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FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT AND FLOOD
CONTROL

THURSDAY, MAY 26, 1994

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:20 p.m. in room 406,
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Max Baucus [chairman of the
committee] presiding.

Present: Senators Baucus, Reid, Boxer, Chafee, and Warner.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MAX BAUCUS, U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA

Senator BAUCUS. Good afternoon. The hearing will come to order.

We have two matters to conduct this morning. One is the hearing
on the matter before us. Second, the committee will conduct a ve
short business meeting when six Senators are present, and I as
the indulgence of all the witnesses and audience while the commit-
tee temporarily recesses the main hearing to move to an executive
session to very briefly conduct our business. I do not know when
that will occur, except to say that it will occur when six Senators
are present. :

I first welcome all of today’s witnesses, particularly Senator
Simon and Senator Bond. I also want to welcome back John
Zirschky, who’s here to represent the Army Corps of Engineers.
Some of you may know that until recently, John was a member of
the staff of the committee.

Last year at this time, the flood waters on the Mississippi and
Missouri Rivers rose to their highest levels in more than 100 years.
Back then, not very many Americans knew much about the Corps
of Engineers or about the levees designed to control those rivers.
But nature taught us all quite a lot during those months of the
great Midwest flood. It taught us about the levees designed to con-
trol these mighty rivers. More importantly, the floods taught us
about the strength of people determined to save their towns and
their farms, and it taught us about the stamina of the communities
working together to survive the disaster.

During the flood, we saw a Corps that was up to the job of fight-
ing that disaster. The Corps made sure that a large supply of ev-
eryday heroes and a larger supply of sand bags were put to best
use. They made a difference to flood survivors. They made sure
that all of us who tuned in every night on the TV news were proud.

After the crisis passed and the volunteers went home, the Corps’
hardest work began. The Corps must now rebuild some of the lev-
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ees and design a flood control system to protect the public from an-
other devastating loss. Last year’s floods show us that the old ways
of doing things just do not work. We need to find some new ap-
proaches. We need to manage floods, not to control them.

Today an interagency task force has delivered to this committee
a report that recommends more innovative, environmentally sen-
sitive ways for the Corps to manage floods. I'm glad to say that
General Galloway will be here soon to talk about this report. Some
people may criticize the report for recommending a bold new ap-
proach. I say there are problems, and we should get to the bottom
of them—that is, go over the report, roll up our sleeves and start
working—because the people in the Midwest can’t wait.

The people of the upper and lower Mississippi River Basin are
counting on us. We need the Corps to be in top form, not mired in
bureaucratic sludge. Because right now the people of the Midwest
are knee deep in broken promises, waist deep in red tape, and
shoulder deep in flood water.

Senators Bond and Simon are here to tell us about what could
be a repeat of last year’s disastrous floods. This year our defenses
are down. Many levees have not been rebuilt. We could have severe
flood damage on our hands if the recent rainfalls in the Midwest
continue.

Before 1people foolishly begin building again on the floodplain, be-
fore local communities raise matching funds, before the Corps
throws itself back into the levee-building business begun in the last
century, I urge the Corps to develop a new strategy, one that will
take our economy and our natural resources into the next century.
The Corps must protect people from floods and keep barge and port
traffic flowing. The Corps must also recognize and value its other
missions. The Corps must safeguard the rivers and the fish in
them, the wetlands that surround them, and as manager of lakes
that last year attracted more than 200 million visitors, the Corps
must invest in recreation.

The Water Resources Development Act is about how this Nation
manages our water resources, how we balance conflicting demands
on those resources. In short, it is about how the Corps does its job.
We'll be reexamining how the Corps is performing as we authorize
this legislation this year. ‘

The Senate recently passed a bill to improve drinking water for
communities throughout the country and made sure that small
communities were in better shape and had safer tap water. When
we return after this coming recess, we will vote on a bill that turns
off water pollution at its source and tackles difficult issues across
gtate lines. Water does not recognife man-made geographic bor-

ers.

Why are we changing our laws and holding today’s hearing? For
one simple reason: Americans care about our water. When asked
about environmental issues, 96 percent of the public ranked water
quality ahead of toxic waste, ahead of air pollution, and ahead of
every other environmental worry. Most people don’t think about
water as an issue, never want to see water pollution, and we don’t
want to think twice about whether our drinking water is safe.

This weekend marks the beginning of summer, a time when most
Americans will be outside swimming or boating. That’'s what Amer-
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icans think about when they think about water. They think about
beaches and lakes and rivers, often managed or maintained by the
Corps.

The Corps does not seem to view water the same way. It focuses
on building docks and dams, not boat ramps. It tries to control
floods to promote navigation instead of harnessing waters to pre-
serve wildlife and recharge groundwaters. Navigation and flood
control are important to downriver communities, but theyre no
more important than recreation and wildlife protection are to
upriver communities. Each $16 million 1nvested in recreation and
Corps prajects generates $1 billion to the economy and 18,000 jobs.
Protecting property is important, but the Corps also has an obliga-
tion to invest in recreation. Two hundred million visitors is a lot
of customers. In the spirit of felnventlng Government, the Corps
needs to listen to all of its customers.

I could tell you what the customers who live in Montana want.
They want to get the benefit of thelr bargain. We gave up more
than 167,000 acres of land in six countles to create Fort Peck Dam
and Reservo1r \In exchange, in the". shadow of Fort Peck Dam,
President Franklin D. Roosevelt made Montanans a promise that
we could share in‘the economic benefits.of the Missouri River sys-
tem. Now, 56 years\later my constitue \ts are looking for that re-
turn on their investment. Senator Simon’s constituents and Sen-
ator Bond’s are looking to the Corps as well.

I believe that all of us stand ready to help the Corps meet its
challenge. We must overcome those challenges in a way that will
give all our constituents, both upstream and downstream, economic
opportunities and environmental protection. The Corps needs to
put new technology and new ideas to work, find new means to le-
verage private investments, and change its worn out ways of doing
business. I think the Corps can meet these challenges, and I look
forward to the testimony of all witnesses today.

I'd like to now turn to the ranking Member of the committee,
Senator Chafee, for any statement he may have.

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Chairman, thank you. Is it my understand-
ing you wanted to get a quick vote on a matter?

Senator BAucuSs. I do when we have six Senators. We had six
briefly but now have five.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN H. CHAFEE, U.S.
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF RHODE ISLAND

Senator CHAFEE. Okay. Well, I'll put my statement in the record,
Mr. Chairman. Like so many of us, I've got a number of conflicts
today, but I do want to particularly welcome Dennis Algiere, a
State Senator from Rhode Island who is going to be in the second
panel. If I can’t be here for that, I'll deeply regret it, because he’s
one of our real comers in the State. He's on the coastal manage-
ment group and has done a lot of work in soil erosion on our beach-
es in Rhode Island.

So I want to welcome you, Senator.

[Senator Chafee’s statement follows:]
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN CHAFEE, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF RHODE
IsLAND

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for scheduling this hearing today. I would also like to
thank our colleagues, Senator Bond and Senator Simon for taking the time out of
their busy schedules to update the Committee on the flood situations in their states.
Their appearance is obviously well-timed, as the Administration’s Floodplain Man-
agement Review Committee has this morning released a draft of their findings.

I see John Zirschky here again and certainly welcome him back to the lgnviron-
ment and Public Works Committee, where he served so ably as a staff member.
John is taking some bold steps over at the Pentagon. I fully support these initiatives
to better focus the Corps mission and am eager to work closely with he and his staff
in the coming months on a 1994 Water Resources bill.

Also with us today is Rhode Island State Senator Dennis Algiere, from Westerly.
Dennis is making people take notice up in Rhode Island—due in large part to his
exceptional work on natural resource protection matters similar to the ones we will
discuss this afternoon. He serves on the Coastal Resources Management Council in
the State and has spent an extraordinary amount of time on a beach erosion prob-
lem at Misquamicut Beach along our south shore. It is my hope that we can find
a solution to the erosion there which threatens our treasured coastline. am glad to
see him again and am eager for the Committee to hear his testimony.

Mr. Chairman, the Committee meets today to discuss our very serious commit-
ment to completing action on legislation for the Army Corps of Engineers civil works
program. We have done so every two years since 1986. As you are aware, Mr. Chair-
man, the 1970’s and early 198('s saw a departure from the previous practice of ap-
proving omnibus authorization bills and predictable appropriations for the construc-
tion of water projects. In 1986, however, we broke the ﬁ)g‘jam. After years of legisla-
tive and executive policy confrontations over the role of the Federalygovernment in
water olli?%, the 99th Congress approved the Water Resources Development Act of
1986 ( ).

The 1986 Act was landmark legislation because we finally instituted a reasonable
framework for local costsharing of Army Corps of Engineer projects. I'll say mod-
estly that this was a huge step in the right direction. authored those cost-sharing
elements because there was a real need to recognize our limited Federal resources
and the financial responsibility of local project sponsors. John Zirschky’s statement
tells us that the Corps finds the cost-sharing framework to be, and I'll use his
words, “. . . an eminently successful policy.” .

As we move forward to enact legislation this year, we must remain faithful to the
rovisions of the 1986 Act. After reviewing the Administration’s proposed language
or reauthorization, I can see that the Administration shares this view.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I want to take this opportunity to encourage the Corps
to look closely at their environmental and recreation missions. I have some con-
cerns, as do others on the Committee, which must be addressed if we are to fully
benefit from the law’s intent.

The Committee, of course, needs to review the Administration’s proposal more
closely, but this is a good starting point. Again, Mr. Chairman, thank you for getting
this hearing in today. I look forward to the testimony.

Senator BAucus. Thank you. Any other statements?

Senator Reid?

Senator REID. I have no formal statement, Mr. Chairman, but I
am interested to hear what the witnesses have to say.

Senator BAucuUs. Thank you Senator Reid.

Senator Warner?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN W. WARNER, U.S.
SENATOR FROM THE COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

Senator WARNER. Mr. Chairman, I just want to make a short ob-
servation. You were talking about your constituents in your State,
and I had an unusual experience last year, I'd say to my two distin-
guished colleagues from Illinois and Missouri. We had an unex-
pected tornado hit in two places in my State, and I went down with
the various Federal agencies to look at what could be done. The
damage wasn’t great in terms of total dollars, but in terms of the
people who lost their homes and storefronts and everything else, it
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was very substantial. Well, we fell through the cracks. No matter
how hard I worked, we simply could not get Federal dollars to take
care of our problem.

Then my constituents read that the California freeway was put
up in record time, rebuilt, rebuilt, rebuilt, earthquake after earth-
quake. Then I pointed out a Florida military base wiped out by
hurricanes three times went back and rebuilt. Now we see the flood
that devastated your area time and time again historically, and
today we're going to discuss going back and rebuilding.

Now, it’s every American taxpayer reaching into his or her pock-
et to pay for these repeat construction jobs where Mother Nature,
for reasons best known by others, strikes over and over again.
Should we at some point in time say to ourselves, “Look, we've got
to accept that nature has a certain pattern, and we just cannot
take taxpayer dollars and continue to hedge against earthquakes,
hurricanes, floods, and the like”? '

I've got to answer those tough questions of how other parts of
America are restored from a natural disaster, and my own people
can’t get one nickel.

Thank you.

Senator BAaucus. Senator Boxer?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BARBARA BOXER, U.S,
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Senator BoxER. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. I'd ask
unanilmous consent that my full statement be submitted for the
record.

Senator Baucus. Without objection, your prepared statement will
appear in the record.

Senator BOXER. I would just like to say that I completely agree
that we have to look at ways to avoid recurrences of’disaster
aftermaths. We’re not going to be able to stop a disaster, but we
certainly shouldn’t have the same problem recur. I agree with that.
And, if it means realigning a freeway or it means rebuilding some-
where else or perhaps not building at all, I think that ought to be
looked at.

I have to say to my friend and colleague that the good news aris-
ing out of the earthquake is that every single freeway, every single
overpass that has been retrofitted seismically has withstood earth-
quake damage. So, sometimes, we can be wise about what we do.

Now, if we were to rebuild these things exactly the way they
were before, the Senator would be entirely correct. But everything
that’s being rebuilt is being seismically upgraded.

Mr. Chairman, just one more point that I make in my writ-
ten

Senator WARNER. If I might interrupt, my understanding was
that this freeway that was just rebuilt in record time had been ex-
amined and had incorporated some seismic technology in it, and
yet it failed.

Senator BOXER. Let me tell you what the Federal law was prior
to a recent law that this committee passed, and I so appreciate
your support. The States couldn’t get any money for seismic up-
grade unless there was something else wrong with the structure.
Until this corrective legislation came through recently, we couldn’t
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do it. We didn’t have the funds. Now we're able to say, “Yes, we
need funding just to seismically upgrade.” .

So you’re exactly right, many of our freeways did not have the
seismic work done. There’s been a change, and in our State, they
are moving very rapidly. As a matter of fact, I'm going to discuss
with the Chairman a way to make sure it goes even quicker, be-
cause when we know that something is seismically unsafe, it seems
to me we are remiss if we don’t move quickly.

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to thank the Corps for a number
of things today, but in particular a decision that was made to turn
around a Bush Administration decision to close the California Of-
fice of the Corps and move it to Oregon. It didn’t make any sense,
because the vast majority—75 percent—of the projects were in
California. Now this order has been rescinded, ancf as Dr. Zirschky
has said, and I'm quoting here, “We're going to try to change how
we do business, not necessarily where we do business.” I think that
is crucial, so I'm very pleased with the Corps on that.

That concludes my remarks.

[Senator Boxer’s statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. BARBARA BOXER, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this opening hearing on the committee’s consider-
ation of the Water Resources and Development Act of 1994 and to hear from our
colleagues and the Corps on its response to the Midwest Floods. My colleagues know
how much I have shared their pain when natural disasters bring such ﬁel;truction
and torment to the States and people they represent. This past year has been par-
ticularly destructive to our respective States.

I am also interested in hearing the views from the Corps and our witnesses about
how we can ae}n'oach the Corps’ missions from the broader context of watershed
management. Witnesses today will speak to the threats to our rivers from current
management policies. The group American Rivers has recently listed the Los Aage-
les River, where the Corps has undertaken a major flood control project, as one of
30 endangered or threatened rivers in the nation.

We should find a way to protect and enhance the 13 miles of the River's course
that remain of the last riparian habitat in the county.

On another subject, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say how pleased I am that the
White House ofﬁcu;lli'1 withdrew the Bush Administration’s 1992 reorganization plan
earlier this month. The Clinton Administration has released the Corps from the pro-
visions of the National Performance Review which had adopted the previous plan.

For 18 months, I have worked to inform the Administration of that this reorga-
nization was the wrong approach and would have serious effects on California. I was
pleased that the Energy and Water Appropriations Subcommittee at my request in-
cluded language in their fiscal year 1994 report uﬁmtgi the Defense Secretary to con-
sider proximity of a division headquarters to workload and areas impacted by natu-
ral disasters in assessing the reorganization plan.

1 am pleased that Dr. Zirschky has announced that the reorganization plan has
been replaced by a new process of “restructuring” the Corps and that it will not
begin with the assumption that any Division or District office must close. Any deci-
sion to close an office will be undertaken in order to comply with the President’s
?ersonnel reduction goals. Zirschky’s statement to the members of the Corps that

'we are going to try to change how we do business, not where we do business” is
the right approach.

Particularly concerning the effect on the South Pacific Division headquarters in
San Francisco, this decision is a great victory of common sense over politics. The
reorganization plan had called for consolidating the Corps' South Pacific Division
headquarters with a new West Division in Portland, Oregon, as part of the effort
to reduce the number of Corps divisions from 10 to 6 nationwide.

This plan failed to fulfill the principles of “Reinventing Government.” Instead of
decentralizing government and aiding “customer” access, the plan centralized bu-
reaucracies, in some cases in remote locations. A regional presence is critical to the
Corps mission.
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It is inappropriate to move divisional supervision away from where the majority
of dollars will ge spent and where the greatest amount of work will be done. The
workload in the South Pacific Division is 10 times that of its counterpart.

I was ({Jarticularly concerned about the danger to the health and safety of Califor-
nia residents by removing a key element of the region’s interagency emergency re-
sponse team. The Southern California earthquake on Jan. 17, was just the latest
evidence of the importance of having the expertise of the Corps’ emertgencg oFer-
ations team located in the South Division. Division staff were present for the first
post-earthquake emergency relief meeting with the Federal Emergency Management
Agency within hours of the quake. More than 800 Corps personnel participated in
the earthquake emergency operations at the South Division.

State officials have praised the professionalism and expertise of the Corps’ re-
sponse and the trust and cooperation that has developed between the Division and

EMA’s regional office in San Francisco have paid off time and again. The loss of
the South Pacific Division would have meant the loss of an additional 300 jobs in
the Bay Area, which is already bearing the burden of numerous military base clo-
sures. .

I would also like to commend Dr. Zirschky for his willingness to listen—at all
times—to the Corps’ rank and file regarding the reorganization and the coming re-
structuring of the Corps. We know personnel cuts are still coming in the Corps na-
tionwide, but fostering a close relationship with the employees as you have will
make that job much easier. I am pleased as well with Dr. Zirschky’s willingness to
keep members of Congress informed of the restructuring process and to allow mem-
bers or their staffs to observe the actual process and attend meetings.

I have written Dr. Zirschky recently to say that I concur with his plan to kee
the Corps decentralized in order to establish accountability and to maximize effi-
ciency. The best way to create those desired effects in California is to maintain our
local division.

Thank you.

Senator. BAUCUS. Any other statements?

[No response.] ~

Senator BAUCUS. Senator Simon, we’re honored to have you here.

STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL SIMON, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF ILLINOIS

Senator SIMON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I will
be very brief, because as soon as you get six, I know I'm going to
get cut off anyway.

I would like to enter my statement into the record.

Senator BAucuUs. Without objection, your prepared statement will
appear in the record.

Senator SIMON. Senator Bond and I are here because many of
our constituents have been flooded a second time, as you pointed
out in your statement, in a very short time. Down in Cairo, IL, for
example, at the southern tip of Illinois, some of the areas are eight
feet higher than they were in the earlier floods, because the Ohio
River flooded in addition to the Mississippi.

But Senator Warner’s point, I think, is an important one, and
there are areas where we shouldn’t rebuild. There are some com-
munities, like Valmeyer, IL, that are relocating. But the most im-
portant thing we lack in the upper Mississippi where your commit-
tee can help—I would like to quote from General Galloway’s state-
ment, and I understand he’ll be testifying here shortly. He says,
“There is an absence of a coordinated strategy for effective manage-
ment of the water resources of upper Mississippi River Basin. Re-
sponsibility for integrated navigation, flood damage reduction, and
ecosystem management is divided among several Federal activi-
ties.”

That’s even an understatement, because you have some areas
where you have one Federal agency, another with a different agen-
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cy, then a State government responsible, then you have a drainage
district or a levee district. The lower Mississippi, the overall charge
is with the Corps of Engineers, and there we have a coordinated
system. The upper Mississippi is a series of band-aids.

What we need is a comprehensive look at the upper Mississippi
so we can plan what we ought to do, and then the Corps of Engi-
neers, working with us, can say, “The State of Illinois has this re-
sponsibility, Jowa and Missouri have this responsibility, Minnesota
and Wisconsin have that responsibility,” however we put it to-
gether. But we need a coordinated look at the upper Mississippi.
We do not have that now. And until that happens, frankly, a year
from now, Kit Bond and I will probably be coming back testifying
again. You know, it just doesn’t make sense.

We really have to take a look at the overall picture, and that’s
really my plea to this committee.

[Senator Simon’s statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL SI1MON, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

Mr. Chairman, last year the Midwest suffered the worst flooding in a century. The
total damages as a result of this flood are in excess of $10 billion, and recovery is
still in progress. Last spring, well before the great flood, I was working with the
Army Corps of Engineers, local floodplain managers, and my colleagues from Illi-
nois, Missouri, and Jowa to address some existing problems related to the mainte-
nance and structural integrity of the levees along the Upper Mississippi River north
of Cairo, Illinois. Before we could arrive at any solutions to the problem of eroding
levees and jurisdictional discrepancy, the Upper Mississippi River basin was del-
utged with heavy rains—resulting in the Great Midwest Flood of 1993. The impact
of this flood dramatically demonstrated the many underlying problems of the region.

