX 1,373 1,373
PAT MAYSE LAKE, TX 992 992
PROCTOR DAM AND LAKE, TX 2,336 2,336
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, TX 451 451
RAY ROBERTS LAKE, TX 1,525 1,525
SABINE-NECHES WATERWAY, TX 14,330 15,000
SAM RAYBURN DAM AND RESERVOIR, TX 6,396 6,396
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, TX 194 194
SOMERVILLE LAKE, TX 3,292 3,292
STILLHOUSE HOLLOW DAM, TX 2,150 2,150
TEXAS CITY SHIP CHANNEL, TX 1,436 1,436
TEXAS WATER ALLOCATION ASSESSMENT, TX 100 1,000
TOWN BLUFF DAM, B A STEINHAGEN LAKE, TX 2,666 2,666
WACO LAKE, TX 3,131 3,131
WALLISVILLE LAKE, TX 2,175 2,175
WHITNEY LAKE, TX 1,221 1,221
WRIGHT PATMAN DAM AND LAKE, TX 3,804 3,804
UTAH
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, UT 31 31
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, UT 653 653
VERMONT
BALL MOUNTAIN, VT 896 896
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, VT 19 79
NARROWS OF LAKE CHAMPLAIN, VT & NY 85 85
NORTH HARTLAND LAKE, VT 719 719
NORTH SPRINGFIELD LAKE, VT 838 838
TOWNSHEND LAKE, VT 197 797
UNION VILLAGE DAM, VT 683 683
VIRGINIA
ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY—ACC, VA 2,150 2,150
ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY—DSC, NC & VA 895 1,825
CHINCOTEAGUE INLET, VA 500 500
GATHRIGHT DAM AND LAKE MOOMAW, VA 2,268 2,268
HAMPTON ROADS, NORFOLK & NEWPORT NEWS HARBOR, VA (DRIFT REMOVAL) . 1,225 1,225
HAMPTON ROADS, VA (PREVENTION OF OBSTRUCTIVE DEPOSITS) 50 50
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, VA 367 367
JAMES RIVER CHANNEL, VA 4,180 5,000
JOHN H. KERR LAKE, VA & NC 11,423 11,423
JOHN W. FLANNAGAN DAM AND RESERVOIR, VA 2,230 2,230
LYNNHAVEN INLET, VA 300 500
NORFOLK HARBOR, VA 9,766 11,000
NORTH FORK OF POUND RIVER LAKE, VA 668 668
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PHILPOTT LAKE, VA & NC 6,396 6,396
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, VA 870 870
RUDEE INLET, VA 520 520
TANGIER CHANNEL, VA 1,135 1,135
WATER/ENVIRONMENTAL CERTIFICATION, VA 104 104
WATERWAY ON THE COAST OF VIRGINIA, VA 143 600

WASHINGTON
CHIEF JOSEPH DAM, WA 772 172
COLUMBIA RIVER AT BAKER BAY, WA & OR 800
COLUMBIA RIVER BETWEEN CHINOOK AND SAND ISLAND, WA 900
EDIZ HOOK, WA 30 30
EVERETT HARBOR AND SNOHOMISH RIVER, WA 1,006 1,006
GRAYS HARBOR AND CHEHALIS RIVER, WA 10,550 10,550
HOWARD HANSON DAM, WA 3,276 3,276
ICE HARBOR LOCK & DAM, WA 4,147 4,147
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECTS, WA ... 32 32
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, WA 750 750
LAKE CROCKETT (Keystone Harbor), WA 550 550
LAKE WASHINGTON SHIP CANAL, WA 8,276 13,376
LITTLE GOOSE LOCK & DAM, WA 2,314 2,314
LOWER GRANITE LOCK & DAM, WA 5,872 5,872
LOWER MONUMENTAL LOCK & DAM, WA 4734 4,734
MILL CREEK LAKE, WA 3,817 3,817
MOUNT ST. HELENS SEDIMENT CONTROL, WA 265 265
MUD MOUNTAIN DAM, WA 3,441 3,441
NEAH BAY, WA 50 50
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, WA 459 459
PUGET SOUND AND TRIBUTARY WATERS, WA 905 905
QUILLAYUTE RIVER, WA 1,590 1,590
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, WA 447 447
SEATTLE HARBOR, WA 951 951
STILLAGUAMISH RIVER, WA 265 265
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, WA 74 74
SWINOMISH CHANNEL, WA 62 600
TACOMA, PUYALLUP RIVER, WA 142 142
THE DALLES LOCK & DAM, WA & OR 8,702 8,702
WILLAPA RIVER AND HARBOR, WA 30 75
WEST VIRGINIA