As the flood waters rose, I travelled around the stricken areas. Mr, Chairman, the
ruin was far-reaching. When the river swept through, it took with it homes and
farms, precious possessions and family pets, life-long businesses, community infra-
structure, history, and even life itself. What I saw was heartbreaking. It impressed
on me the need for change in the way we prepare for and prevent flood-related dis-
asters.

This precedent-setting disaster should not overshadow the smaller, more frequent
flooding that, year after year, causes locally severe economic and social dislocation,
and human suffering along the Upper Mississippi River.

In my home State of Illinois, many of the people who were just beginning to put
their lives back in order after the mammoth flooding of 1993 are being flooded-out
again right now. The magnitude of the spring flooding of 1994, which followed on
the heels of the great flood of the summer of 1993 by only a few months, compounds
the problems of recovery from yearly flooding.

Earlier this spring, &vernor Edgar declared the entire State of Illinois a disaster
area as a result of wide-spread flooding. At the request of the Governor, President
Clinton has approved 17 Illinois counties for Individual and Public Disaster Assist-
ance under the Stafford Act. Already this year over two thousand Illinois families
have registered for help from different FEMA disaster programs.

For some of the poorest counties in Illinois, this spring’s 1994 flooding has
brought even larger amounts of flood waters than during the summer flood of 1993.
In Cairo, Illinois,—which lies in one of the top 150 poorest counties in the nation—
the recent flood levels were as high as eight feet above the levels reached last sum-
mer.

Last fall I was assured by the Army Corps of Engineers that they would do all
they could to provide minimal levee protection to as many sites as possible, placin,
priority on those areas that protect human life. I know the Corps has worked har
toward that goal. I have had good feedback from Governor Edgar on their progress.
But I have heard of a few problems from the some residents and local officials.

In Monroe County approximately 100 farms and 30 residences flooded for a sec-
ond time. According to residents, there is a break in the north part of the levee,
along the Fountain Creek, that has not yet been repaired by the Corps. Neither
have the pumps been repaired or replaced. Residents of the area feel that the Co?s
of Engineers’ general operational Fractices and red-tape contracting procedures de-
layed repairs to the levee. Some of the repaired areas along that levee are still very
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weak. We don't really know what level of protection those living close to this levee
have or what they should be doing with regard to repairs to their homes and farm
operations.

Mr. Chairman, many levees that were breached last year have only been tempo-
rarily repaired and consequently the excessive pumping costs by the drainage dis-
tricts continue for a secong year.

The Fayville levee in Alexander County will have to be replaced after a section
failed only hours after repairs were pronounced completed. The section that col-
lapsed was a ring levee built around a massive hole carved into the Fayville levee
by last summer’s flood. As a result of the breach this spring, people in Miller City
had to be evacuated from their homes by helicopter in the middle of the night.
Thankfully, Mr. Chairman, there were no injuries in that evacuation.

Mr. Chairman, we must improve and coordinate the efforts of Federal, State, and
local governments, individuals, and the private sector to better manage the flood-
plain along the Mississippi. Now is the time to modify our existing floodplain and
watershed management policies and programs to protect lives, property and busi-
nesses from yearly flooding, as well as from those rare, but massively destructive
disasters such as the great flood of 1993.

There is no one magic solution. Moving everyone out of the floodplain is not the
solution. In fact, about 50 percent of the homes damaged in the 1993 flood existed
outside of the floodplain. Building a 500-year levee from the top of Minnesota to the
bottom of Illinois is certainly not the answer, either. The Administration needs to
work with Congress to develop some blend of structural and non-structural solutions
to our floodrelated problems nationwide—and specifically in the Upper Mississippi
River region.

I look forward to working with my colleagues on this committee, as well as on
any other relevant senate committee, to create reasonable and effective policies for
better management of the Mississippi River floodplain.

Today the President’s Floodplain Management Taskforce, under the direction of
General Gerry Galloway, released the draft of it's report—Sharing the Challenge:
Floodplain Management into the 21st Century. 1 commend General Galloway for his
leadership and hard work in organizing thin effort. I hope that we can take their
recommendations and use them as a “jumping-off-point” for developing new policy
to help prevent danger to human life, extensive property damage, and unnecessary
burden to the Federal budget. I don’t have all of the answers, but I am certain that
changes must be made—soon. '

I am asking this committee to make a commitment to me, Senator Bond, and our
colleagues and constituents from along the upper Mississippi River, that specific
goals and deadlines will be set for developing and enacting legislation to reform the
current haphazard, non-systematic method of managing the Upper Mississippi River
floodplain. We simply cannot continue to limp along with the current system of di-
vided responsibility on the part of Federal, State and local governments, private citi-
zens, andp locally organized interest groups—a system that has badly failed the mid-
west twice within the past 10 months.

Senator CHAFEE. Are you through, Senator? ~

Senator SIMON. I'm through with my statement.

Senator CHAFEE. Okay. Why doesn’t Senator Bond go on and
make his statement, and then we’ll quite possibly have some ques-
tions.

Senator BOND. I would imagine so.

STATEMENT OF HON. CHRISTOPHER S. BOND, U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI

Senator BOND. Thank you, Senator Chafee and Members of the
committee. We very much appreciate the opportunity to come and
talk with you today about the unprecedented flood that devastated
my State, Senator Simon’s State, and several others last year.

I've asked my colleague to hold up several pictures just to give
you a quick idea of the flood. This is the Columbia, MO area.
That’s the Columbia Water Treatment Plant. As you can see, it’s
oceanfront property in the middle of the flood of 1993. There are
many other areas where we can show you the devastation. This is
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our State Capitol. The entrance to it was cut off. This is, believe
it or not, a highway leading into Kansas City.

As General Galloway set forth in the summary—and I've only
had an opportunity to review the summary, but it appears that
General GPalloway id an excellent job——

Senator CHAFEE. Senator, is that the floodplain management re-
view that you’re referring to?

Senator BOND. This is the report that just came out today. This
is the report by General Galloway to the Interagency Flood Plain
Management Task Force, and I assume this is the full text of the
remarks he’s going to give today. In there, he said, “The Midwest
flood of 1993 was a hydrometeorological event unprecedented in re-
cent times,” which is a nice way of saying it was a heck of a flood.
It was excessive rainfall that occurred throughout a significant sec-
tion of the upper Mississippi River Basin, and he said it was an
occurrence of 500-year flooding on the segment of the Mississippi
south from Burlington, IA to St. Louis, MO,

I would say much of the damage in our State was along the Mis-
souri River. These pictures here are Missouri River flooding. The
Midwesterners fought the battle. They fought as the river rose,
they maintained the levees, the water went down, but it came back
up, and that’s when disaster struck.

Now, General Galloway has prepared his report. There are some
who wanted to put a spin on that report, and the spinmeisters got
to the headline writers in the St. Louis Post Dispatch, and they say
“Panel’s Report Says Floodplain Must Be Cleared.” Let me make
clear that everybody should read General Galloway’s report very
carefully, because that’s not what he says. He has, I think, at-
tempted to outline a very balanced approach.

Senator REID. What would that mean if he did say that?

Senator BOND. Well, number one, it means in St. Louis—St.
Louis is protected by a 300-year flood wall, and as General Gallo-
way cites, that flood wall caused additional flooding upstream. So
if the Post Dispatch headline writer had his way, the St. Louis Post
Dispatch would be under water. I don’t think that anybody advo-
cates that, because development has occurred. People farm, they
live. They have built, as you see, municipal facilities in the flood
zones. We have highways running through them. But this is what
happens in a 500-year flood. ‘ ]

I certainly sympathize with the position that Senator Warner’s
constituents find themselves in. I, frankly, believe that we ought to
be there when disaster strikes, even if it doesn’t rise to the level-—
I've made many requests, as my former gubernatorial colleague,
Senator Graham, has made and I assume that Senator Chafee has
made, for disaster relief, and there are certain triggers that may
have to be reviewed. But where there is an unusual, unforeseeable
occurrence, we ought to come to the rescue of the Virginians, cer-
tainly of the Californians, and, I think, the people who are hit by
floods along the Missouri, Mississippi, and other rivers.

Senator WARNER. I don’t know that I understood your response
to the Senator. That headline, to me, read “Clear out, abandon it,
let it go back to its natural state.” Isn’t that the implication?

Senator BOND. The story accurately reflects the report—the
headline took the spin that certain spindoctors want to put on it
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that nobody ought to farm or live or work in the river bottom, we
should have no roads or public facilities in the valleys. I think Gen-
eral Galloway stated and is quoted in that article as saying that
nothing in the report should interfere with the rebuilding of the
levees along the Missouri and Mississippi Rivers. He’s quoted in
there as saying that.

Senator WARNER. So we go right back the way it was before the
flood. Is that correct?

Senator BOND. We do not assume that there will be another 500-
year flood.

Senator WARNER. Do we incorporate, as our colleague from Cali-
fornia pointed out, some new technology to advance the state of the
art of levees so that if you do get another flood like this, it wouldn’t
wreak so much damage?

Senator BOND. We have floods. We have floods frequently. We
have low-lying agricultural levees that are regularly overtopped.
When they are overtopped, the flood waters bring new fertility to
the ground and make that ground some of the most productive
farmland we have in the country

Senator WARNER. I don’t question that.

Senator BOND. We need to take a balanced approach to the val-
leys. There are portions which should be taken out of development,
and that’s why we fought hard and, with the help of this committee
and others, got additional money for the emergency wetland re-
serve. We need environmental reserves. People who have come in
and developed the property and have the homes, business, and fa-
cilities there, they came with the reliance on an express statutory
promise by the Congress of the United States in directing the
Corps to assist in maintaining levees.

We have a problem right now that the Corps was ordered in Sep-
tember of 1993 to jump through all kinds of hoops. They have de-
layed and built delays into the system that are totally unconscion-
able. I note with great satisfaction that the Santa Monica Freeway
was rebuilt in 66 days after the earthquake. As a result of direc-
tions from Washington, the Kansas City Corps and the people in
that area who have been very, very effective and responsive in
dealing with these problems now have to go through a 120-da
pfl:(zlcess of paper shuffling before they can turn the first shovel full
of dirt.

Mr. Chairman, I notice you're here. Do you want to catch the six
Members of your committee, if I could interrupt my testimony?

Senator SIMON. If I could get 30 seconds in, and then I will leave
your good company. First, just by way of clarification, because I
think there’s a lot of m1sunderstandmg, the upper MlSSlSSlppl—-I
don’t know about the Missouri—over 50 percent of it is not pro-
tected by levees right now, and half the homes that were hit by
that devastating flood a year ago were not in what is ordinarily
considered the floodplain.

But what we need is more than just a series of band-aids. We
need to look comprehensively at what we ought to do.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Baucus. Thank you. The committeée will now turn to ex-
ecutive session.

[Whereupon, the committee proceeded to other business.]
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[Whereupon, the committee resumed its hearing.]

Senator BAucus. I'll turn now back to Senator Bond.

Senator BOND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Sinator CHAFEE. Senator, I'd like to ask you a question, if I
might.

Senator BOND. Certainly.

Senator CHAFEE. I have here a report that those floods in 1993
cost the U.S. Government $6 billion, and the total damages were
between $12 and $16 billion, the difference presumably being
picked up by the local insurance companies, the local communities,
the State, and so forth.

You indicated that some lands are now being set aside as
floodplains in keeping with part of the report, as I understand it,
which is the loss of wetlands and upland cover throughout the
basin over the last 150 years dramatically increase runoff, al-
though my summary says it’s questionable whether this played a
dominant role in 1993. In other words, 1993 was an extraordinary
event by any standard.

Senator BOND. Nothing that man did was going to change the
unprecedented hydrometeorological event.

Senator CHAFEE. But my question to you is, in your State, has
a decision been made that no more building will be permitted and
they won’t rebuild the houses that were there?

Senator BOND. Well, rebuilding is one thing. Let’s set that aside.
There is a buyout that we have approved funds, and a number of
communities are being bought out, and in some areas this is the
best solution.

The United States Senate passed, at the end of March, a flood
insurance reform bill, on which I worked very closely with Senator
Kerry of Massachusetts, Senator Graham and Senator Mack from
Florida, Senator D’Amato, that really encourages flood protecting of
structures in the floodplains, provides for mitigation efforts. There
are a significant number of steps that are being taken to remove
from the floodplain those structures that cannot be protected.

I will show you what happens, however, when the levees are not
rebuilt. The spring flash floods this year hit along the Missouri
River, and I was flying in on a helicopter when we took this picture
of a section of highway just north of Hermann, MO. We had spent
$3 million on rebuilding that and another highway, and you can
see the highway trucks trying to protect it.

The reason it was under siege was this hole in the levee had not
been rebuilt, and as the Chairman so aptly pointed out, when you
don’t rebuild the levees, the municipal public structures behind
those levees are put at risk, and there are water treatment plants
like that one, there are airports, there are highways, there are
many other facilities. Qur immediate problem is that the Corps of
Engineers has a 120-day delay built into repairing them,

And it’s not just my views. As of December, only 19 of 500 levees
were fixed. That’s from the St. Louis Post Dispatch. The Kansas
City Star said, “Floods Menace Battered Lands, Bureaucracy
Delays Repair of Levees. Money Approved for Levy Repairs, But
Agencies Won’t Let Go.” The Corps of Engineers originally had to
complete a two-page form. In September, they were told to com-
plete a 12- to 15-page document, and Colonel Shaufelberger, com-
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mander of the Missouri River Division, 2 weeks ago in my office
told me that the Corps had to jump through hoops never before re-
quired before it could repair levees.

Beyond that, the thing that is of grave concern in our area is
that, with the help of the Chairman and the Members of this com-
mittee, we appropriated $50 million to repair levees to the Soil
Conservation Service, levees that were not rebuilt by the Corps be-
cause the Corps is directed to protect public facilities, and the Soil
Conservation Service does construct watershed facilities and other
agricultural protections. But now OMB or somebody has directed
the Soil Conservation Service that they cannot rebuild levees if
they’re not in the Corps program.

Mr. Chairman, the particular reason we appropriated the $50
million to the Soil Conservation Service is so they could apply their
criteria to find out whether it is feasible to repair the levees pro-
tecting agricultural lands.

And I should add, in talking with community officials, school
board officials, and others, when the levees are not repaired, the
local governments lose tremendous amounts of their tax base. This
valuable agricultural land, if it is taken out of production com-
pletely, it destroys the revenue base which funds the schools and
local community activities.

These are, I think, just a few of the reasons why it is so impor-
tant that we cut through the red tape and get the levees rebuilt,
looking at a balanced, diversified approach.

There are many lands which should not be protected, that can
go into the Emergency Wetlands or the Environmental Easement
Program. But I would urge you to remember and I would suggest
to General Galloway that the only thing missing from a very bal-
anced summary report is that we need to look at the constitu-
tionally protected property rights of the people who, acting in good
faith through many years and with the express statutory direction
of the Corps, have begun farming operations, bought farmland, im-
proved it, and provided very valuable agricultural crops, from
which they've paid Federal taxes, State taxes, and supported their
local governments.

With the Galloway report, I think the choice is that you either
move forward and offer viable alternatives, recognize the economic
and environmental benefits, the constitutionally protected property
rights, or take the view of that headline writer and a few others
and say that as a result of an unprecedented 500-year flood, that’s
an adequate excuse for us, by feat, to drive people out of the river
valleys, where they've made their homes and their lives, where
they have developed significant property rights.

Unfortunately, there are many people who are neighbors of the
Missouri River, who work on it, who utilize it, who have built their
lives around it, who think that the Federal Government has de-
cided that they're going to evict them, and I would extend once
again the sincere invitation to you, the ranking Member, and the
other Members of the committee to come out to the river valleys
and have an opportunity to see what is there, what happened, and
to hear these people express themselves their concerns and their
desire to come up with workable alternatives.
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It’s an unprecedented disaster, Mr. Chairman, and I, unfortu-
nately, have seen a number of disasters in the time that I have
been in public service, but the extent and magnitude of the disaster
in this flood is far beyond anything I've ever seen.

I would like to work with the Members of this committee as we
develop a balanced approach to maintaining the multiple uses of
the river and seeing that, where levees are indeed appropriate and
needed, we can get them rebuilt before we have more disasters like
the spring floods of 1993 in Hermann, MO, which was flooded
again, and all of these other areas that were flooded by flash flood
because the levees were not rebuilt.

Senator Baucus. Thank you very much, Senator. I think you
used the right word when you said “balanced,” because the solution
here, I think, is going to take, as the Galloway report suggests,
both structural and non-structural solutions. Your testimony is
very valuable. It helps spur all of us along, and we very much ap-
preciate you taking the time.

Senator BOND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Any time you have
" several days, we'd be happy to discuss it at greater length, and we
would very much welcome a visit by you or a hearing, whatever
might be suitable. We would welcome the Senator from Virginia to
{oin us as well, and we will be happy to go over some of these prob-

ems.

Senator Baucus. Thank you very much.

Senator BoND. Thank you, sir.

Senator BAUCUS. Our next witness is the Honorable John
Zirschky, who's Acting Assistant Secretary of the Army, Office of
Civil Works, for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

I see that Brigadier General Galloway is also here. General, why
don’t you come up to the table, too.

General Galloway is the Executive Director of the Interagency
Flood Plain Management Review Committee, a committee that
began its work in January of this year, and today they issued a
draft report entitled “Sharing the Challenge: Floodplain Manage-
ment Into the 21st Century.”

I appreciate your work on that report, General, and I particularly
appreciate you being available to be with us here today. I know
there were a few questions revolving around your presence, and I'm
glad that was worked out and that you are here.

Dr. Zirschky, why don’t you proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN H. ZIRSCHKY, ACTING ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF THE ARMY (CIVIL WORKS), ACCOMPANIED
BY JAMES BATES, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF CIVIL
WORKS, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

Mr. ZIRscHKY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It’s a pleasure to be
back here with my friends on the committee. I enjoyed working
here very much, although my new job has been somewhat interest-
ing. T woke up this morning to find out that I had a new spelling
for my last name, a new job, and a promotion in the New York
Times. I won’t hold the misspelling against them. My own mother-
in-law misspelled it on my wedding invitations.

[Laughter.]
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Mr. Z1RSCHKY. Given that General Galloway is here, I'm going to
be brief and just ask that my statement be placed in the record,
and I'll touch on just a number of quick points.

Senator BAucUS. Without objection, your prepared statement will
appear in the record.

Mr. ZIRSCHKY. About the floods, there seems to be a perception
that the Corps has not done all that it could, and I don’t think
that’s exactly a fair statement. Even though the flood ended in the
fall of 1993, many of the sites were not accessible until the winter
of 1993 or 1994. We couldn’t get there because of the mud condi-
tions and the standing water to see how much repairs were needed.
We couldn’t start the repairs before the soil conditions had dried,
because if you put the dirt you use to build levees on top of mud,
you get more mud.

Basically, we have 71 percent of the levees fixed or the repairs
are under way. Back when the flood subsided, we had envisioned
it would take us until the end of 1994 to get the flood repairs com-
pleted. We're still on schedule there.

I know the problem of which Senator Bond speaks, because my
family’s hometown is in Missouri and was under 10 feet of water
for a good part of that summer. Their bank was flooded, their post
office, stores. In fact, they couldn’t even get to town on one of the
roads because it was under water.

One of the reasons we've had some delay—and we still have, I
believe, four that are still held up—is the difficulty in finding a
cost-sharing partner. The locals are generally supposed to partici-
pate in funding the repair work, and at a few of the sites, we've
had difficulty in locating someone to share in the cost.

Recreation, I know, is an issue of an interest to you, and I look
forward to going to Montana with you next weekend, I believe.

Senator BAuCUS. Right.

Mr. ZIRSCHKY. Darrell Lewis will testify on the second panel with
a number of other Corps employees specifically on some of the ac-
tions we're taking on recreation. Generally, many people may not
be aware that we're the number two provider of recreation in this
country, after the U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service.
We operate over 4,000 recreation areas that are visited by over 372
million people a year.

Right now we're working on trying to get a mission statement for
our recreation program. Past administrations have not been willing
to acknowledge that they have a recreation mission. We've nar-
rowed it down to two of the many that were submitted and hope
to have that approved by next month.

We're also working on trying to expand the career opportunities
for people in our recreation programs. There currently exist real or
perceived barriers to career advancement among upper level natu-
ral resource management staff.

On the environment, I know that’s an issue of concern to you.
You've supported the Corps’ environmental missions in the past,
and we look forward to working with you on this year’s Water Re-
sources Development Act to expand that mission.

We have a task force that is under way hiring people from the
Corps districts to try and examine our environmental policies, sort
of our version of the bottom-up review. Generally, in my experi-
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ence, in the Corps districts and divisions, local sponsors want us
to get more involved in environmental projects. This administration
intends to look at ways that we can do that.

I'll make one comment about the Water Resources Development
Act, and then I will stop. Basically, we appreciate your willingness
to hold this hearing and to help move the bill. It’s important that
we keep our commitment to local sponsors to keep their projects
under way. We anticipate having 15 feasibility studies and 11
project modifications submitted to this committee by the 1st of
July, and I can get you more details on those for the record.

With that, I'll stop.

Senator Baucus. Thank you very much, Mr. Zirschky. Again,
what’s your bottom-line response to those, particularly from the
Midwest, who think the Corps is not acting really as quickly as it
should. If you cut to the quick, what’s going on here?

Mr. ZIRSCHKY. I think our Corps employees have done a great
‘}pbc.1 Part of the red tape is making sure that the repairs are justi-
ied.

Senator BAUCUS. Are there delays?

Mr. ZIRSCHKY. There have been some delays, primarily now due
to the fact that we can’t find somebody willing to share the cost on
a local level. Some people still think that the cost should be 100
percent Federal, and that’s not been the policy of any administra-
tion, including this one, in recent memory.

Senator BAUCUS, So you’re saying even the downstream levees,
where the Corps has primary jurisdiction, that local communities
want full, 100 percent Federal participation?

Mr. ZIRSCHKY. And oftentimes they want it back in the original
alignment, which could cost millions of dollars more than a dif-
ferent alignment than was there in the first place. Sometimes there
are scour holes that are created—when there’s a flood, the river
washes out big holes. Rather than fill those holes in, which would
cost money, we try and move the levee to a more economical loca-
tion. That is at times controversial. Basically, we're trying to save
the taxpayers money.

Senator Baucus. Now, some in local communities talk about un-
funded mandates—that is, if the Corps is going to either have a re-
quirement or provide a project, that Uncle Sam should pay for all
of it.

Mr. ZIRSCHKY. Of the levees that we build and maintain, I be-
lieve only two of those in the whole system were breached. There's
a perception that these were all Corps-built levees that failed. A lot
of them were levees in what we call a Corps program, where we
agreed to help fix them if people maintained them, but they were
not built by us.

Senator BAUCUS. Are there any levees, though, where tradition-
ally there’s not been a local match—that is, where a local commu-
nity is not matching because it feels that there’s a Federal policy
or a Corps policy or historically that there need not be a match?

Mr. ZIRSCHKY. I believe there are some. There are some people
that just basically feel the Federal Government should restore their
land the way it was before the flood, but they were not levees that
were Corps-built levees.
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Senator BAucus. I know you haven’t had a chance to read this
report, but 'm sure you know about it.

Mr. ZIRSCHKY. Yes. We're due to get a copy tomorrow.

Senator BAUCUS. Okay. You probably know a bit about it. Just
give me an idea about the general tone of it, what it’s driving at.
Give me your off-the-top-of-your-head thoughts about all that.

Mr. ZIRSCHKY. I have not read that. As I said, it’s due to be re-
leased to the agency tomorrow. So I don’t know to what extent pre-
vious drafts reflected that one. But really I thought it was a fairly
good systems approach. There are a few areas that we differed with
in earlier drafts, but I thought it was a pretty good effort.

Senator BAUCUS. Do you think there’s a need to change long-
standing Corps policy to rebuild or repair levees? That is, should
there be a non-structural as well as a structural solution?

Mr. Z1rSCHKY. Yes, I do think we should look at non-structural
solutions. In fact, that’s one of the, as Senator Bond put it, delays
in the process, that we’re required to do a benefit-cost analysis to
determine whether the cheapest way to provide flood protection is
to rebuild the levee or to acquire the land, and that takes time to
decide. So we support non-structural.

Senator BAUCUS. What kinds of non-structural approaches come
to mind besides buyouts?

Mr. ZIRSCHKY. Buyouts are probably the simplest one. If you’re
going to do broader scale, you can get into things such as water-
shed planning, trying to control the runoff, putting in other deten-
tion areas farther upstream. General Galloway’s task force looked
at a number of those alternatives.

Senator BAuCUs. Right. In fact, I'll ask him to summarize those
later and respond to those, too.

General Williams has said the Corps wants to be the Nation’s en-
vironmental engineer. In April, 2 years ago, the Corps implemented
an environmental engineering initiative, and Congress, in every
water resources bill, adds the authority for the Corps to perform
environmental work at its projects. I must say that, to date, very
little has been accomplished. Why is that? If the Corps wants to
be the Nation’s environmental engineer, why is it that their envi-
ronmental record is pretty sketchy?

Mr. ZI1rsCHKY. I think the Corps’ record, at least from the district
and division point of view, is perhaps better than might be indi-
cated, but one of the reasons we've had difficulty doing more envi-
ronmental work is the issue of cost sharing. We look for local spon-
sors, and previously there’s been no statutory language about what
kind of cost sharing we need for environmental projects. This bill,
the 1994 Water Resources Development Act, provides that lan-
guage, that environmental projects would be funded 75 percent fed-
erally and 25 percent locally. With that authority, I think we can
get a lot more into the environmental area. -’

Senator BAUCcUs. What kinds of new environmental projects do
you think make sense? It’s a massive water resource that the Corps
is managing. It’s not just building levees, it’s not just dredging, it’s
not just maintaining a system for flood control and navigation and
so forth. A large number of people boat, fish behind Corps dams
and Corps projects. I know a lot of people want better access to
Corps lakes, et cetera. What about that?
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Mr. ZIRSCHKY. On the environmental front, I think there are a
number of things we can do. One is ecosystem restoration, such as
we'’re doing now in Florida, trying to put back the environment the
way it was before basically we channelized and drained the wet-
land. I think we can get involved in habitat restoration, such as at
our lakes, using some of our flowage easement and some of the
lands upstream to convert those to wildlife habitat.

In the drinking water area, we’re in the process of scoping out
a study to look at the Nation’s water resources from a water supply
standpoint: Will we have enough water 10, 20, 50 years from now
to provide the country for its needs? If not, how do we begin plan-
ning now? That has environmental implications because, as you
know with the Missouri Master Manual, how the water is allocated
can have a big effect on the environment. If we plan ahead so that
we know where we're going, every gallon of water isn’t accounted
for, we could have more flexibility to use the reservoirs for wildlife
mitigation and habitat. ,

Senator BAucus. I hear some people say that you're a whole new
breath of—not fresh air perhaps—but a different air at the Corps,
that you’re providing a new vision and new ways for changing
things. I'm just curious, what are your goals for Civil Works? What
do you want to accomplish? What do you want to be remembered
for when you leave?

Mr. ZirsCHKY. I'd say restoring morale would be probably the
first one. The two previous failed attempts at reorganization have
left the Corps a bit demoralized. A lot of people in our field, for ex-
ample, want to do environmental work, and the previous adminis-
trations perhaps have not been as supportive as they should have
been. So people out there want to do work. They know they’re the
Nation’s engineering firm. They just haven’t been given that mis-
sion, so I'd like to help them get that mission.

I'd like us to take another look at recreation. I think past admin-
istrations have sort of frowned on it. This administration is taking
a look at it. As I think the next panel will testify, recreation has
enormous economic benefits. When we have 370 million visits to
our parks alone—I may be wrong on this number, but each hour
that people spend in our parks is worth $4.35 to the local econ-
omy—it has significant effects on the economy.

Senator BAUCUS. So what’s the cause of the morale problem, as
you see it?

Mr. ZIRSCHKY. Uncertainty about the future, where is the Corps
going. Two plans to close division and district offices have left peo-
ple worried about their jobs. That’s still a problem. Given the direc-
tion to reduce the Federal workforce by 279,000, we’re probably
going to have to reduce in size by one for every eight employees,
and that’s a tremendous amount of uncertainty: Should I get a
mortgage? Should I move? Should I look for another job?

To try and help clear up some of those uncertainties, we an-
nounced last week that we’re going to look at reorganization from
the standpoint not of closing offices, but to try and change our busi-
ness practices, to streamline more. So rather than saying we'’re
going to close the Omaha office, which is the division office closer
to you, we're going to see if we can sort of keep it there but find
a way to make it more responsive. We’re spending too much money
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generating reports and studies and not enough doing work on the
things that we'’re good at.

Senator BAUCUS. You mentioned recreation and environmental,
that there some on your staff that would like to pursue those areas.
Are there other areas where there’s a significant staff interest that
has not been pursued that perhaps is causing a morale problem?

Mr. ZIRSCHKY. Sir, there’s the perception of micromanagement in
Washington, that all the authority has been pulled up to Washing-
ton, I've had GS-11s tell me that decisions that they used to make
are now made in my office, the Secretary’s office. We're trying to
send that decisionmaking authority back to the field offices. We
have people like Colonel Schaufelberger, whom you know well, very
capable people. They know more what’s going on the regions than
I probably ever will.

Senator Baucus. He has to retire.

Mr. ZIRsCHKY. Unfortunately, he has a mandatory 30-year retire-
ment.

As I was saying, we are sending more authority to the districts
and divisions and that means we’ll have to come up with a new
role for headquarters. But, as we empower the divisions and dis-
tricts, we must be careful that we do not give the impression in the
field that we don’t value our headquarters. I think they have a very
important function to play. We have to help them develop more of
a supporting role where they’re recognized for their talents. A lot
of people at headquarters got promoted there because they were
among the best. We have to tap into their potential to help them
help the field get stuff done.

Senator BAuCUS. To the degree that the general’s report is pur-
sued and adopted, how are you going to sensitize Corps employees
to those changes in direction? It’s been my experience that that’s
a major challenge.

Mr. ZIRSCHKY. It is a challenge. I'm trying to make some changes
in direction. I can’t speak for other bureaucracies, but the Corps
generally, once they understand the direction, move out. That’s one .
of the good parts of the Corps.

Single-handedly, I can’t?o it. One of the things I sort of discov-
ered is that for the 34,000 Civil Works employees, there’s basically
one political appointee, and you can go to ot])";er agencies and you
probably have one political appointee for every 300 bureaucrats.

So you have to rely on the division and district commanders, the
Directors of Civil Works and Military Programs, on yp to the Chief
of Engineers, and the people. If given a mission that they under-
stand, if I give them clear enough direction and understanding of
where we're heading, I think theyll move out and make the
(I:han%es. So far, I won’t say I've done as effective a job of that as

could.

Senator BAucCuUs. General Galloway, could you just briefly sum-
marize your report? Just give us a sense of the drift of it.

STATEMENT OF BRIGADIER GENERAL GERALD E. GALLOWAY,
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, INTERAGENCY FLOODPLAIN MAN-
AGEMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE

General GALLOWAY. Sir, if I could preface that by saying what we
have submitted is a draft report, and what we’re in the business
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right now of doing is seeking comment from the Members of the
Congress, from the Governors, and Trom the people of the Midwest
and the Nation concerning our proposals for floodplain manage-
ment.

It's a two-part report. In the first part, we deal with the first
mission given to us, to identify what happened in the flood of 1993.
We discuss in the report that the flood event of 1993 was a
hydrometeorological event of some great consequence. That was ob-
vious to the people that were out there. It was a very, very unique
rainfall event, and it was a flood of great magnitude, with a recur-
rence interval of from 100 to 500 years, depending on where you
were in the basin, and one that caused significant damages.

We recognized that as part of this look at the flood, two of the
issues that needed to be addressed were the relationship between
the loss of wetlands over the years and the flood and the relation-
ship between levees and the flood. In our report, we identify that
the loss of wetlands over the years certainly had some effect on
flood storage, but when you have a flood and a rainfall of the mag-
nitude of this last flood, the loss of wetlands certainly did not make
significant difference in the flood event. It's questionable whether
having more wetlands would have changed the flood of 1993.

In our report, based on some studies we've done, we infer that
there’s a lot of value to taking care of the wetlands, taking care of
upland areas, and restoring watersheds so that in the long run, the
more frequent floods can be dampened by the use of this upland
and wetland storage. We address that issue. :

With reference to the levees, again, the magnitude of the flood
was so great that most of the levees overtopped on the Missouri
River and on the Mississippi. As a consequence, the flood of 1993
was not really affected by the levees. We recognize that levees can
create problems, and we have some specific thoughts in the report
that deal with how they should be addressed on a systems basis.

From that, sir, using the flood experience as a basis, we are pro-

osing some recommendations and action in the draft report and
Eope to get comments back. We focus on the idea that there are
no silver bullets in floodplain management. Floodplain manage-
ment is a business that people have been in for a number of years.
In the last 20 years, we've seen the Nation start to turn to more
use of non-structural methods. As we visited people in the Mid-
west, we found that they were willing to accept this non-structural
approach. The very fact that over 5,000 people were seeking
buyouts, and that many people were seeking to sell land that was
in the bottoms—areas that were no longer farmable—meant that
there was a revolution in the sense of an awareness that some
floodplain areas might not be best for occupancy.

At the same time, we recognized that other tools that have been
used in the past—elevating structures, taking flood-proofing meas-
ures, and use of levees—still make sense in some locations.

If we put all those methods together, you might ask, “How, then,
do you make floodplain management work?” We propose the gen-
eral strategy of sharing the responsibility among the Federal Gov-
ernment, the State government, the local government, and individ-
ual citizens. I think it’s important to note that everyone in the
business of working with and in the floodplain has a responsibility
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for knowing where they are—the risk, and sharing some of the re-
sponsibility for mitigating that risk; this strategy becomes a theme
in our recommendations.

We also deal in the report with the specific Federal programs
that can influence floodplain management. What things we can do
to make it easier for the States to do their jobs. We have stated
in the report that the fundamental responsibility for floodplain
management rests with the States. They're closest to the problem.
They know and understand the people, and they’re in a better posi-
tion to act on floodplain management issues. We also look at how
we, at the Federal level, modify our programs, those of Dr.
Zirschky and the Corps of Engineers—how can we make those pro-
grams fit into a long-term approach to provide floodplain manage-
ment not only for the Mississippi and Missouri Basins, but for the
Nation.

Senator Baucus. All right. Just get down to the bottom line.
What does the draft report say with respect to how the Corps
should change its policies with respect to floodplain management?

General GALLOWAY. Sir, it is not a report that tells any agency
to change. We’ve been quoted as saying it tells the Corps to take
a new direction. What it says is the Corps needs the ability to be
funded for and be given the opportunity to employ some of the
techniques that it has known about and has been using for a num-
ber of years on a very limited basis.

There are some restrictions on what the Corps can do right now.
Dr. Zirschky has mentioned, for example, that when you go out to
do a levee restoration and see opportunities to put some environ-
mental enhancements in, there is a cost-sharing responsibility for
the locals. The environmental benefit, we note, may not be local.
They may be much broader than the local area. Locals may not
want to participate in that. We make recommendations concerning
different cost-share analyses that would allow non-governmental
organizations and State organizations to fund part of these en-
hancements. This would make them more feasible.

We've found, as Dr. Zirschky has noted, that the Corps of Engi-
neers certainly knows how to do these things. They just received
an award for Bendway weirs on the Mississippi River that have
both cost savings and environmental benefits. They need to be
funded for some of these programs. They've been working in the
watershed arena for a number of years, but don’t get much fund-
ing.

Some of the regulations we have in the Federal Government—es-
pecially one called “Principles and Guidelines™—tend to focus on
the economics and do not allow the adequate consideration in deci-
sions. of the environmental quality and the social goods that would
come out of a project. We believe that by modifying those regula-
tions, the Corps could move on many of its projects, as could the
Soil Conservation Service—move in many areas where they’ve been
restricted in the past.

We think the talent to do sound floodplain—the knowledge of
what to do—is out there. We need to have some of these restric-
tiolns removed or refocused so that Federal agencies can apply their
talents——
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Senator BAucus. The restrictions, as you see it, are the inability
of communities within the private and public sector both to contrib-
ute to environmental enhancements or environmental solutions?

General GALLOWAY. Yes, sir, in part it is a local cost-sharing
issue. In part it is the analysis by which projects are generated.
There is an apparent. bias—we cannot identify it specifically—
against non-structural projects.

Senator BAUCUS. What'’s the cause of that bias?

General GALLOWAY. The bias is that it is focused on the pure eco-
nomics, the monetized value of the benefits versus the monetized
value of the costs. There are some things that you can’t put specifi-
cally into dollars, like the value of having one of these wetland
areas restored.

Senator BAucus. I totally agree. So how do you solve that one?

General GALLOWAY. Sir, we believe that the talent exists to as-
sess these factors. It’s something that’s certainly known. I teach a
course in water resources management, and teach that multi-at-
tribute decision models that use more than monetary factors are
certainly important and should be used in decisionmaking. We be-
lieve that, uﬁimately, you want to be able to monetize all costs and
benefits. But in the meanwhile, you need to be able to identify the
non-monetized items and discuss them and have the decision based
on the totality of what are the benefits and what are the costs in
a particular project.

Senator BAUCUS. Is there a need in the authorizing language to
make it clear that sometimes the environmental or public health
or moral or aesthetic benefits may outweigh the monetized cost and
benefits in the standard cost-benefit analysis?

General GALLOWAY. Sir, we're saying that that is certainly a part
of the Principles and Guidelines that’s absent now and should be
endorsed by the Administration in the Principles and Guidelines.
That same sort of philosophy, certainly, on the Hill would have a
very profound effect.

Senator BAucus. The language I just described is actually in the
Safe Drinking Water Act that the Senate just passed, because
sometimes it is true that the non-monetized benefits do outweigh
the monetized costs. So it’s very important.

General GALLOWAY. And, sir, there are many social costs that we
still can’t put our finger on. We've learned in this particular flood
that the elderly and the low-income residents were very affected by
the flood. It is difficult to pin down the social well-being value of
moving some of those people out of the floodplain or providing pro-
tection for them. We think that the new procedures, an adjustment
to the procedures, would allow better consideration of those items.

Senator Baucus. Okay. But if this draft report is the same report
that comes out in final form, what are some of the implications
that you see with our reauthorizing statute here? What changes in
the statute, if any, might we consider?

General GALLOWAY. Sir, I'm caught a little bit cold, because I've
not looked through the report to identify what might be put into
the Water Resources Development Act. Certainly, the language you
mentioned for the Safe Drinking Water Act, the idea that you must
recognize there are benefits beyond those that can be monetized
would be important to consider.
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I think our goal is certainly to monetize benefits, but that’s cer-
tainly a form of the art with which we have not had great success
yet. So something like that would be in line with what we’re rec-
ommending for the Administration. This would tell the agencies
how to prepare justifications for water projects.

Senator BAucUS. Dr. Zirschky, now that you've heard a little bit
of the summary of the draft report, what are some of your reactions
to all of this?

Mr. ZIRSCHKY. I'd like to read it in more detail, but I think it’s,
like I said, from earlier drafts I’ve seen, a good report. I agree with
his comments particularly about the social issues and the environ-
mental issues. You can’t always measure things in dollar terms,
and our principles and guidelines tend to focus on economics at the
expense sometimes of the environment and social equity.

For example, if a low-income housing area floods, when you try
and compute the benefit-cost, the benefit is the dollar value of dam-
ages to the low-income housing avoided. Low-income housing isn’t
worth as much as, say, a high-income area, so it would not be
scored the same way. The same number of people may be protected
by the levee, but those in a poorer area might not get as high a
levee or a levee because their property is not worth as much as a
more well-to-do person.