BEECH FORK LAKE, WV 1,377 1,377
BLUESTONE LAKE, WV 1,700 1,700
BURNSVILLE LAKE, WV 3,049 3,049
EAST LYNN LAKE, WV 2,215 2,215
ELKINS, Wv 15 15
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, WV 279 279
KANAWHA RIVER LOCKS & DAM, WV 9,791 9,791
OHIO RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS, WV, KY & OH 34,802 34,802
OHIO RIVER OPEN CHANNEL WORK, WV, KY & OH 3,088 3,088
R D BAILEY LAKE, WV 2,237 2,237
STONEWALL JACKSON LAKE, WV 1,173 1,273
SUMMERSVILLE LAKE, WV 2,376 2,636
SUTTON LAKE, WV 3,075 3,075
TYGART LAKE, WV 1,434 1,434

WISCONSIN
EAU GALLE RIVER LAKE, WI 729 729
FOX RIVER, WI 2,402 2,402
GREEN BAY HARBOR, WI 2,698 7,698
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, WI 64 64

KEWAUNEE HARBOR, WI

8
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[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

Committee
recommendation

MILWAUKEE HARBOR, WI
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, WI

SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, Wi
TWO RIVERS HARBOR, WI

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, WY
JACKSON HOLE LEVEES, WY
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, WY

SUBTOTAL

AQUATIC NUISANCE CONTROL RESEARCH

OPTIMIZATION TOOLS FOR NAVIGATION

STEWARDSHIP SUPPORT PROGRAM
COASTAL DATA INFORMATION PROGRAM
COASTAL INLET RESEARCH PROGRAM
CULTURAL RESOURCES (NAGPRA/CURATION)
DREDGE MCFARLAND READY RESERVE
DREDGE WHEELER READY RESERVE

EARTHQUAKE HAZARDS REDUCTION PROGRAM
FACILITY PROTECTION
FERC HYRDOPOWER COORDINATION

GLOBAL CHANGE SUSTAINABILITY
GREAT LAKES TRIBUTARY MODEL
INLAND WATERWAY NAVIGATION CHARTS

MONITORING OF COMPLETED NAVIGATION PROJECTS
NATIONAL (LEVEE) FLOOD INVENTORY
NATIONAL COASTAL MAPPING PROGRAM
NATIONAL DAM SAFETY PROGRAM

NATIONAL PORTFOLIO ASSESSMENT FOR REALLOCATION

HAWAII RSM, HI

NORTH CAROLINA RSM, NC

DELAWARE ESTUARY RSM, NJ

SOUTH COASTAL RHODE ISLAND RSM, RI

RELIABILITY MODELS PROGRAM FOR MAJOR REHAB

1,672 1,672
239 239
STURGEON BAY HARBOR AND LAKE MICHIGAN SHIP CANAL, WI' ... 19 19
509 509
1,020
WYOMING
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECTS, WY ...ovvvvvvvicsscececeiennns 10 10
37 37
1,001 1,001
213 213
2,198,519 2,381,612
REMAINING ITEMS
690 690
ASSET MANAGEMENT/FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE ........ccccoovviiiiincniiiiiniens 4,750 5,250
BUDGET/MANAGEMENT SUPPORT FOR 0&M BUSINESS LINES:

750 750
PERFORMANCE BASED BUDGETING SUPPORT PROGRAM ..........oooiciicrrrsrerrcrrcncceenens 4,000 4,000
RECREATION MANAGEMENT SUPPORT PROGRAM 1,650 1,650
392 392
3,000 5,000
3,000 3,000
5,500 5,500
10,000 10,000
11,000 11,000
DREDGING DATA AND LOCK PERFORMANCE MONITORING SYSTEM 1,150 1,150
DREDGING OPERATIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION [DOER] .. 7,000 7,000
DREDGING OPERATIONS TECHNICAL SUPPORT PROGRAM [DOTS] 2,000 2,000
270 270
6,500 6,500
3,000 3,000
FISH & WILDLIFE OPERATING FISH HATCHERY REIMBURSEMENT ...........cccoommmmiviiinrrrcirrnnns 3,800 3,800
10,000 10,000
1,200 1,200
3,800 3,800
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS 1,780 1,780

INTERAGENCY PERFORMANCE EVALUATION TASK FORCE/HURRICANEPROTECTION DECI-
SION CHRONOLOGY LESSONS LEARNED IMPLEMENTATION 8,000 8,000
LONG-TERM OPTION ASSESSMENT FOR LOW USE NAVIGATION 1,500 1,500
1,800 1,800
15,000 15,000
7,000 9,500
17,450 17,450
NATIONAL EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS PROGRAM [NEPP] 6,750 6,750
NATIONAL NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES .........oooiiiiiieierrrrecrveceinieis 4,230 4,230
571 571
PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT TECHNICAL SUPPORT [ABS—P2, WINABS] 300 300
PROTECTION OF NAVIGATION: HARBOR MAINTENANCE FEE DATA COLLECTION . 825 825
PROTECTION OF NAVIGATION: PROTECT, CLEAR AND STRAIGHTEN CHANNELS (SEC 3) .... 50 50
PROTECTION OF NAVIGATION: REMOVAL OF SUNKEN VESSELS 500 500
PROTECTION OF NAVIGATION: WATERBORNE COMMERCE STATISTICS 4,771 4,771
RECREATION ON STOP [R1S] NATIONAL RECREATION RESERVATION 65 65
REGIONAL SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM ..... 2,000 5,000
(1,000)
(600)
(200)
(750
CHESAPEAKE BAY, NEWPOINT COMFORT, MATHEWS COUNTY, VA (59)
608 608
5,000 5,000

RESPONSES TO CLIMATE CHANGE AT CORPS PROJECTS
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[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate |, Commitee

SHORELINE USE PERMIT STUDY 250 250
WATER OPERATIONS TECHNICAL SUPPORT [WOTS] 653 653
SUBTOTAL 162,555 170,555
SAVINGS AND SLIPPAGE —57,167
ROUNDING — T4 | e
TOTAL 2,361,000 2,495,000

Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway, Alabama and Mississippi.—The
Committee recommendation includes additional funds above the
budget request for additional dredging, environmental stewardship
activities and backlog maintenance.

Bethel Harbor, Alaska.—$1,000,000 is recommended to for plans
and specifications and dredging of this small harbor that serves as
a regional transportation center for 50 villages.

Arkansas Lakes, Arkansas.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes funds above the budget request for each of these projects:
DeGray Lake, Lake Greeson, and Lake Ouachita, to provide ade-
quate levels of service and for backlog maintenance items.

Ouachita and Black Rivers, Arkansas and Louisiana.—The Com-
mittee recommends $3,000,000 for maintenance dredging of this in-
land navigation project.

Marina Del Rey, California.—The Committee recommends an ad-
ditional $3,000,000 for dredging this project, the largest man-made
harbor in the United States with nearly 6,000 boat slips and home
to a U.S. Coast Guard cutter. The harbor also serves as the key
rescue support for the Los Angeles International Airport.

San Francisco Harbor, California.—The Committee is concerned
that significant coastal erosion is occurring in the vicinity of the
San Francisco Main Ship Channel, jeopardizing municipal waste-
water infrastructure. The Committee expects that the Corps should
complete its planning studies and the environmental requirements
for a potential project to prevent further deterioration in fiscal year
2011 and directs the Corps to take all steps necessary to proceed
to construction no later than fiscal year 2012.

Norwalk Harbor, Connecticut.—The Committee recommends
$1,500,000 for the phase III maintenance dredging of the harbor.