So I do think we need to look at issues such as social equity.

Senator Baucus. I found your statement interesting, General
Galloway, that the silt and sediment problems created by the flood.
were not caused by the levees.

General GALLOWAY. Sir, no. I was saying that the flood itself, at
the height of the flood, at its ultimate peak, was not caused by lev-
ees Obviously, any time you have a levee, there is some constric-
tion in the river. There’s constriction at St. Louis, so there’s some
height increase in the river. But by the time that the flood reached
its peak at St. Louis, most of the levees had been overtopped on
the Missouri River, so the water was flowing essentially gank to
bank in the Missouri.

There is absolutely no question, sir—I've stood on the land out
there in Missouri that’s covered with silt and sediment—that
where the levees blew out as a result of the overtopping, the blow
holes that were created spread sand six feet, eight feet deep. There
was certainly a tremendous impact on those sites. We recognize
and have made some comments about ways that we ought to try
and prevent these blowouts from occurring in the future.

Senator BAucuS. I saw a study not too long ago that 100 years
ago there was approximately two times the amount of wetlands in
Missouri, in Illinois, in Iowa, some of the other Midwest States,
than there is today. It’s a hypothetical question, but let’s assume
that we didn’t have dams and levees, and all those wetlands were
still there, so when it rains, they would tend to soak up some of
the rainfall. Is there any way of guessing what effect twice as
many acres of wetland as we have would have in the dampening
the amount of flood that otherwise occurred?

General GALLOWAY. Sir, we struggled with that questlon Part of
our team was out in Sioux Falls, SD, doing scientific analysis. As
a matter of fact, they’re out there today trying to finish up the re-
port. It would be very difficult to estimate the impact of more wet-
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lands. We have said, though, that it would be questionable, that
even if you restored wetlands, given the amount of rainfall in 1993,
whether there would have been a big difference in the flood. At
some point in time the infiltration of the soil fills all the vacant
space in the soil. Then you cover the surface area, and you just
have water on the land and everything all rain that lands after
that runs off. That was characteristic of the flood of 1993,

Senator BAucus. Is there a 10 percent reduction, 20 or 30 per-
cent reduction?

General GALLOWAY. Sir, in the very limited set of studies that we
did, we found that in small watersheds for a flood of perhaps the
10- to 20-year variety, one that’s much more frequent, you do get
a reduction in the runoff. Maybe a 10 percent reduction in the run-
off. So there is a benefit. And those are the ones that cause the
more frequent problems on the streams down below. So there cer-
tainly is a value in having the wetlands.

We went back into history, sir. You can go back to Hernando
DeSoto, when he first explored this country. He stood on the banks
of the Mississippi River down below Memphis for nearly 80 days
waiting for the high water to go down. When you get so much rain,
the land just can’t absorb it al%.

Senator BAUCUS. Just to help all of us here, can you tell us about
tlll)e S;an Hinnah farm in Glasgow, MO and what that was all
about?

General GALLOWAY. One of the times we were out visiting in
Missouri, we met with Mr. Hinnah. We were trying to find out
what was going right and what was going wrong in disaster recov-
ery, and Mr. Hinnah was very interested in having his property be-
come part of one of the lanlg' acquisition programs of the Federal
Government. His levee had been destroyed by the flood. It was in
a location that, based on his analysis and some of the analysis that
he had received from the Federal Government, where it would not
be wise to restore the levee. It would probably blow out again the
next time high water came along.

Mr. Hinnah had been approached by several Federal and State
officials offering him the opportunity to sell his land, but no one
had the ability to come directly to the table with money. Each had
a slightly diﬂ%rent approach. Mr. Hinnah sug%ested to us that it
would be good if the Federal Government could organize and co-
ordinate its land acquisition programs and activate them more
quickly. We certainly agree with him that it would be useful. If you
are trying to take advantage of the opportunity after a flood to help
the people that have been harmed and, at the same time, you want
to improve the environment, you need a program that’s much more
responsive than those we used this time.

Senator BAUCUS. I guess one of the questions I have is, how can
we, in the Congress, be assured as much as possible that we are
going to pursue a balanced approach—that is, that where the rem-
edies are more levees where appropriate, non-structural provisions,
like buyouts and floodplain insurance and so forth, where appro-
priate? How can we be best assured that a year from now or 2
years from now, when we revisit this question, that we sit here and
proudly congratulate ourselves, “Boy, we did the right thing,” rath-
er than going back through this same exercise and same process
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all over again? What assurances can you give us? Do we have to
write legislation to be more constrictive or micromanage the Corps
more? How are we going to be assured that we're going to——

General GALLOWAY. Sir, I don’t think—and, this is my personal
view. I don’t think that micromanaging is what the answer is. The
answer is to give the people that are willing to work in this
arena—and the State floodplain managers, the States themselves,
the Federal Government agencies—the opportunity to use the tools
that they have and remove some of the restrictions that make it
difficult for them to carry out their jobs.

Floodplain management is a partnership. Even though those
sound like high-faluting words, it is very important to recognize
that there’s a large number of State floodplain managers, State or-
ganizations, and Governors who are very concerned about flood-
plain management. The very fact that this year we had the more
than 5,000 homeowners come in for relocation and had all this land
up for sale represents a remarkable turning point. People now do
consider selling their land to the Federal Government and now do
look at alternative approaches for floodplain management. We just
need to keep this effort moving.

Senator BAUCUS. It’s my understanding that your draft report
recommends that the Corps be the single coordinator for Federal
flood management policy. Is that correct?

General GALLOWAY. No, sir. It recommends that when we build
levees, the Corps be the primary levee builder. This year, as a re-
sult of a number of things, we had several agencies building levees.
We think that that’s got some severe engineering and fiscal dis-
advantages. For the Mississippi Basin, there is a need for some
unit of the Corps to develop a systems approach to the manage-
ment of levees that currently exist in the basin.

You have a very unusual situation in the basin. As Senator Bond
has described, there exists an amalgam of local levees, non-Federal
levees, Federal levees, and they need to be surveyed and put into
some sort of coordinated program. We do recommend that the
Corps would be the agency that to do this.

Senator BAUCUS. I generally agree that it’s best to delegate and
give people more responsibility than micromanage them. That's
sometimes hard for Congress to do, but I think it tends to be a bet-
ter policy. But, in turn, it means probably a more vigorous over-
sight—that is, where maybe you or other members of the Corps
come back before this committee and are held accountable for your
actions. Speaking for myself, I think it’s safe to say the committee
will commend and praise good action and will be critical of mis-
takesdthat, in the realms of reasonableness, should not have oc-
curre

I'm going to have another hearing when this draft report be-
comes final, and at that time I think we’ll be in a better position
to more speclﬁcally know what direction we should take. I urge you
in the interim to be thinking about that and as I said, we will hold
another heanng on this subject.

. C?‘l’lld you give me a sense of when you think the report will be
inal?

General GALLOWAY. Sir, we've asked for the comments from the
field and from the Hill to be back to us by the 7th of June. We hope
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to take a couple of weeks to work on those comments . We hope
to present it to the Administration on or about the 1st of July.

Senator Baucus. Okay. We have a'lot of witnesses ahead of us,
so we're going to have to turn to them now, but I wish you very
well, both of you, and particularly you, Dr. Zirschky, as you try to
address the morale questions at the Corps. They’re probably not
much worse than in any agency, but it’s a major challenge, and I
wish you the very best luck. Thank you.

General GALLOWAY. Thank you, sir.

Mr. ZIrsCHKY. Thank you.

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Chairman, I just want to say how nice it
is to see Dr. Zirschky back here again. He’s spent a lot of time on
this committee. : -

Senator BAucus. He has.

Senator CHAFEE. Onward and upward.

Mr. ZIRSCHKY. Thank you, sir.

Senator BAucus. Okay. Now we’ll turn to the next panel: the
Honorable Dennis L. Algiere, who we’ve heard of earlier and will
hear of again; Mr. Darrell Lewis, Chief of Natural Resources Man-
. agement Branch, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; Mr. John Lamb,
Executive Director of Walleyes Unlimited of Montana; Scott Faber,
Director of Floodplain Programs for American Rivers in Washing-
ton, D%; and Tom Grasso, Chesapeake Bay Commission in Annap-
olis, MD.

Senator CHAFEE. Once again, Mr. Chairman, I'd like to welcome
Senator Algiere from the southern part of our State. I'm very inter-
ested in and will stay for his testimony.

Senator BAUCUS. Senator, why don’t you proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. DENNIS L. ALGIERE, A RHODE ISLAND
STATE SENATOR

Senator ALGIERE. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, Senator Chafee, it’s
a pleasure to be here. I'm pleased to testify before you on the very
serious problem of beach erosion that we’re facing in Rhode Island.

First of all, I'd like to start by complimenting the Army Corps
of Engineers, especially the New England Division, for their quick
response to our many issues which we face in Rhode Island.

Senator BAuUCUS. I might say to all of you that we’re under the
five-minute rule here, and I would encourage each of you to stay
within 5 minutes, and your full testimony will be included in the
record.

Senator ALGIERE. I cannot agree more with Dr. Zirschky’s state-
ments regarding the recreational policy issues, which I hope the
Corps will adopt in the future. Tourism is a major industry in
Rhode Island. In 1993, for example, we realized $1.4 billion in tour-
ist dollars. What makes Rhode Island a tourist attraction is our
420 miles of coastline and beautiful beaches. However, because of
the storms we’ve had over the past few years, especially in 1992
and 1993, our sand dunes and beachfronts have been decimated.

Recently, the Army Corps of Engineers New England Division
completed a reconnaissance report for our shore protection and
flood damage in Misquamicut Beach in Rhode Island. However,
with a benefit-to-cost ratio of .92, the Corps concluded that no eco-
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nomically justified project could be identified. It was, therefore, ter-
minated.

The Corps funds and continues to fund beach enhancement
projects. These projects are occurring in locations where there is
substantial development in hazard-prone areas. Rhode Island, on
the other hand, has adopted a progressive and rigorous coastal pro-
tection program since 1971 through its Coastal Resource Manage-
ment Council, of which I'm a member.

An example of the protection that the Coastal Resources Manage-
ment Council provides is their work to designate 82 percent of our
barrier beaches as undeveloped or moderately developed. As an ad-
vocate for wise use of beach property, the Coastal Resources Man-
agement Council hopes to minimize economic loss due to storm
damage and the loss of its beach by prohibiting or controlling de-
velopment along the barrier beaches.

In Rhode Island, we're susceptible to flood damage and frontal
erosion because of our unique geographical location. Storm tracks
run parallel with most of the barrier beaches in the eastern United
States. However, in our case in Rhode Island, the storm tracks are
perpendicular. Therefore, our barrier beaches like Misquamicut
take the brunt of violent storms. In addition, Rhode Island’s barrier
beaches are also in a sediment-starved stage, with no abundant
sand supply in the system.

Post-storm response to coastal disasters is also in need of review.
As a regulatory agency, the Coastal Resources Management Coun-

‘cil in Rhode Island is unable to solely meet the people’s needs:
'FEMA is frequently called in after a storm event to assist local ef-

forts in responding to damage, but all too often they report that not

"enough financial loss has occurred to warrant Federal repair
_money.

Unfortunately, Rhode Island has always fallen between the

“cracks. No money has been received for preventive beach replenish-

ment or post-storm recovery, and as a State with a tourist-based
industry as its economic base, each storm carries the potential to

~severely impact the local and State economy. Recreational beaches
. in disrepair often present hazardous conditions to tourists and dra-
. matically reduce the size of our beaches.

The Corps of Engineers has focused its efforts narrowly on flood

. protection, without regard for local tourism enhancement. The

Corps puts a 50 percent maximum weight on tourism benefit. This
is not enough, and it should be modified. For example, in the
Corps’ recent report on Misquamicut Beach, the Corps had to look

-at an area with heaviest development. In order to get a favorable

cost ratio, the Corps in its plan had to propose 17- to 18-foot-tall
dikes to protect the area from floods. And it was designed for a
'100-year storm.

Clearly, this massive project, coupled with condemnation of pri-
vate real estate along our beaches, did not result in a favorable
benefit-to-cost ratio. With the focus by the Corps on flood protection
rather than frontal erosion, we receive little benefit.

The Corps should consider protection from smaller, lesser-
strength storms, not only of the 100-year variety. It should provide
for temporary relief from frontal erosion, not only flood damage.
Further, the Corps should prioritize the funding of smaller projects,
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not only larger ones. This would benefit all involved by reducing
long-term costs and providing for increased beach usage.

The Corps should also recalculate what they are protecting
against. In the past years, the Corps funded hard, massive struc-
tural projects. They are now turning to beach renourishment
projects, and this is very welcomed. However, the Corps has not
sufficiently altered its regulations to accommodate this change.
Now that the Corps is moving toward beach renourishment, it
needs also to get in the mode of maintenance, improvement, and
replenishment.

As one of our most valuable natural resources, beaches must be
preserved for their critical role in protecting against storm damage
and flooding in low-lying uplands, salt marshes, and other coastal
elements. States with environmentally sound management prac-
tices should be rewarded for effective and responsible zoning on
barrier beaches rather than penalized by the benefit-to-cost ratio.
It's in my view that the Corps’ regulations should benefit replenish-
ment projects with a benefit-to-cost ratio for a lesser storm than a
100-year storm.

In summary, I would like to recommend that the Corps of Engi-
neers be permitted to consider the following regarding
Misquamicut Beach in Rhode Island and other beaches in Rhode
Island: weighing recreational values—and we’ve heard that men-
tioned today by General Galloway as well as Dr. Zirschky; assuring
that all recreational values, including tourism, are weighed appro-
priately in its benefit-to-cost ratio; and considering small-scale
beach renourishment projects to deal with frontal erosion. A

Additionally, I hope the Congress will reevaluate the benefit-to-
cost ratio, particularly as it pertains to benefits that accrue to re-
duce frontal erosion and benefits that accrue to States that rely
heavily upon coastal-related tourism but have been penalized be-
cause of their stringent coastal zone regulations.

I appreciate the opportunity to testify before you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Baucus. Thank you very much, Senator. That's very
helpful and much appreciated.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Senator,.also. It was good testi-
mony.

Senator ALGIERE. Thank you.

Senator BAUCUS. Mr. Lewis?

STATEMENT OF DARRELL E. LEWIS, CHIEF, NATURAL RE-
SOURCES MANAGEMENT BRANCH, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF EN-
GINEERS, ACCOMPANIED BY DONALD DUNWOODY, CHIEF,
NATURAL -RESOURCES MANAGEMENT DIVISION, MISSOURI
RIVER DIVISION, OMAHA, NE; SCOTT JACKSON, RESEARCH
BIOLOGIST, RESOURCE ANALYSIS BRANCH, WATERWAYS EX-
PERIMENT STATION, VICKSBURG, MI ‘

Mr. LEwIS. Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and Senator Chafee.
I'm Darrell Lewis, Chief of the Natural Resources Management
Branch for the Army Corps of Engineers. I was asked to give you
an overview of the Corps’ recreation program.

With me are Donald Dunwoody, Chief, Natural Resources Man-
agement Division, Missouri River Division, Omaha, NE; and Mr.
Scott Jackson, Research Biologist, Resource Analysis Branch, Wa-
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terways Experiment Station, Vicksburg, Mississippi. They're here
to assist me in answering any questions you might have.

The objectives of the Corps’ recreation program are to provide
outdoor recreation opportunities on Corps-administered land and
water on a sustained basis, and to provide a safe and healthful en-
vironment for project visitors. The Corps has a large and diverse
recreation program consisting of 463 water resource projects in 43
States, 4,300 recreation areas, and 11.5 million acres of land and
water. The Corps operates these projects with approximately 1,900
park managers and rangers. Corps facilities include campgrounds,
picnic areas, boat ramps, trails, et cetera. Most of our projects are
located east of the Rocky Mountains, where almost 80 percent of
the Nation’s population resides. The majority of these projects are
within an hour’s drive of major metropolitan areas.

The Corps is the Nation’s second largest Federal provider of out-
door recreation, behind the Forest Service, with more than 370 mil-
lion annual visitors. Over 25 million people, 10 percent of the Na-
tion’s population, visit a Corps project at least once a year. The
Corps hosts over 30 percent of the recreation and tourism occurring
on Federal lands on just 2 percent of the Nation’s Federal lan
base, using less than 9 percent of the Federal funds expended for
outdoor recreation. Over the years, the Corps’ recreation budget
hals1 ranged from $147 million in 1988 to the current level of $172
million.

Our visitors mirror the character and diversity of the American
public. Increased ethnic diversity, an aging population, and
changes in leisure time and activities are all reflected in Corps
recreation visitation.

The Corps is in a unique position to optimize the precepts of the
National- Performance Review regarding the provision of quality
customer service. We provide high-quality outdoor recreation oppor-
tunities to a large cross-section of America. Our visitors receive im-
mediate and tangible benefits of valuable Government goods and
services consistently and reliably across the country. We have the
capability to meet the needs of persons with disabilities.

Recent research conducted by the Corps Waterways Experiment
Station using IMPLAN, a regional input-output model developed by
the Forest Service, indicates that visitors to Corps lakes expend
significant amounts of dollars on goods and services and contribute
significantly to the national economy. The Corps recreation pro-
gram is an important part of the U.S. travel and tourism industry,
the second largest service industry in the country. The Corps rep-
resents 1.4 percent of the direct sales in this important $600 billion
industry.

In 1991, visitors to Corps lakes spent over $10 billion. The direct
and indirect effects of this economic activity resulted in $12.4 bil-
lion in employee income and 617,000 full- and part-time jobs with
an average salary of $18,300. This represents .4 percent of non—
Federal employee income and .5 percent of the jobs in the United
States. With a current budget of $170 million, the Corps recreation
program expends less than $300 per job.

Such analyses employing indirect effects tend to overstate the
overall economic activity. However, this gives some sense of the
value of the Corp’s recreation program:.
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Cooperation among Federal land management agencies, State
recreation and tourism agencies, and the research community is in-
creasing significantly. An interagency reservation system evolving
in the tourism industry and working on a professional recreation
management job series are just a few examples of recent coopera-
tive activities. Another example is the work to expand the under-
standing and use of the benefits-of-leisure concept in the United
States, a concept already in use in other countries, such as Canada.

Public involvement is also increasing significantly through active
participation in the management of Corps areas. We anticipate fur-
ther activity through the Challenge Cost-Share and Contributions
Programs, for which we received authorization under the Water
Resources Development Act of 1992. The best example of public in-
volvement at the moment is evidenced by our volunteer program,
where nearly 75,000 people donate their time and talents at our
lakes each year. Increased environmental awareness has resulted
in proposals such as the National Lake System, as proposed by the
American Recreation Coalition.

When Corps projects were planned, lands were acquired for both
current and future recreation development. In 1990, we began the
Recreation Partnership Initiative in an effort to obtain additional
public recreation facilities at Corps projects without further Fed-
eral investment. We're currently reviewing all Corps lands for po-
tential development by the private sector and have identified nu-
merous projects that have this potential, and we will be advertising
a number of these areas in 1995.

Senator BAUCUS. I'm going to have to ask you to summarize, Mr.
Lewis, as best you can.

Mr. LEwis. There will be little or no increase in the availability
of public lands for outdoor recreation, and we must look to conserve
those lands we have. .

This concludes my statement. I'd be happy to answer questions.

Senator BAucUS. Thank you very much.

Mr. Lamb, welcome to Washington, DC.

STATEMENT OF JOHN LAMB, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
WALLEYES UNLIMITED OF MONTANA

Mr. LAMB. I'm here, quite quickly, representing Two Rivers
Growth, an economic development group out of Glasgow, the Glas-
gow Chamber of Commerce, and Walleyes Unlimited of Montana,
as well as my neighbors. I serve as the Executive Director of Wall-
eyes Unlimited of Montana. I own a small manufacturing business
in Glasgow that produces walleye fishing lures. I also own a small
farm nine miles outside of Glasgow, and I am a leaseholder of a
cottage lot at the Pines area of Fort Peck Lake.