Harbor of Refuge, Lewes, Delaware—The Committee rec-
ommends $200,000 to update existing preliminary design and con-
dition survey.

Wilmington Harbor, Delaware.—The Committee recommendation
includes $7,020,000 for this project. Additional funds recommended
above the budget request are for maintenance of disposal areas and
additional dredging.

Intracoastal Waterway, Caloosahatchee to Anclote, Florida.—The
Committee recommends $2,000,000 for maintenance dredging.

Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway, Georgia.—$1,500,000 is rec-
ommended for dredging critical areas of this waterway as well as
for work related to new upland disposal sites.
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Wilson Lake, Kansas.—The Committee recommendation includes
$300,000 above the budget request for the reallocation study.

Indiana Harbor Confined Disposal Facility, Indiana.—Funds for
this project have been included in the CG account.

Calcasieu River and Pass, Louisiana.—The Committee has in-
cluded additional funds for dredging needs on this project.

J. Bennett Johnston Waterway, Louisiana.—The Committee has
included $4,255,000 above the budget request for backlog mainte-
nance and dredging needs.

Lower Thorofare, Maryland.—The Committee recommendation
includes $1,440,000 for dredging needs on this channel that service
watermen and the Maryland seafood industry.

Michigan Great lakes Harbor Maintenance and Dredging, Michi-
gan.—The Committee notes that there are some 80 federally main-
tained harbors and waterways in Michigan. However, the Com-
mittee also notes that fewer than 20 are budgeted. With the limited
funding available to the Committee, the Committee has rec-
ommended $8,000,000 under this line item to provide for some of
the dredging and maintenance needs of the State rather than try-
ing to fund small amounts for each project. The Committee has list-
ed all of the harbors and waterways in the table that are eligible
for this funding. However, recognizing that conditions on these wa-
terways is constantly changing, the Committee is directing the
Corps to propose a maintenance program for fiscal year 2011 that
would most effectively utilize both the budgeted funds along with
the funds provided in this line item for these harbor and waterway
projects.

Mouth of the Yazoo River, Mississippi.—The Committee includes
additional funds for the maintenance dredging of the entrance to
the Vicksburg Harbor.

Rosedale Harbor, Mississippi.—The Committee recommendation
includes $1,200,000 for maintenance dredging of the harbor. The
port serves many small communities and the farmers in the area.

Caruthersville Harbor, Missouri.—The Committee recommenda-
tion includes $900,000 to dredge the harbor and turning basin.

Portsmouth Harbor, New Hampshire—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $650,000 for the project. This includes
$500,000 for dredging the Simplex Shoals and $150,000 for envi-
ronmental documentation and plans and specifications for dredging
Sagamore Creek and the other harbor back channels.

Absecon Inlet, New Jersey.—The Committee recommends
$200,000 for dredging of the inlet.

Cape May Inlet to Lower Township, New Jersey.—The Committee
has included funding for this project in the construction account.

New York Great Lakes Harbor Maintenance and Dredging, New
York.—The Committee notes that there are more than 20 federally
maintained harbors and waterways along the Great Lakes in New
York. However, the Committee also notes that only five are budg-
eted. With the limited funding available to the Committee, the
Committee has recommended $1,700,000 under this line item to
provide for some of the dredging and maintenance needs of the
State rather than trying to fund small amounts for each project.
The Committee has listed all of the harbors and waterways in the
table that are eligible for this funding. However, recognizing that
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conditions on these waterways is constantly changing, the Com-
mittee is directing the Corps to propose a maintenance program for
fiscal year 2011 that would most effectively utilize both the budg-
eted funds along with the funds provided in this line item for these
harbor and waterway projects.

Coastal Inlets, North Carolina.—The Committee has included ad-
ditional funds for the coastal inlets on the North Carolina coast
that were not funded in the administration’s budget request. With
the limited funding available to the Committee, the Committee has
attempted to provide for some of the dredging needs of the State.

Wilmington Harbor, North Carolina—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $600,000 over the budget request for a sand
management study for Bald Hill Island.

Garrison Dam and Lake Sakakawea