There has been much discussion concerning the value of recre-
ation versus the value of navigation as it relates to the Corps’
prioritization of water usage and allocation. The new Missouri
River Master Manual attempts to argue against any redistribution
of historic water allocation from navigation to the storage res-
ervoirs—i.e. recreational uses. This argument is reflected in the
manual’s review of cost versus benefit of each of these uses.

Also, the new Missouri River Master Manual would seem to hint
that the Corps believes that any attempt to redistribute the exist-
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ing allocation would be met with strong opposition from the down-
stream congressional lobby. Don Pfau, Chairman of the Fort Peck
Advisory Council of Montana, testified at this committee’s field
hearing, which was held in Glendive, MT on October 11, 1993, that
available statistics show that the recreation benefit received from
the upper river dams amounted to almost $70 million annually, as
compared to the approximate $14 million benefit received as a re-
sult of downstream barge traffic.

The potential for a much larger impact from recreation exists,
however, due to the Corps’ lack of involvement in the development
of recreational infrastructure, the industry is constrained. House of
Representatives Majority Deputy Whip Pat Williams has pointed
out to Colonel John Schaufelberger that the Missouri River Master
Manual fails to factor into consideration the continuing costs for
Federal investment in the navigation infrastructure in determining
the relative value of recreation versus navigation. The problem
here is who's telling the story and how they're telling the story.

I would suggest to you that the Corps are not the appropriate
group to be developing an objective evaluation of the cost-benefit
ratios of recreation versus navigation. The management of Fort
Peck Lake by the Corps has been devastating to the recreational
industry in our area. Missouri River country is comprised of eight
counties, six of which border Fort Peck Lake. The total population
in this area, according to the 1990 Census, is 45,980 people. It has
been estimated that there are at least 400 jobs existing today
which are directly related to tourism at Fort Peck Lake.

During the 10-year period which ended in April of 1990, the City
of Glasgow lost 19 percent of its population, experiencing the fifth
largest decline in Montana. Not only has our area endured a 10-
year drought, it has also been suffering from an economic drought.
Our only hope for the future is the economic benefits which we see
the potential for at Fort Peck Lake.

It is hard to imagine why our area has suffered while the State
of Montana has experienced a 26 percent rate of growth over a
seven-year period in non-residential travel. However, the reality of
that increase is that it is occurring in western Montana, not east-
ern Montana. The State tourism program is willing to invest more
marketing dollars in eastern Montana but needs to know that
there are adequate facilities and infrastructure in place.

The problem that we are having is the manner in which the
Corps is willing to make investment in recreational infrastructure.
In the 56 years that the Corps has managed Fort Peck Lake, they
have provided only five locations on the lake where drinkable water
is available. Up until last year, most of the Corps-managed facili-
ties were without toilets. If you can imagine just for a' moment
planning a family vacation at the Corps facility located at Bone
Trail on Fort Peck Lake, you would first have to drive your family
on 60 miles of gravel and dirt road to arrive at a facility that has
no water, no toilets, no parking area, no camping area, and if
you’re unfortunate enough to be there when it rains, you would
soon discover that the roads would be impassible, and you would
be unable to depart.

I'm not surprised that this area receives little or no use. I don’t
think the Corps should be surprised either. As a matter of fact, I
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don’t think they want any use. They have repeatedly demonstrated
that they have a vested interest in f,imiting public use because they
have plans for the water and the financial resources downstream.

An example of the Corps’ management policies at Fort Peck Lake
are best reflected in the problem at Crooked Creek Marina. The op-
erator of Crooked Creek Marina testified at the Glendive field
hearing about how he planned for and constructed the marina with
the assistance, guidance, and approval of the local Corps resource
and recreational manager. Then, because of Corps decisions down-
stream, the water was removed from Crooked Creek Marina, and
it was unable'to operate for 5 years. This kind of management not
only discourages economic growth, but quite honestly puts hard-
working people out of work.

There appears to be no cohesive plan for the Corps’ recreational
responsibility. They lack a mission statement containing goals, ob-
jectives, strategies, and time tables for investment in recreational
infrastructure. This is an example of no planning, not poor plan-

ning.

They do, however, have a mission that is best reflected in their
proposed reorganization. This reorganization has been proposed
under the guise of President Clinton’s National Performance Re-
view initiative. With this opportunity, the Corps is planning to
bury their recreational and natural resource mission under a new
level of engineering managers. When I go to the dentist, it does not
occur to me to ask him to check under the hood of my truck. I can’t
imagine asking an engineer to remove my gallbladder, so why
would I want him to manage Fort Peck Lake? Would anyone con-
sider putting a hydropower engineer in charge of Yellowstone
Park? I don’t think so.

The Corps is, as they have already said, the second largest pro-
vider of water-based recreation in the United States. They need to
be required to take the job seriously. There is something wrong
about——

Senator BAUCUS. I'm going to have to ask you to summarize as
best you can.

Mr. LAMB. Okay. T'll have to skip quite a bit of this testimony,
and I'll submit it to you.

In conclusion, I realize that I brought a very local problem to this
committee, which has a responsibility to oversee the interests of
the entire Nation. But I believe that if our problem is any indica-
tion of how the Corps is fulfilling its responsibility, then it is
everybody’s problem.

I think the Corps is probably right, now is the time to change
and to reorganize; however, not quite how they envision it. If the
Corps is to remain in the recreational business, then they need to
take the job seriously and develop a mission statement which out-
lines their goals, their objectives, their strategies, and their time
tables for implementation.

Finally, I would ask that this committee address several needs
in our area immediately. One is the cost-share management ap-
‘proach, It’s killing efforts in poor areas. Forty-five thousand people
cannot be expected to raise the millions of dollars necessary to
match Federal money. Secondly, we would look for enabling legisla-
tion to permit the current cottage leaseholders the opportunity to
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purchase their cabin sites. This will allow them to borrow money,
make improvements, and build a tax base which will be capable of
supporting county maintenance of the roads.

Thank you.

Senator BAucus. Thank you, John, very much.

Next we have Scott Faber.

STATEMENT OF SCOTT FABER, DIRECTOR, FLOODPLAIN
PROGRAMS, AMERICAN RIVERS

Mr. FABER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to testify today. I'm Scott Faber, Director of Floodplain Pro-
grams for American Rivers, and I'm testifying on behalf of Amer-
ican Rivers, the Environmental Defense Fund, and the National
Audubon Society.

My comments will address partly some of the findings of General
Galloway’s task force, but will also address some of the explicit di-
rections that we think the Corps of Engineers should be taking
within the context of this Water Resources Development Act.

One of the things I think that General Galloway has discovered
and one thing that has been discovered before and has been talked
about for many years now is that instead of using floodplains and
their associated wetlands to store and slowly convey stormwater,
we and the Corps of Engineers, our Federal and State water man-
agers, have instead sought to control flooding with practices de-
signed to drain our watersheds quickly, and then to compensate for
increased main-stem flooding by building levees.

This philosophy has focused on a single purpose, which is the re-
moval of water as quickly as possible, and despite the new environ-
mental focus that the Corps of Engineers has begun to take in re-
cent years, it’s still the approach used in the vast majority of cur-
rent and pending Civil Works projects.

Given the number of vulnerable homes and businesses that we've
built in our floodplains, there will always be a need for structural
flood control solutions. No one is suggesting that we remove the
flood wall around St. Louis or Kansas City or that we leave our
cities and homes and businesses unprotected. However, we believe
that the Corps of Engineers must fundamentally change its flood
control focus to begin to address the problems of flooding where
they begin, which is in our watersheds, in our catch basins, and
begin to use watersheds as catch basins. Currently, we use them
much more like funnels.

What we are proposing is a fundamental shift in the way the
Corps of Engineers approaches flood control. We are asking you to
explicitly direct the Corps of Engineers to adopt a multi-objective
watershed approach that controls flooding through the preservation
and restoration of natural flood control functions throughout our
Nation’s river basin and through the relocation of wvulnerable
homes and businesses.

In the wake of this past flood, Congress acted quickly to make
sure that funds were available so that more than 5,000 homes and
businesses could be moved out of harm’s way throughout the Mid-
west. We believe that in order to prevent future losses, we must
not only react or respond to floods by moving people, but we must
be engaged in relocation and the use of non-structural alter-
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natives—elevation, flood proofing homes—on a full-time basis. That
is not currently the policy of this administration or this Congress.

What we would like is for this committee to give the Corps the
authority to engage in practices that reduce the number of vulner-
able homes in our floodplains on a voluntary basis, that begin to
go back and restore many of the floodplain functions—the wetlands
and floodplains that we have destroyed over the past 200 years in
an effort to drain our watersheds as quickly as possible. Again,
that reflects a radical break from the past. In fact, in a sense, it’s
turning flood control on its head in many ways.

We think that this new approach should be an unambiguous mis-
sion for the Corps and that when the Corps now looks at whether
or not to build a levee, it should not longer look at that decision
in isolation, but begin to look at that decision within the context
of the whole watershed: Where is this water coming from? What is
happening elsewhere in the watershed that may be exacerbating
flooding problems in a local situation? s

Generally what’s happening on the local lével—and you don’t
have to go any further than Maryland or Virginia to see this—is
that locaf jurisdictions often transfer their ﬂbogilng problems down-
stream. The mayor of a tributary of the Mississippi, a small tribu-
tary within a small watershed, has a flooding preblem. His job is
to hire a stormwater management consulting firm to get that water
out as quickly as possible. Where it goes is not his concern. We be-
lieve that we need to have the Corps of Engineers now, when it
thinks about how to deal with that problem when it inherits it

_downstream, think about where is that problem originating.

~ Very briefly, you mentioned earlier some of the problems in get-
ting the Corps to engage in more aquatic ecosystem restoration,
and one of the problems that we’ve identified from our discussions
with 1135 managers at the district level around the country is that
when the Corps engages in aquatic ecosystem restoration or tries
to pursue an 1135 project, it's bound by law that says it has to
modify an existing Corps project. That means it has to structurally
change the infrastructure of the project.

What we are asking today is for you to give the Corps the au-
thority, first of all, to go and engage in aquatic ecosystem restora-
tion even when it does not medify an-existing project and, at a min-
imum, allow the Corps to engage in these kinds of restoration ac-
tivities when the river has been impacted by the presence of a
Corps project or by the operation of a Corps project. More broadly,
what we would like you to do is to direct the Secretary to explicitly
examine all Corps of Engineers projects,-all current established
Corps projects, to see if there is a potential for aquatic ecosystem
restoration—a kind of environmental audit.

I realize I'm out of time, so I will just conclude by saying that
we realize that the Corps has gained authority over the years to
do many of these things. Unfortunately, it hasn’t interpreted its au-
thority broadly enough to think on a watershed-wide scale or to
think about full-scale aquatic ecosystem restoration, and I think in
terms of this Water Resources Development Act, the agency needs
additional direction and clarification so it can begin to address
some of these problems.

Senator Baucus. Thank you, Mr. Faber.
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Mr. Grasso?

STATEMENT OF THOMAS GRASSO, STAFF ATTORNEY,
CHESAPEAKE BAY FOUNDATION

Mr. GRASSO. Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman. My name is Tom
Grasso. I'm a staff attorney with the Chesapeake Bay Foundation.
The Chesapeake Bay Foundation is the largest private, non-profit
environmental organization dedicated to the protection and restora-
tion of the Chesapeake Bay’s natural resources. We have programs
in environmental education, land conservation, and environmental
advocacy. CBF is involved in all aspects of the Chesapeake Bay
cleanup effort, and we have over 87,000 members within the region
and nationwide.

On behalf of CBF, I'd like to thank the committee for inviting us
to testify here today on ways in which the Army Corps of Engi-
neers Civil Works Program can, should, and does participate in
helping to restore the Chesapeake Bay’s natural resources.

CBF’s philosophy is a simple one: We believe that anyone and ev-
eryone who has a mind to do so can help in saving the Bay. In the
State of Maryland alone, we have lost 73 percent of our historic
wetlands base. The Bay’s oyster fishery is at less than 1 percent
of its historic level, and the Bay continues to be plagued by an ex-
cess of nutrients and toxic pollution. However, there is some good
news. We are seeing signs of recovery in our submerged grasses
and, most recently, a revival in our striped bass fishery.

It comes as no surprise to this committee that in the past, the
mission of the Corps was one in which activities regulated by and
undertaken by the Corps have actually contributed to the depletion
of the Bay’s natural resources. Today we believe that mission has
changed for the positive, and I am here to talk today about the fu-
ture. The following is a brief outline of some of the things that this
committee and the Army Corps of Engineers can do to help replen-
ish the Bay’s resources.

Because of the expertise and capabilities of the Corps, it is
uniquely situated to participate and assist other State and Federal
agencies in this effort. Already, the Corps participates in the Tri-
State Chesapeake Bay Program, along with other Federal agencies,
and should continue to do so. In particular, the Bay program’s trib-
utary strategy calls for restoration of wetlands and aquatic habitat.
The Corps of Engineers restoration activity should play an integral
role in achieving the Bay Program’s goal of 40 percent reduction in
nitrogen and phosphorous loading to the Bay by the year 2000.

The Corps’ regulation of activities in waters and wetlands under
section 404 of the Clean Water Act and section 10 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act remains an essential responsibility for stemming the
tide of wetlands losses and ensuring appropriate mitigation of
those losses through creation and restoration of wetlands and
aquatic systems. Unfortunately, mitigation efforts by the Corps and
State agencies have been plagued by technical difficulties in
recreating successful wetlands. Difficulties arising from lack of in-
formation on cumulative impacts and the loss of local functions and
values of wetlands has added to the sometimes disappointing per-
formance of mitigation efforts to recreate wetlands in the local
landscapes.



36

However, by fostering efforts between the Corps and non-Federal
interests with expertise in natural resource protection, this com-
mittee can provide the needed impetus to improve restoration per-
formance. One way in which to do so is the committee’s inclusion
of the Chesapeake Bay Environmental Restoration Program Act, S.
2020, introduced by Senator Sarbanes, in its reauthorization of the
Water Resources Development Act. This legislation would author-
ize a $30 million pilot project for the Corps to work with other non-
Federal agencies to design and construct water-related environ-
mental resources projects on the Chesapeake Bay.

Wetlands restoration projects offer an opportunity for forming
partnerships between Federal agencies like the Corps with State,
local, and private entities. We foresee that the funding provided in
S. 2020 would encourage a widespread effort by the Corps and the
Bay Program to involve citizens in restoration efforts.

For instance, CBF is working with the Bay Program’s habitat
restoration effort to involve citizens and communities in wetlands
restoration projects. Some of these citizen-based activities may in-
clude planting vegetation, monitoring water quality in biological
communities and degraded wetlands and stream restoration areas.
These types of projects not only help restore the natural resources,
but give citizens who participate a vested interest in the long-term
environmental health of their communities.

For example, CBF’s Education Program takes over 35,000 school-
age children and adults on field trips acréss the Bay watershed and
has found that type of personal interaction with the Bay to be one
of the most effective ways to connect people with their environ-
ment.

The Corps has also sought to use dredge material in a manner
that has the least environmental impacts. Unfortunately, Federal
regulations which require the Corps to seek the least-cost alter-
native for disposal often discourages proposals with the least envi-
ronmental impacts. A decision that relies too heavily on the short-
term least-cost financial alternative will often result in long-term
environmental costs.

CBF recognizes that some innovative uses of clean dredge mate-
rial may result in a net positive for the Bay’s resources. To ensure
such a result, the planning process should involve all affected envi-
ronmental interests up front. For example, in the Poplar Island
Project, which is an effort to create several types of Bay habitat on
an eroding island on the Eastern Shore, the planning process is in-
volving local watermen, environmental scientists, and Federal and
State agencies, including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. By
building into the planning process early involvement of affected
parties, it is anticipated that the end result will yield a project with
net positive gain to the resources of the Bay.

Along with wetlands restoration, we would also like to see the
Corps’ expertise used to assist in the reestablishment of aquatic
habitat. The Corps can play a critical role in the Bay-wide effort
to provide for fish passage at dams and to remove stream barriers
that block migratory movement of fish.

In addition, another important activity is reestablishment of
aquatic reef habitat for oysters. This has both economic and eco-
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logical implications. The economic benefits of a sustainable oyster
fishery in the Bay are fairly obvious.

Senator Baucus. I'm going to have to ask you to summarize, Mr.
Grasso. )

Mr. Grasso. Yes. However, we must acknowledge the ecological
benefits that the oysters provide in improving water quality
through filtering of nutrients and sediments.

This is just the beginning of the many possible opportunities for
the Corps to engage in collaborative Bay restoration efforts.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BAucuUs. Thank you.

Mr. Lewis, I just wonder if you could tell me how many recre-
ation users the Corps facilities have and how that translates to dol-
lars for the economy. Have you done any analysis of that? Can you
give us a little sense of that, please?

Mr. LEwIS. Yes. The overall visitation at Corps lakes is 370 mil-
lion visitors. That’s people who come to visit, no matter what
length of time. In terms of the economic impacts that we have, as
I mentioned in my testimony, some $10 billion expenditure of ac-
tivities generated $12.4 billion in employee income. Those are sala-
ries. I think that’s probably what you're looking for.

Senator BAUCUS. Yes. The main point is whether you’ve done any
analysis that shows that a greater emphasis on recreation, frankly,
is going to yield greater economic benefit to the local economies. It’s
my very strong view, frankly, that the Corps has not done so in
any way that is helpful or elucidating, that it basically is stuck in
this engineering mentality of just building dams and building lev-
ees and channeling the water on downstream and dredging up.

I must say, to be totally honest about it, it’s because engineers
think that way. Engineers tend not, to be totally candid with you,
to be sensitive to other considerations. They're not trained to think
about some of these other recreation or environmental or wildlife
considerations. That’s not their training. They’re trained to be engi-
neers. They're the slide rule guys. That’s my experience.

- I've dealt with lots of people in lots of different circumstances,
and the Army Corps of Engineers I think has done a great job in
sort of a narrow mission, but times are now changing, and we have
to manage the water resources in a much broader, more com-
prehensive way that pays much more attention not only to flooding,
but also to recreation and to environmental concerns and so forth.
I'm not sure, frankly, that the Corps has done an analysis which
would, if it were to do so, indicate that greater attention to recre-
ation and environmental concerns would yield greater economic
benefits, frankly, than not doing so.

Mr. LEwis. Well, since 'm not an engineer and I have a long pro-
fessional career in outdoor recreation——

Senator BAUcUs. But do you agree with me?

Mr. LEwiS. I'll ' draw just short of that, but I think maybe one ex-
ample that might be helpful to show where we have done this re-
cently—if I could ask Mr. Scott Jackson to describe some of the
work that was done on the upper Missouri Master Manual, some
of the comparisons that are being done there using some of the
modeling activities that we mentioned, the IMPLAN input-output
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;n;)del that the Forest Service and we use, I think it might be help-
ul.

hSo with your permission, I could have him address that some- -
what.

Senator BAuCUS. Okay. Yes.

Mr. Jackson, why don’t you come up and shed a little light on
this for us, please.

Mr. JACKSON. Recent efforts to evaluate the effects of water man-
agement alternatives in some of our major river systems, such as
the upper Mississippi system, the Missouri, and the Columbia
River system, all are evaluating both the national and regional ef-
fects of different water management alternatives and those effects
on different outputs associated with those systems, including hy-
dropower, navigation, recreation, and flood control.

I don’t have the facts in front of me to discuss the specific find-
ings of those studies. However, it is clear that in those cases, recre-
ation was considered in the formulation and evaluation of water
management alternatives. ‘

In addition, we are developing tools that will put in the hands
of analysts at our district offices the ability to evaluate the regional
implications of different recreation and environmental programs.

Senator BAucus. I know this is comparing apples and oranges,
but let me just give you a few figures here which I think somewhat
indicate the scope of the problem. The National Park Service in
1992 had 116 million visitors, and their total budget was $971 mil-
lion. The Corps had almost twice as many visitors, 203 million visi-
tors, but with a budget of only $174 million, roughly one-seventh,
almost twice as many visitors. The Forest Service had still more
visitors, 288 million, roughly 50 percent more, with a budget of
$230 million.

So whereas the Corps and the Forest Service budgets are much
lower than the Forest Service, the point is that the Army Corps of
Engineers has a very low budget—I'm talking about recreation
budge}tls here. Let me go through that again so I can get this
straight.

The National Park Service, 116 million visitors, recreation budg-
et close to $1 billion. The Corps, almost twice as many visitors,
recreation budget one-seventh that of the Park Service. The Forest
Service, close to 300 million visitors, with a budget a bit more than
the Corps. Why is that?

Mr. JACKSON. I believe Mr. Lewis is in a better position to re-
spond to that.

Mr. LEwis. I think I can explain a little bit there. One of the
things that, in the brevity of our statement, we didn’t get into is
the fact that about 40 percent of the recreation opportunities pro-
vided at Corps lakes, we've done through various partnerships
where we’ve leased to States or counties or cities, and they’re work-
ing with us to provide recreation opportunities. So we have consid-
erable leverage that the agencies you mentioned do not use. They
use entirely their own workforce, and if you come to some our
lakes, you'll find

Senator Baucus. I know, but if I might say so, Mr. Lewis, that’s
a problem, because these local communities can’t afford it. We don’t
have partnership with the Park Service, we don’t have partnership
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with the Forest Service, Probably because local communities don’t
have the bucks. They can’t partner. In fact, it’s a point to some de-
gree that Mr. Lamb and others have made. Why do we require a
partnership with respect to Corps recreation, but no partnership
with respect to Park Service and Forest Service recreation?

Mr. LEwis. It’s based primarily on Public Law 89-72,

Senator Baucus. No, I'm asking you a public policy question,
though. Is there any good public policy reason for that difference?
Why shouldn’t Congress change the law so we don’t need that part-
nership?

Mr. LEwis. Other than availability of resources, I have no other
answer,

Senator BAucus. But I’'m just curious, do you see any public pol-
icy reason for making that differentiation, other than it’s in the
statute? .

Mr. LEwis. No, it’s been based entirely on the statute.

Senator BAucus. Mr. Jackson?

Mr. JACKSON. I would agree with Mr. Lewis.

Senator BAucus. I'd just like to give each of the four of you a
chance to respond to Mr. Lewis or Mr. Jackson or any comments
I've made. Let’s go down the line here.

Senator Algiere?

Senator ALGIERE. Yes. I just cannot stress the importance of
tourism and the recreational policy issues that I discussed earlier
in my testimony and that others testified on. Unfortunately, not
enough weight is placed upon tourism and recreation when the
Corps is studying its various projects, such as beach renourishment
or frontal erosion protection. I can only emphasize that the Corps
or the proper regulatory agency revisit this program and the for-
mulas which are used to consider the projects. I think it’s impor-
tant, especially to communities and States such as Rhode Island,
which depend heavily upon tourism.

Senator Baucus. If I might, before I let the rest of you make a
comment, Mr. Lewis, I've heard a refrain or two of concern about
this reorganization where engineers are telling the lake managers
how to run the lake and so forth. I hear a lot of complaints about
that. Shouldn’t that be changed?

Mr. LEwis. Well, I wou%dn’t speak to whether it should be
changed or not. That’s a little bit outside of my location in the or-
ganization. But what we have is an organization that, because of
continued pressure on personnel, is having to take another look at
how we organize. You gave a situation where the project manage-
ment process we're developing may or may not have a natural re-
sources person in charge of the project. The problem is the same
whether it’s hydropower or natural resources. You're going to have
somebody that’s going to be working as a manager, not as their
professional background might indicate. So we are working hard at
that, but that’s what you run into when resources are constrained.

Senator ALGIERE. I would just like to comment on that as well,
Mr. Chairman. The State of Rhode Island, for example, is exploring
ways of providing the non-Federal match to continue the study of
our beach problems, and we’re having serious financial difficulties.
We're looking at municipalities as a non—-Federal source, we're
looking at the State, and it’s extremely difficult to come up with
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some of the numbers. Some of the alternatives are assessments
such as hotel taxes or assessments on various districts in the State
to assist in coming up with non-Federal funding. It’s a bit analo-
gous to what was discussed regarding lakes.

Senator BaAucus. Mr. Faber?

Mr. FABER. These cost-sharing problems present problems for
1135 projects as well, and one of the solutions, we think, is sort of
getting rid of them altogether, and something we might want to
talk about is changing how the Corps defines in-kind contribution.
Currently, you've got to cough up the cash or the easements or the
land or the right-of-way for an 1135 project. I assume it’s fairly
similar for a recreation project.

One of the things we would like to see and many 1135 managers
at the district level would like to see is a change in how the Corps
interprets that definition of local sponsorship to allow in-kind work,
like planning, those kinds of functions that local communities can
provide, at less of a cost or more easily than regular cash contribu-
tion. Currently, the Corps may have that authority, but that may -
be something that you need to give them some explicit direction on.

Senator BAUCUS. Mr. Lamb?

Mr. LAMB. The whole cost-share thing is a real problem for us
up and down the board. The fact is the Corps could spend $15 mil-
lion over the last 2 years to change out the pen stocks on the dam.
I don’t recall anybody getting any money from us to cost share in
that particular project. The fact is, even if we had started saving
56 years ago to come up with the millions of dollars that we would
need to put on our side of the table to do meaningful infrastructure
improvements, we wouldn’t have enough money, and our commu-
nity has only got 45,000 people. It’s just ridiculous for us to try and
even play around with the idea of coming up with that kind of
money.

. And I'd say one other thing. When the State of Montana built the

Miles City Hatchery, they built it particularly for one reason. They
built it to provide walleye for Fort Peck Lake. I don’t recall that
the Corps spent any money in the construction of that hatchery,
nor have they contributed any money to the continuing cost of put-
ting fish in the lake, which is basically necessitated as a result of
them drawing down the reservoir and eliminating any potential for
natural reproduction.

So it just doesn’t work for us.

Senator BAUCUS. Mr. Lewis, any reaction to that?

Mr. LEwis. Well, it has been difficult, particularly in the last pe-
riod of economic difficulties around the country, working with our
partners. The finances are not available on either side of the coin.

Senator BAucus. But what about just the merits of what Mr.
Lamb was saying? It sounds kind of one-sided to him, and it does
to me, too; $15 million for the pen stock. It’s all Federal. You don’t
require local cost sharing there. The benefits all go downstream.

Mr. LEwis. 1 guess all I can say is it's—

Senator BAUCUS. Then, on the other hand, the walleye Miles City
fish hatchery, that’s a local project. The State of Montana raised
the funds and developed a fish hatchery so the walleye could go to
the lake, and the Feds didn’t help there.
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Mr. LEwis. I am not familiar with the funding sources for the
fish hatchery.

Senator BAucus. Mr. Grasso?

Mr. GRASSO. Mr. Chairman, I can’t speak specifically to the rec-
reational programs of the Baltimore District and the Norfolk Dis-
trict of the Corps, but what I can say is that the responsibilities
and obligations of the Corps in the Bay area are absolutely essen-
tial to a healthy recreation industry in the Bay and to a healthy
commercial fishery industry. So even bottom line, if they carry out
their obligations under existing laws, it’s going to help the recre-
ation industry.

Senator BAaucus. I'll give you all a chance to now comment on
angthing that you thought—yes, quickly.

enator ALGIERE. I just have one quick comment on in-kind con-
tribution that was brought up by Mr. Faber. We have a State agen-
cy in Rhode Island, Coastal Resources Management Council, who
receives Federal funding; they match that Federal funding through
in-kind work. So they are, therefore, prevented from using their in-
kind contribution for any Army Corps projects. So we're in almost
a Catch-22 situation, where we try to use the in-kind, but we'’re
prohibited because we have to use the in-kind to match other Fed-
eral programs.
hSer&ator Baucus. I want to thank you all very much. Yes, go
ahead.

Mr. LAmB. I just wanted to comment on that reorganization thing
as it relates to Fort Peck. The only thing that’s occurring—and 1
looked at the reorganization proposal as it relates to the Fort Peck
operation—is that the existing lake manager gets another boss. He
all of a sudden now goes to work for the hydropower engineering
manager that’s already existing at that location. I don’t see any ne-
cessity for him to have to go to work for that person when he al-
ready works for a department that supposedly is hard-lined into
recreational responsibilities.

Senator BAaucus. I appreciate that.

Senator Ford has received a number of complaints—in fact, I've
heard this issue arise in other contexts—from citizens in Kentucky
about fees charged at some lightly developed facilities, such as boat
ramps.

My main point I want to make here is that this is really the first
start here, I think, of an effort—and it’s going to be successful—
to bring the Corps into the 1990s and into the next century. It has
to be a balanced approach, but it has to be one that looks at the
totality of the water resource. It’s flood control and flood manage-
ment, but it’s also environmental, recreational, and other aesthetic
concerns, which I think the American people very much want. It
also dmeanss addressing the cost-sharing questions that you’ve
raised.

You’ve all made very good points, and I urge all of you to work
together with all of us as we reauthorize this statute to help bring
the Corps into the 1990s and into the next century. It’s clear to me
the American people want it, and if we can manage the totality of
our water resource and the Safe Drinking Water Act, the Clean
Water Act, and also the Water Resources Development Act, all this
has to be integrated together from a public health and environ-
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mental point of view, and also from the point of view of preventing
floods as well as we possibly can.

I'm going to heavily emphasize the non-structural side of this. I
also emphasize balance. We've got to work this out together in a
balanced way. But I urge all of us to work together, not fight it,
because it’s here. The new era is here. Let’s just make sure we
make this work as best we possibly can.

You've been very helpful, all of you, and I will hold another hear-
ing when we get the final version of General Galloway’s report, and
there will be subsequent hearings as well. Thank you very much.

The hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 4:27 p.m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene
at the call of the Chair.]

STATEMENT OF JOHN ZIRSCHKY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY FOR CIVIL
WORKS

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, I am John Zirschky, Acting Assist-
ant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works. I am pleased to be here today to testify
on the Administration’s proposal for the Water Resources Development Act of 1994,
and other water resources issues, especially those noted in your letter inviting our
testimony. Accompanying me is Jimmy Bates, Deputy Director of Civil Works for
the Army Corps of Engineers.

The Administration has recently submitted to Congress a legislative proposal as
the basis from which to develop a Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of
1994. Today, I will address the Administration’s views on why the nation needs a
Water Resources Development Act of 1994, what we believe should be the guiding
principles for such legislation, and summarize the content of the Administration’s
legislative proposal. I will provide an update on our efforts to rebuild the flood con-
trol infrastructure following last year’s record-setting flood in the Midwest and on
the progress of the Interagency Floodplain Management Review Task Force. I will
also briefly discuss our experiences on such key issues as Corps emergency manage-
ment actions, project management, partnerships with non-Federal project sponsors,
water resource management and environmental initiatives, implementation of pre-
vious water resources development acts, and reorganization of the Corps of Engi-
neers. :

WHY WE NEED A WRDA 94

There are three major reasons why a water resources development act is impor-
tant this year. The first is related to the concept of non-Federal project cost sharing
which was at the heart of the compromise reached in 1986 to put the water re-
sources development program back on track after a 16 year stalemate between Con-
gress and the Executive Branch. We believe we have a responsibility to the non-
Federal project sponsors who have been doing their part by sharing feasibility study
costs and committing to share construction costs. On our part, we must proceed in
good faith to seek timely authorization for justified projects. Any perceived reluc-
tance on the part of the Federal government to tPress for authorization of justified
projects would represent a default on the part of the Federal government to fulfill
our share of the partnership.

Second, by producing a Water Resources Development Act in 1994, the Adminis-
tration and the Congress will be reaffirming our commitment to the two-year cycle
of authorizing water resources projects and programs. This commitment be%an with
the landmark Water Resources Development Act of 1986 which formed the basis for
the succeeding Acts in 1988, 1990, and 1992. The Administration believes that a bi-
ennial project authorization process is critical to conducting an orderly and manage-
able water resources program.

Third, a water resources development act is the best vehicle for obtaining nec-
essary legislation to authorize the water projects which our studies have shown to
be good investments of Federal and non-Federal money. Legislation is also nec-
essary to fine tune our programs to make them more effective and efficient, and to
provide an opportunity to keep up with changing program demands. '

The Administration is willing to work with Congress to develop legislation which
is acceptable to Congress and the Administration.
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SUMMARY OF THE ADMINISTRATION’S LEGISLATIVE PROPOSAL

The recently submitted legislative proposal does not include any new project au-
thorizations or project modifications. The Administration, however, does propose to
submit over the next several months new project authorization and project modifica-
tion proposals. There are 15 feasibility reports for new projects and reports on 11
project modifications that are currently under review and may be appropriate for
consideration for authorization this year. The total cost of these new projects is ap-
pr_cﬁgimately $704 million, and the modifications have a total increased cost of $184
million.

Our recently submitted proposed legislation includes 18 general provisions. Nine
of these general provisions were previously in our legislative program for 1992, but
were not enactef into law as part of WRDA 92, It is our understanding that cost
of these provisions were dropped from WRDA 92 because they would have required
review by multiple committees in either the Senate or the ﬁouse and insufficient
time was available for sequential referral. These are still worthwhile provisions and
we urge their enactment this year.

There are also 9 new general provisions this year that will enhance the Corps effi-
ciency and effectiveness. The estimated savings to be derived from the 18 general
provisions in the current proposed legislation is $12 million annually. The estimated
total cost to implement the present proposal, not including the potential new
projects or project modifications is $6.5 million annually.

eatures of the 1994 program include:

» several provisions to enhance our ability to accomplish environmental pro-
tection and restoration

* two rr;rovisions to enhance research and development technology as it ap-
plies to the Corps Civil Works program

e two provisions pertaining to dam safety, one that reauthorizes the Corps
national inventory of dams and one that clarifies cost sharing of repair work

¢ a provision that allows for increasing the authorized power output at a hy-
dropower facility in connection with normal equipment modernization whenever
an increase is economically justified and environmentally sound, and other
project purlposes are not adversely impacted

¢ a regulatory fees provision

s two provisions pertaining to engineering innovations and interagency and
international support.

The proposal includes two provisions necessary to implement the initiatives in-
cluded in the President’s Fiscal Year 1995 budget. Those provisions which support
the President’s budget are establishing reasonable charges for regulatory activities
and reauthorization of appropriations for the national inventory of dams.

PRINCIPLES FOR DEVELOPING A WRDA

As this Committee well knows, there are pressing public demands for water re-
sources development throughout the country. We believe we can meet legitimate
needs during these times of fiscal austerity by adhering to the following guiding
principles:

Preservation of Cost Sharing

At the heart of the WRDA 86 were the beneficiary pay reforms which in-
cluded cost sharing. This concept made local sponsors active participants in the
water resources development process and revitalized the program. Cost sharing
serves as a market test of a project’s merits and insures active participation by
project sponsors. We have found it to be an eminently successful policy.

Expansion of the Beneficiary Pay Concept

ater resources development bestows substantial economic benefit and in
more recent years environmental benefit to some segments of society. It is rea-
sonable and fair therefore to require those beneficiaries to share in the costs
of providing the benefits.

Adherence to the Budget

When faced with budPget deficits, we must be especially prudent in our deci-
sions to authorize new Federal projects that create a future potential for appro-
priations. The Nation’s water resources infrastructure must %e maintained and
improved to meet future needs, but in consonance with other national priorities.

Authorization of Justified Projects That Have Comf)leted Administration Review
To justify the authorization of appropriations of constrained Federal dollars,
the Government must assure the public that a proposed project has passed a

i
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full technical review and is in accord with the Federal policies established to
set priorities for the use of those funds.

Authorization of Projects That Clearly Have a Federal Role

Budgetary constraints and the desire for projects that have the greatest need
for Federal assistance to move quickly through the study and construction proc-
ess have required prioritization of project purposes. The most pressing priorities
are for projects that provide for commercial navigation, flood damage reduction,
hurricane and storm damase reduction, and ecosystem restoration. Projects for
purposes of developing vendible products such as hydropower and water supply
should be funded 100 percent by non-Federal interests. We are, however, dis-
cussing within the Administration what an appropriate role might be to con-
sider Federal technical assistance in all water resources development areas.

These principles are essential to a stable and responsible water resources develop-
ment program which will provide to the public the maximum effectiveness and effi-
ciency in the use of its tax dollars. These were our principles as we developed our
full legislative program which we have submitted to the Congress. I ask you for your
support of these principles and our proposed legislative package.

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE ADMINISTRATION’S WRDA 94 PROPOSAL

The legislative program has many important sections. I will highlight for you
what I believe are the highest priority provisions.

Cost Sharing of Environmental Projects

We believe one of the most important provisions is for explicit legislative endorse-
ment for cost sharing requirements for environmental restoration projects. As a
matter of policy, we have been requiring this type of cost sharing since 1988. When
general cost sgaring formulas were developed in 1986, environmental restoration
projects were not a part of the Army Civil Works program. However, section 1135
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, the first specific environmental
restoration program, required cost sharing at 75 percent Federal and 25 percent
non-Federal. That program has been modified in each biennial Water Resources De-
veloit;ment Act. However, it is limited in scope to modification of projects constructed
by the Corps, and the individual project cost and annual appropriations are capped.
The Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, and Restoration Act, commonly known
as the Breaux-Johnston Bill, also recognizes 75 percent cost sharing for wetlands
restoration projects. There are other authorities for studies which we have been pur-
suing for projects which are outside the statutor% limits of section 1135 and which
_ fall outside the scope of the Breaux-Johnston Bill authority. In those cases, we
would seek individual legislative authority on a project-by-project basis. This ap-
proach is analogous in some respects to the continuing authorities program where
the Corps has general authority to proceed with small projects up to certain Federal
cost limits anf seeks specific Yegis ative authority for projects which exceed those
cost limits. )

We believe that cost sharing is such a powerful tool that we have pursued other
environmental restoration %rOJects with 75/25 cost sharing required as a matter of
policy. We find that cost sharing is a widely accepted policy principle and that it
works every bit as well with environmental projects as it does for navigation and
flood control projects, For example, we have voluntary cost sharing environmental
restoration projects under way at Bonnet Carre, Caernarvon, and Davis Pond in
Louisiana. In addition, we have a cost shared environmental study under way for
the Anacostia River, and we anticipate cost shared studies for Reelfoot Lake, Ten-
nessee, and Alexander and Pulaski Counties, Illinois. We stronglK urge Congress to
adopt this cost sharing provision and to continue to support the Corps’ environ-
mental initiatives and programs.

Engineering and Environmental Innovations of National Significance and Inter-
agency and International Support

These provisions recognize the critical importance of the ability of the Army Civil
Works program to be ready to respond to future needs and demands for environ-
mentally sound engineering solutions or innovative environmental solutions to prob-
lems of national significance and to work in interagency and international efforts
to provide wise management of the nation’s and the world’s water resources. Cur-
rently there is no clear authority for the Corps to utilize its multifaceted resources
to undertake significant preparatory work to respond to such emerging national and
international challenges. These provisions will provide that authority and will rep-
resent a giant step forward in the Corps’ ability to “get ready to be ready” as the
country and the world move towards the 21st Century.
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We have managed to find existing authorities and funding sources to pursue these
kinds of activities in crisis cases, but as the nation moves toward integrating water
resources activities into broader environmental considerations, a clear unequivocal
authority and funding source are critical to quality and timely support for such ac-
tivities. Examples of activities where this proposed provision wou.ltF Eave been useful
include support to the Interaéency Panel on Climate Change, support to the State
Department on the Middle East Peace Talks (water resources issues) and Ban-
gladesh flooding, and supf)ort to Environmental Protection Agency on its Count

tudies Initiative. In this last example, we had to decline participation due to a lac
of clear authority.

This provision will serve to enhance the Corps ongoing partnering initiatives with
other Federal agencies, States, or other non-Federal entities.

Expansion of the Section 1135 Program

This provision expands the authority provided in section 1135 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 as amended to allow the Corps to implement small
fish and wildlife habitat restoration projects in cooperation with non-Federal inter-
ests in those situations where a project constructed by the Corps has contributed
to the degradation of the quality o?the environment.

We have worked hard to make maximum use of this authority, but have found
that interpretations of existing statutory language have limited the Corps’ ability
to approve some projects which have been nominated. Under current law, the Corps
is limited to modifications of existing structures and operations of water resources
projects in carrying out a section 1135 project. The proposed provision would allow
the Corps to undertake measures for restoration of environmental quality when the
Secre‘aauaf1 determines that operation of the project has contributed to the degrada-
tion of the quality of the environment even if that degradation occurred in areas
not immediately in the vicinity of the project structures, and even if the remedy did
not involve a direct modification of project structures or operation.

This provision also-clarifies that the monetary limit for each section 1135 project
iz a limitation only on the amount of money the Federal government can expend
on a single project.

Regulatory Fees

This provision authorizes the Secretary of the Army to establish and collect fees
to the extent provided in appropriations acts, for the evaluation of commercial per-
mit applications and to recover costs associated with the preparation of Environ-
mental Impact Statements required by the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 and costs associated with wetlands delineations for major developments affect-
ing the waters of the United States, including wetlands. The fees can be established
at rates that would allow only for recovery of receipts at amounts as provided for
in appropriation Acts.

The fees collected pursuant to this section would be deposited into a special ac-
count established in the Treasury of the United States and would be available for
appropriation to the Secretary to cover some of the expenses incurred by the Depart-
ment of the Army in administering laws pertaining to the regulation of the navi-
gable waters of the United States as well as wetlands.

RESPONSE TO THE MIDWEST FLOOD EVENT OF 1993

The Midwest Flood Event of 1993 was one of the worst floods to hit the Midwest.
It had its beginnings in the previous winter, with higher than average snowfall and
late seasonal melt-off that saturated the ground. In June, an extraordinary shift in
the jet stream trapped rain clouds over the region. The resulting rainfall was 1%2
to 3 times the normal precipitation, and it fell on already saturated soil. The rain
rapidly ran off into streams and rivers, causing massive flooding in the Upper and
Middle Mississippi River basin. During the flood event, the Coi'fs performed emer-
gency’ navigation and flood control operations throughout the Midwest. During the
peak, there were 800 to 1000 personnel supporting the Corps mission. This included
not only Corps employees from the affecteg districts, but personnel deployed from
other Corps districts and the Bureau of Reclamation. The Corps supplied commu-
nities with 31 million sandbags and 400 pumps, and provided emergency water sup-
ply where needed, most notably to Des Moines, Iowa, after its water supply became
contaminated. The Corps also performed extensive work for the Federal Emergency
Management Agency.

Since the flood, the Corps has been involved in assisting local, State and Federal
authorities in the rehabilitation of damaged levees. The estimated cost for repairing
damaged levees that are eligible for assistance under the Corps program is about

\$250 million. As of May 23, repair work had been started or completed on 140 lev-
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ees, out of an estimated 198 that the Corps expects to be repaired under its pro-
gram. This includes 36 levees where expedited procedures were used to begin initial
repairs which were needed to provide a minimum level of protection until the more
extensive, final repairs can be completed.

As part of the rehabilitation program, the Corps, working with other agencies, de-
veloped procedures for consideration of alternatives to levee repair. We wanted to
make other Federal programs available that might be more desirable than levee re-
pair in certain situations. We were guided by two principles, first, that consideration
of alternatives should not be a time consuming process, inhibiting the timely repair
of levees where such repair was appropriate, second, that decisions to choose an al-
ternative to levee repair should be made by the affected populations. Given the
budget constraints of other agencies and the short time available for creating and
implementing this program, we did not find much opportunity to select alternative
solutions. Nonetheless, important principles have been incorporated into our pro-
gram, specifically that we must take the broadest possible view of floodplain man-
agement and dévelop a common Federal strategy across agencies.

We understood that levee rehabilitation should proceed as quickly as possible, es-
pecially given the likelihood that flooding would reoccur this Spring. In addition to
the guidance in expedited procedures for initial repairs which we issued in August,
we also developed and issued in August a strategy for shortening the advertising/
bid process. Other common sense steps were taken without formal guidance. Every
effort was made to inspect the levees as soon as physically possible. In some cases,
all-terrain vehicles were used since they were the only vehicles that could traverse
the saturated lands. Survey crews have fought high water and knee deep mud to
gain access to sites, and during the winter, braved sub-zero wind chill factors and
below freezing temperatures.

Despite these extensive efforts, it has not been possible to complete all repairs.
The primary factor has been the super-saturated soil conditions that have made ac-
cess to the sites and construction impossible. Not only have many access roads been
washed out, but wet conditions at some sites have made even f%ur-wheel drive ac-
cess impossible. There have been difficulties in some cases in negotiating a cost-
sharing agreement with the local levee sponsors and in sponsors obtaining the nec-
essary rights-of-way and borrow areas. Some levee districts have been reluctant to
accept changes from the original levee location where we feel that these changes are
necessary to provide the most economical replacement and to otherwise protect the
Federal interests.

From the beginning we have estimated that it will take until December 1994 to
repair levees in the Corps program. The Corps district offices have kept local levee
sponsors and congressional interests informed of our progress at individual levee
sites. We are committed to completing all rehabilitations as rapidly as possible.

Spring rains this year caused some flooding in a few areas that were flooded last
summer. Super-saturated soil conditions continue to plague the entire Midwest and
delay the repair work. As part of our plan of action for this spring, we have taken
steps to ensure that Corps divisions and districts have sufficient quantities of sand-
bags and pumps on-hand to respond to new flooding situations that may arise. In
addition, internal training and coordination with State and local authorities have
been expanded.

INTERAGENCY FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT REVIEW TASK FORCE

The damages that resulted from the heavy rainfall and flooding in the Upper Mis-
sisgippi and Lower Missouri River basins in 1993 were some of the most devastating
in the Nation’s history. Experience with this flood has caused the Nation to reflect
upon the adequacy of our floodplain management policies and infrastructure. In re-
sponse, the Administration’s Fgoodplain Management Task Force has established
the Interagency Floodplain Management Review Committee to undertake a study to
examine what happened and why, solicit opinions, and recommend policy changes.
The study is focusing on how to more effectively achieve risk reduction, economic
efficiency, and environmental enhancement. The committee’s final report will in-
clude an assessment of the performance of Federal flood control measures, a sum-
mary of the concerns of affected parties, and proposals for administrative or legisla-
tive change which would enhance the flexibility and effectiveness of floodplain and
watershed management. Several Army personnel were assigned to the committee on
a full time basis. The study is scheduled for completion in June, 1994. Brigadier
General Gerald Galloway, the Executive Director of the Review Committee has pro-
vided a copy of the Review Committee’s draft report and has briefed the Committee
staff. The report has been distributed to Federal agencies, Congressional interest,
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State Governors, and others for review and comment, We are presently reviewing
the report.

RECENT EXPERIENCES IN THE CIVIL WORKS PROGRAM

I will now report on some of our recent experiences in the Civil Works program
and the status of several important initiatives of recent WRDA’s.

I am pleased to report that the Army’s water resources development program is
working well. The reforms made in 1986 continue to lead to high-quality, justified
projects with cost sharing partners.

In addition to the traditional flood control storm damage prevention, and naviga-
tion programs, we have a number of environmental initiatives which place the
Corps in good standing as an agency ready and able to address environmental prob-
lems with the same engineering and scientific skills used in the traditional missions
of flood control and navigation. -

Navigation and Flood Darmiage Reduction Programs

Navigation and flood damage reduction programs continue to serve the Nation
with projects having a replacement value of over $130 billion. The Army Corps of
Engineers operates and maintains 12,000 miles of commercial navigation channels
and 271 locks. These waterways together with the 302 deep draft harbors and 635
shallow draft harbors (coastal and inland), provide the network that handles more
than 2000 million tons of cargo annually. The 383 major lakes and reservoirs man-
aged and the 8500 miles of levees emplaced by the Corps are part of a flood damage
reduction program that prevents $13.7 billion in average annual damages.

We are all aware that the water resources projects operated by the éorps of Engi-
neers are a vital but aging national resource. The statistics are, to some, stark re-
minders of our enormous responsibility. The major structures have an average age
of over 30 years. Twenty-six of the lock chambers in operation are over 100 years
old. By the turn of the century, many of the structures operated by the Corps of
En%'ineers will have reached their design life. As a consequence, major rehabilitation

f these Federal public works projects wil! become an increasingly important subject
for this committee, the Administration, and the American public in the future.

Floodplain Management Assessment

In response to a study resolution by the House Public Works and Tranﬂ)ortation
Committee, the Corps of Engineers recently initiated a study to evaluate floodplain
management policies and actions for the upper Mississippi and lower Missouri Riv-
ers and tributaries. The study will be accomplished on a broad, conceptual basis
over an 18 month geriod. In full coordination with the Interagency Floodplain Man-
agement Review efforts described above, it will use a systems approach to floodplain
management in order to develop a broad array of long term alternative land and
water resource actions. This overall assessment of the floodplains will also provide
recommendations for any subsequent detailed studies that may be necessary before
specific solutions can be implemented.

Emergency Management Actions

In recent years the Corps of Engineers has responded to numerous hurricanes, ty-
phoons, earthquakes, and floods as part of its emergency management mission. Hur-
ricanes Andrew and Iniki, Typhoon Omar, the Midwest Flood Event of 1993, and
the Northridge Earthguake are a few of the major emergencies to which the Corps
has responded. The Corps operates under two basic emergency authorities to re-
spond to disasters. One allows the Corps to provide flood ﬁgﬁt assistance and repair
damaged flood protection structures, and the other is the President’s authority to
respond to requests for agsistance under which the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) tasks the Corps to perform needed response and recovery actions.
I am proud to say that not only have the Federal protective structures operated as
designed during the hurricanes and floods, but also the plans and procedures for
the Corps emergency response to the affected areas have worked very well.

Responding to these natural disasters brought several hundred (?c')rps employees,
several thousand other Federal, State, and local agency employees, and several
thousand contractor employees together to accomplish the missions. The Corps’ ex-
cellent working relationship with these entities was vital to the success of its mis-
sions,

Environmental Infrastructure

WRDA 92 included a provision for Army Corps of Engineers assistance in environ-
mental infrastructure and resource protection and development projects including
waste water treatment and related facilities and water supply treatment and dis-
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tribution facilities. Section 219 provided the authority for the Corps to participate,

enerally on a 75 percent Federal and 25 percent non-Federal basis, in planning and

esign assistance for specific projects listed in the law. Based on funding for this
provision in Fiscal Year 1994, the Corps is contacting potential non-Federal spon-
sors that have indicated a willingness to participate in the program.

Also, in this fiscal year, funds were provided for a pilot program for design and
construction assistance for water related envi.ronmentag infrastructure and resource

rotection projects in South Central Pennsylvania under section 313 of WRDA 92.

hese Jrojects would be cost shared on a 75 percent Federal and 25 percent non-
Federal basis. Under section 313, planning is ongoing for water supply improve-
ments in Altoona, Pennsylvania and a sewage treatment facility in g‘orest Hills,
Pennsylvania.
Ability-to-Pay

A continuing issue since enactment of WRDA 86 is the so called “ability-to-pay”
principle established by section 103(m) of WRDA 86. The existing rules for deter-
mining eligibility for reduction in cost sharing requirements %or flood control
projects were published in 1989 pursuant to WRD% 86. Congress directed a modified
rule in the Water Resources Development Act of 1990 and later halted enactment
of the modified rule, giving time to review the issue. The Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1992, directed us to review the existing rule to determine the advisabil-
ity of modifications that would take into consideration locally prevailing economic
conditions, such as those that exist at six project areas speci 1etf in theAct. The re-
view regort was completed and forwarded to Congress with a recommendation not
to modify the rule at this time. However, because of continuing dissatisfaction with
the existing rule, we are now reconsidering that recommendation and are beginning
the process of revising the regulation.

ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION—SEPARATE AUTHORITIES

Protecting and enhancing the Nation’s environmental assets are a central part of
all aspects of the Civil Works mission. Even in the traditional areas of infrastruc-
ture improvement for flood damage reduction, navigation and other purposes, the
Corps is committed to recommending alternatives and implementing projects with
full regard for its responsibilities of environmental stewardship.

We continue to place a high priority on ecosystem restoration and preservation
of environmental resources. We have four separately authorized activities under
way which are especially noteworthy.

Everglades Ecosystem Restoration

The National Performance Review (NPR) cites the promise of improved ecosystem
management and calls for the development of a series of model initiatives across the
Nation to apply the concept in a variety of settings. In September of 1993, we en-
tered into an interagency agreement with the Departments of Interior, Agriculture,
Commerce, Justice, and the Environmental Protection Agency to promote and facili-
tate coordinated Federal actions to restore the Everglades ecosystem. This endeavor
may serve as a valuable case study for the larger initiative proposed in the NPR.
The Corps will be a major player because its responsibilities for oversight of the
Central and South Florida (C&SF) Project which controls the flow of most of the
water in South Florida. :

Activities under this effort include the West Palm Beach Canal (C-51) and the
Canal 111 (C-111) portions of the C&SF project to allow the Corps to modify its de-
sign to increase the amount and quality of water which will be made available to
the Everglades ecosystem and to restore more natural flows into Everglades Na-
tional Park.

In addition, the Corps is conducting a study to evaluate the Central and South
Florida Project to determine if other modifications or changes in the project’s oper-
ation should be made for improving the quality of the environment and protecting
the urban water supplies. Tge two most critical concerns being addressed in the
study are the environmental conditions of the Everglades ecosystem including Flor-
ida Bay. The reconnaissance phase of the study, which was initiated in June 1993
and is ieing funded at $1.8 million, is scheduled to be completed in November 1994.

Another part of the Everglades ecgsystem restoration effort is the project to re-
store the Kissimmee River. During the 1960’s, the Corps of Engineers constructed
the Kissimmee River flood control project in Central Florida between Orlando and
Lake Okeechobee. It consisted of canals and water control structures in the upper
chain of lakes, and a canal and five water control structures with locks in the lower
basin. Since project construction, interest has grown in returning the basin’s hydro-
logic regime to its natural condition. Presently there is no natural river flow in the
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basin and not enough water in the lower basin for wetland restoration. As part of
the project, the riverine ecosystem is being restored in the lower basin by backfilling
about 30 miles of the canal and removing three structures and locks. The plan in-
cludes restoration of the upper lakes that will enable their operation over a wider,
more natural range of water levels. In this way, the peripheral wetlands would be
enhanced and the natural timing of flows to the lower basin would be restored. Cost
sharing for this project is 5050 with non-Federal interests also paying 100 percent
for all additional locally preferred betterments included in the project. Engineering
and design work is continuing on this project which, including the upper basin revi-
talization plan, has a total estimated cost of $667 million.

Upper Mississippi River System Environmental Management Program (UMRS-EMP)

The UMRS-EMP is a 15-year program with a total funding level of $290.1 million.
The Fiscal Year 1994 appropriation is $19.455 million. The program’s two primary
components are the Habitat Rehabilitation and Enhancement Projects and the Long
Term Resource Monitoring Program. Habitat projects amount to about 65 percent
of the total program costs. About 14,000 acres of fish and wildlife habitat on the
upper Mississippi River have already benefited from the completion of 13 projects,
construction is ongoing at 5 other sites, and contract awards or construction ap-
proval are pending at 11 additional sites. The long term monitoring portion of the
UMRSEMP is fully operational with six state-operated field stations and an Envi-
ronmental Management Technical Center now established by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. My office recently delegated authority to the Corps North Central
Division commander for approval of proposed habitat projects that cost $2 million
or less.

Missouri River Fish and Wildlife Mitigation

This project is to mitigate losses to fish and wildlife resulting from construction
and operation of the Missouri River Bank Stabilization and Navigation project. The
mitigation effort will preserve and/or restore riverine aquatic and bottomland terres-
trial habitat in the Missouri River Valley where similar habitat has been depleted
as a result of construction and operation actions. Project authorization provides for
acquisition and development of 29,000 acres of privately owned land, along with de-
velopment of an additional 18,200 acres of public land. The project is in the third
year of construction, with completion scheduled for 1999.

Anacostia River Wetlands Restoration and Habitat Improvement Project

The wetlands and fish and wildlife habitat along the Anacostia River are being
addressed in two Corps initiatives—a feasibility study under General Investigations
and a project under authority of section 1135 of WRDA 86. The feasibility study,
conducted to address restoration of wetlands and fish and wildlife habitat damaged
by the initial flood damage reduction and navigation projects, is scheduled for com-
pletion this year. At present, the tentatively selected plan is estimated to cost $18
million and would include wetlands creation, riparian plantings, removal of barriers
to fish passage, and creation of fish habitat. The project’s non-Federal partners are
the State of Maryland, the District of Columbia, and Prince George’s and Montgom-
ery Counties in Maryland. Even though the Administration will not have completed
its review of the Corps report by the time WRDA 94 is enacted, we may be willing
to support a “conditional authorization”. This would allow the Corps to consider pro-
gramming funds for construction one year earlier than if authorization had to await
WRDA 96.

The section 1135 project for the Anacostia River will modify existing Corps struc-
tures on the Anacostia River to benefit anadromous fish passage and habitat. The
project also addresses improvement of aquatic, riparian, and terrestrial habitats on
the Northeast and Northwest Branches of the Anacostia River. The Project Modi-
fication Report was approved by my office in February of this year. It will take ap-
proximately eight months to complete plans and specifications with an additional
nine months for construction after execution of the Project Cooperation Agreement
with the non-Federal sponsor.

ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION-—PROGRAM AUTHORITIES

The Administration and the Congress have forged new missions for the Corps
with new authorities to protect and restore the Nation’s environment. Section 1135
of WRDA 86 and section 204 of WRDA 92 create continuing authorities for environ-
mental restoration projects which meet certain criteria. For these projects, the path
to construction can be much shorter than for projects authorized separately.

7
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Section 1135

Section 1135 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 is entitled Project
Modifications for the Improvement of the Environment. It enables the Corps to mod-
ify the structures and operations of its projects for the purpose of improving the

uality of the environment. A project and program cost limitation exists for this au-
thority. Since initial program funding in 1991, construction has been completed at
four projects. As of mid-April 1994, eleven additional project modifications were in
either final design or construction and thirty-four projects were in the feasibility
study phase. The Corps anticipates recommending several of these for construction
approval this year. As part of the Corps initiatives taken after the Midwest flood
last year, several potential section 1135 modifications were identified in the flood
area and three projects which have committed non-Federal sponsors have been
placed on an expedited schedule. Projects that exceed the cost limitation of the sec-
tion 1135 program may still be pursued under separate authority with appropriate
cost sharing.

Section 204

Section 204 of WRDA 92 authorized the Army CorFs of Enfmeers to carry out
grojects for the protection, restoration, and creation of wetlands and other aquatic

abitats, in connection with dredging for construction, operation, or maintenance by
the Corps of an authorized navigation project. Construction of these habitat projects
would be cost shared on a 75 percent Federal and 25 percent non-Federal basis with
non-Federal sFonsors. This program has two major benefits, It will serve to restore
environmental resources and resolve some historic problems with disposal of
dredged material. In addition, the program supports the objectives of the Coastal
America partnership, by providing the framework and funding for Corps participa-
tion in cooperative pr(fjects with the States and other non-Federal interests to re-
store coastal habitat. I am pleased to report that we have funding to begin imple-
menting section 204 this year. The Corps has issued guidance for implementing this
authority and expects initiation of studies in the near future. Potential projects
which exceed the cost guidelines of the section 204 program may still be pursued
under separate authority with appropriate cost sharing.

Other Authorities

In addition to.those authorities under which we have work ongoing or about to
be started, there are other authorities worth noting.

Section 306 of WRDA 90 authorizes environmental protection as one of the pri-
mary missions of the Corps in its planning designing, constructing, operation, and
maintaining water resources projects.

Section 307 of WRDA 90 and its various subsections authorizes the Corps to at-
tempt to achieve the interim goal of no net loss of wetlands and the long term goal
of adding to our nations wetland base as part of the water resources program and
.._to develop a plan to achieve said goal; establish a wetlands restoration and dem-

‘onstration program; and train and certify wetland delineators within the Corps.
Both these-sections (306 and 307) support the Corps pursuit of opportunities to pro-
tect and restore existing” ecological resources. In fact the Corps is pursuing these
goals through its Regulatory and Research and Development Programs. However,
neither section provigzs a gpecific new authority to study, construct or implement
specific measures as part of our water resources development program. Neverthe-
less, this does not prevent authorization language bein% written in such a manner
as to reference these sections for examination as part of the normal project author-
ization process.

Section 312 of WRDA 90 authorizes the Corps to remove as part of normal oper-
ations and maintenance, contaminated sediments adjacent to authorized navigation
projects for the purposes of compliance with the Clean Water Act. Sediment cleanup
may be undertaﬁen for environmental enhancement and water (}uality improvement
if requested by a non-Federal sponsor and a comprehensive plan is developed for
the cleanup, including 50 percent non-Federal cost sharing for the removal and 100
percent of the disposal. To daté no such requests have been received.

Section 315 of WRDA 90 modifies section 904, WRDA 86 to include preservation
and enhancement of the environment as part of those items that shall be considered
in the evaluation of all water resources projects. Our planning guidance has been
modified to reflect this provision.

Finally, section 216 of the River and Harbor and Flood Control Act of 1970 au-
thorizes the review of the operation of completed projects when found advisable due
to significantly changed physical or economic contﬁtions and for improving the qual-
ity of the environment in the overall public interest. This is a study authori‘?r which
can be used to seek specific congressional authorization for project modifications
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that would be of a larger scale than those anticipated under either sections 1135
or 204.

There are a number of other provjsions in law that provide authority for environ-
mental projects; however, they do not address cost sharing, and as a consequence,
have not been implemented by the Corps. These provisions include the mitigation
of damages to fish and wildlife resources at existing projects under section 906(b),
the enhancement of fish and wildlife resources under section 906(e) and the modi-
fication of habitat to improve it for fish and wildlife resources under section 704(b).
As I have stated earlier, I am proposing, as part of our legislative program, a provi-
sion that would provide the necessary cost sharing element that is absent from
these provisions tI())r all environmental projects the Corps may undertake. The cost
sharing for environmental projects woulp

d be 75 percent Federal and 25 percent non-
Federal.

REVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL POLICIES

Given the American people’s and this Administration’s increasing emphasis on en-
vironmental values, I believe it is time for the Corps of Engineers to review its envi-
ronmental policies to determine if changes are justified to better serve the Nation.
Therefore, we have begun establishing a Corps task force to review environmental
policies of the Civil Works program. The general charge of this task force shall be
to determine if the Civil Works program is fulfilling its statutory environmental
missions in the best possible fashion. Specifically, the task force will determine if
we are meeting our statutory charges. It will review environmental policies cur-
rently in place, and recommend any changes that should be made.

Coastal America

The Coastal America partnership provides an excellent model of how Federal
agencies can collaborate to achieve the Administration’s goal of creating a govern-
ment that works better and costs less. Coastal America is a unique partnership
among Federal, State, and local governments and private alliances to address site-
specific coastal environmental problems. More than 20 Federal agencies and more
than 100 non-Federal partners are involved in Coastal America projects around the
U.S. coastline, restoring wetland habitat and fish passage andp protecting critical
areas for endangered species and other wildlife. The Administration enthusiastically
supports the Coastal America {mrtnership. The Corps currently has the lead on 14
Coastal America projects as well as a supporting role in the other 49 projects.

Wetlands Policy

On August 24, 1993, the White House announced a comprehensive plan for im-
roving the protection of the Nation’s wetlands. This plan, which provides for a fair,
exible, and effective approach to wetlands protection, was developed by an inter-

agency working group chaired by the White House Office on Environmental Policy.
The working group, which included a representative from my office, heard from
farmers, environmentalists, developers, scientists, State and local public officials
and Members of Congress before developing the wetlands plan. With over 40 initia-
tives, the wetlands plan will result in substantive improvements in the protection
and regulation of these important resources. In particular, many of the initiatives
focus on the Department of the Army Regulatory Program administered by the
Corps of Engineers. For example, the plan provides additional wetlands protection
by closing a loophole in regulations that has allowed certain destructive activities,
such as draining of wetlands, to go unregulated. The plan also improves the effi-
ciency of the regulatory program %y baking the Soil Conservation Spervice the lead
for making wetland delineations on atgricultural lands. Further, the plan establishes
permit decision deadlines and calls for an administrative appeals process to allow
landowners to challenge a Corps permit denial or wetlands delineation without
going to court.

The legislative authority for the wetlands protection is the Clean Water Act which
is currently being considered for reauthorization this year. The Administration is
working with the Congress to have applicable provisions of the wetlands plan incor-
porated into the reauthorizad Clean Water Act.

Recreation Policy

Corps policy currently severely restricts the use of Army Civil Works resources
for implementing recreation-oriented projects. Civil Works funds normally may be
used to support development of recreation when recreation benefits are less than 50
percent of total project benefits. In addition, recreation benefits must result from de-
velopment of recreation potential created by projects formulated for and justified by
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other pyimal&y purposes. We realize that concern exists with this policy, and we will
review it and report our findings to the Committee.

Recreation User Fees

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993, P.L. 103-66, authorized
theCorps to charge fees for the use of many day use facilities at Corps-administered
recreation sites. The legislation also ended the requirement for providing a free
ca.mpground at all projects having camping facilities. This reflects an evolving “user-
pay” philosophy and recognizes the increasinghproblems of the Federal deficit. Fees
collected will be used to reduce the cost to the general taxpayer of operating and
maintaining existing facilities.

The Army Corps of Engineers will begin collecting recreation user fees for swim-
ming beaches and boat launching ramps at many of its day use areas this year. A
fee of one dollar per person, up to three dollars Yer vehicle, will be charged at devel-
oped swiinghbeaches. A fee of two dollars will be charged for boat launching at
ramps that have-one or more of the followin%: restrooms, security lighting, picnic ta-
bles, swimming areas, or other recreation facilities. Fees will only be collected at
sites which are projected to collect significantly more than the cost of collection.

In addition, an annual pass may %l: purchased, and Golden Age and Golden Ac-
cess passports will be honored. There will be no fee for children under twelve years
of age. I am aware of the concerns many of you have about this program and I in-
tend to review it after we have completed a recreation season to determine if any
modifications would be justified.

Project Management

As you may recall, we adopted a project management system in 1988 to improve
our ability to deliver quality projects on time and within gudget. The key elements
of this system include a Project Manager, a local sponsor, and a multidisciplinary
Project Management Team. In addition, a more centralized concurrent review—a re-
view centered on a more responsive resolution of issues—has helped improve the
project approval process.

he Project Manager is the primary point of contact with the local sponsor and
is the leader of the Project Management Team. The common goal of the team mem-
bers is to deliver a quality project, on time and within budget, to the local sponsor.

You may be aware of a recent study done by the House Appropriations.Sub-
committee on Energy and Water Development wl‘{;ich strongly endorsed the project
management system, but identified shortcomings in Corps implementation of the
system. We have already begun to institute changes to make the system more effec-
tive and are optimistic those changes will bear fruit in the near future.

Local sponsors are pleased with the Project Manager as a primary point of con-

tact. They have vigorously shouldered their additional roles ag partners in project
development and as a result are more mindful of their responsibilities. The impacts
en project development also have been gratifying. .
- During the past year, less than 20 percent of construction projects experienced
non-inflation cost growth versus 25 percent the previous year and 30 percent the
year before that. Before the Project Management System, and our increased empha-
sis on better cost estimates in feasibility studies, over 50 percent of construction
projects experienced schedule slips. This year, less than 30 percent have. In 1978,
the Generag Accounting Office said it took 26 years for us to get a project ready for
consgtruction. Since 1988, with the implementation of a number of initiatives includ-
ing Project Management, we believe we have reduced that time to less than 10
years. fn fact, our Baltimore District has moved four flood damage reduction
projects from inception to construction in about eight years.

Partnerships .

I am convinced that the future of Federal involvement in water resource develop-
ment lies in continued partnerships with non-Federal entities as envisioned In
WRDA 86. We have taken steps to strengthen those relationships.

The local sponsor is involved in all phases of a project, including the development
and signing of the Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement (FCSA) and the Project Co-
operation Egreement (PCA) which are binding cost sharing contracts between the

ederal government and local sponsors. The FCSA covers activities that will occur
during t'kgle feasibility study phase of project development prior to authorization of
the project for construction. Project sponsors are actively involved in the feasibility
studies, providing invaluable field data, and are critical participants in the resolu-
tions of issues. The PCA covers activities that will occur after the project is funded
for construction. Much of the discussion with project sponsors is in an effort to pro-
mote a mutual understanding of the provisions of these documents. The results have
been very gratifying.
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In 1993, we signed 14 FCSA’s, and another 3 thus far in 1994. This brings to 106
the total number signed since enactment of WRDA 86. The total Federal and non-
Federal cost of studies started under these FCSA’s is over $185 million. Also, we
signed 32 PCA’s for funded new construction starts in 1993 and another 4 thus far
in 1994. This brings to over 230 the total number of PCA’s signed since enactment
of WRDA 86.

The General Accounting Office recently published a report of its investigation of
Corps/non-Federal partnerships in projects undertaken since WRDA 86. The report
generally commemf; the Corps for having established clear policy, applied it uni-

ormly, and treated project sponsors equitably. The report also noted some short-
comings that we are working on to continue to improve partnership arrangements.

For example, we have established a task force, in cooperation with the National
Association of Flood and Stormwater Management Agencies (NAFSMA), to examine
how to strengthen relationships between the Corps and its partners in development
and execution of Civil Works ﬁood damage reduction projects. One recent result has
been the development with NAFSMA of a model PCA for flood damage reduction
projects. We have established a similar relationship with the American Association
of Port Authorities in jointly developing a model PCA for navigation projects. And,
our relationships with the inland waterways users have been greatly enhanced by
the Inland Waterways Users Board established in WRDA 86.

Establishing and nurturing partnerships with our local sponsors are critical parts
of our Project Management System. As such, we will be closely examining ways to
streamline and improve PCA and other project ap&roval processes. Development and
use of the new model PCA’s in partnership with the national organizations rep-
resenting our flood damage reduction and navigation sponsors has been and will
continue to be a key part of that process.

While we are pleased with our efforts in these areas, we are determined to do bet-
ter.

Dredged Material Disposal

One of the most significant challenges the Corps faces in maintaining and improv-
ing Federal navigation projects is the placement of dredged material, especially ma-
terial which fails EPA established criteria for uncontained, open water disposal.
There are a number of factors that have contributed to this challenge including in-
creasing concern with the coastal environment and the need to protect and restore
it, heavy population shifts to coastal areas and the resulting competition for avail-
able land, the increasing needs for navigation project improvements to meet the
needs of world trade, and the increasingfy tight Federal, gtate and local budgets.
These factors have made open water disposal of some dredged material disposal a
very contentious problem.

It is clear that we need to do a better job of planning for the disposal of dredged
material. The Corps has recognized this challenge and recently issued guidance on
dredged material management planning. Currently, there are dredged material
management planning efforts ongoing at a number of locations. Section 216 of
WRDA 92 recognized the potential need for changes in Federal law and policy on
dredged material disposalp and authorized a study to examine potential policy
changes. That 18 month study was initiated this year and will provige recommenda-
tions on those changes that may be needed in Federal policy. We expect this to be
an issue in developing WRDA 94 and pledge to work with you and various stake-
holders to forge an equitable national policy.

The challenges we face in the disposal of dredged material cannot be addressed
in a vacuum. Cooperative efforts by all involved Federal agencies, the States, port
authorities and local governments will be needed. At the Federal level we have
made a renewed commitment to address the need for improved coordination and
issue resolution. An interagency working group has been formed by the Secretary
of Transportation to examine the problems associated with dredging the nation’s
ports. The interagency group incluges, in addition to the Department of Transpor-
tation, the Department of the Army, EPA, the Department of Interior represented
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Department of Commerce represented by
the National Marine Fisheries Service and the Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource
Management and the Coast Guard. The group has already had a series of outreach
meetings to collect input with a second round of meetings beginning in May to ob-
tain input on options to address the problems identified. The group has an ambi-
tious schedule to produce recommendations on improving the dredging process by
mid-1994. We are hopeful that this interagency group can be a catalyst for a unified -
national commitment to the improvement and maintenance of the nation’s ports
while preserving environmental resources and improved Federal interagency co-
operation to meet that objective.
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One of the continuing issues related to disposal of dredged material involves find-
ing beneficial uses for the material. Based on our concerns that dredged material
was not being fully used as a resource and to provide authority to remedy that situ-
ation, we supported section 204 of WRDA 92. Section 204 provides authority for the
Secretary to carry out projects for the protection, restoration, and creation of aquatic
and ecolofically related habitats, including wetlands, in connection with dredged
material disposal. Seventy-five percent of the funds would be Federal. This provision
was mentioned earlier as an authorization for ecosystem restoration projects. Imple-
menting guidance on section 204 was issued in February of this year. This provision
requires non-Federal interests to provide 25 percent of the incremental costs of con-
struction projects for the beneficial use of dredged material over the cost of tradi-
tional disposal, and all costs for operation, maintenance, replacement, and rehabili-
tation,

HARBOR MAINTENANCE TRUST FUND

Section 1403 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 created the Harbor
Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF) in the Treasury. In 1986, the port use fee, which
is paid by importers, exporters, and shippers, was based on an ad valorem rate of
0.04 percent of the value of the commercial cargo involved. In 1990, the ad valorem
rate was raised to 0.125 percent, a level believed to be sufficient to pay 100 percent
of the eligible operation and maintenance cost of those portions of the Saint Law-
rence Seaway operated and maintained by the Saint Lawrence Seaway Development
Corporation and 100 percent of the eligible operation and maintenance costs as-
signed to commercial navigation of all harbors and inland harbors within the United
States, as well as National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) activi-
ties in support of commercial navigation and administrative costs. However, NOAA
has not yet received authority to draw from the fund.

The beginning HMTF balance (surplus), in FY 1994, was $308 million. This accu-
mulation has occurred primarily for two reasons. First, the authority for NOAA to
draw from the fund has not been approved by Congress, and second, the expendi-
tures for operation and maintenance activities assigned to commercial navigation
have been less than projected.

This surplus has drawn the attention of the European Community (EC) represent-
atives to Ee General Agreement on Tariff and Trade or GATT as it is commonly
called. Because the surplus is growing, we are working with the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget to review the ad valorem rate and the uses of the fund in support
of commercial navigation.

The President’s 1995 budget included a proposal to finance from the HMTF
the portion of NOAA’s nautical charting and marine navigational safety grog'rams
that support commercial navigation, The Administration is developing enabling leg-
islation that would authorize this expenditure and will transmit the proposal in the
near future. The legislation would help reduce the projected surplus and should im-
prove both the domestic and international credibility of the Trust Fund.

ASSISTING OTHER AGENCIES IN MISSIONS OF NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE

The Army Corps of Engineers is applying its technical and managerial capabilities
to a variety of missions of national significance.

The Corps provides reimbursable assistance to other Federal agencies on selected
missions of value to the Nation and the Corps. The National Performance Review
affirmed this “Support for Others” Program as Action Item DODI123 which rec-
ommends the Executive Branch “maximize the use of the Corps planning, engineer-
ing and contract management capabilities in support of other Federal agency pro-
grams.”

The majority of Corps reimbursable assistance to others involves sup%ort to the
environmental cleanup efforts of the Environmental Protection en:]y, the Depart-
ment of Energy, and 17 other Federal agencies. Almost every Federal agency bene-
fits from some reimbursable support from the Corps. During the past year the Corps
completed building renovations for U.S. Embassies in six former Soviet Union re-
publics and is now working on renovation plans for embassies in four other coun-
tries. Also in the former Soviet Union, the Corps is helping the Defense Nuclear
Agency implement the Nunn-Lugar/Cooperative Threat Reduction Initiative author-
ized by Congress. The Corps helped NASA and DOD develop a national plan for
world class aeronautical and space facilities. Late last year we entered into an
agreement with the Department of Housing and Urban Development to enhance
oversight of their public housing modernization and development programs.

With funds Congress provided, the Corps is concluding an effort aimed at develop-
ing a Federal Infrastructure Strategy. The effort, done in conjunction with other
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Federal and non-Federal interests, with invaluable assistance from the Advisory
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, has devised approaches to improve in-
frastructure investment and performance. Results already have been used in Execu-
tive Branch deliberations and are reflected in recent Executive Orders (EQ), includ-
ing EO 12893 “Principles for Federal Infrastructure Investment”, EO 12866 “Regu-
latory Planning and Review,” and EQ 12875 “Enhancing the Intergovernmental
Partnership.”

The Corps also remains prepared to support the Nation’s civilian and military
leadership on selected overseas missions, if called upon.

CORPS OF ENGINEERS STRUCTURE

The Reorganization Plan developed by the previous Administration and an-
nounced in 1992 has been withdrawn. Nevertheless, major changes in programs and
workload, and manpower reductions and constraints threaten the Corps ability to
produce quality work efficiently. The traditional Civil Works engineering, desi%'n
and construction workload has declined relative to operations and maintenance. In
addition, new missions in the environmental regulation and restoration areas have
emerged. As a part of the overall effort by President Clinton to reinvent govern-
ment, the Corps must implement process changes, reduce management layers, and
empower its operational elements in order to avoid becoming an inefficient and inef-
fective organization.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, we commend you for your con-
tinuing role in structuring sound and sensible water resource programs through the
WRDA's of 1986, 1988, 1990 and 1992. We applaud your efforts to continue the two-
year authorization cycle and you to consider legislation for 1994 which is true
to the reforms established by the previous four water resources development acts
and the five principles which I outlined earlier. We pledge our total support in work-
ing with you and the House of Representatives to develop a supportable bill, and
we remain’ optimistic that our combined efforts will result in a successful outcome.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. Mr. Bates and I will be
pleased to answer any questions you or other Members of the Committee may have.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
CIVIL WORKS
108 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0108

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

01 JUL 19%

Honorable Max S. Baucus
Chairman
Committee on Environment

and Public Works
United States Senate
Washington, D. ¢. 20510-6175

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I am responding to your letter of June 1, 1994, in
which you forwarded questions for wme from Senator
Metzenbaum. These questions related to the Committee's
hearing on May 26, 1994, concerning the Administration's
proposal for a Water Resources Development Act of 1994,
and other water resources issues. I am pleased to
enclose my answers to those gquestions for your
consideration and use in preparing the hearing recora.

If I can be of further assistance, please call.

Sincerely,

bty

John{H. Zirschky
Acting Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Civil Works)

Enclosure
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RESPONSES OF JOHN ZIRSCHKY TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS OF SENATOR
METZENBAUM

Question 1. As a Senator from the Great Lakes Region, I am concerned about the
Great Lakes water quality. Contaminated sediments in the Great Lakes Region pose
one of the greatest threats to water quality and the Corps of Engineers plays a piv-
otal role in the cleanup of contaminated sediments. Briefly, could you describe what
cleanup projects has the Corps undertaken in the Great Lakes Region and what fu-
ture cleanups are planned in the future.

Answer, The Corps of Engineers provides support to the USEPA at a number of
sediment remediation projects around the Great Lakes conducted under Superfund
and other US EPA programs and authorities. The Corps’ Chica%]o District provided
design and construction oversight supEort to USEPA Region V for the sediment
cleanup at the Superfund site in Waukegan, Illinois and is continuing support to
the Region’s sediment remediation initiative in Northwest Indiana. The Corps’ De-
troit District and Waterways Experiment Station are providing technical support to
USEPA Region V in relation to the contaminated sediments at the Superfund site
in Manistique, Michigan. The District continues to support the Region’s contami-
nated sediment investigations at areas of concern in goutheastem ichigan. The
Corps’ Buffalo District is providing technical support to USEPA Regions II and V
in relation to the contaminated sediments at Superfund sites in Messena, New York
and Ashtabula, Ohio.

The Corps’ North Central Division has coordinated Corps support to the US EPA
Great Lakes National Pro Office for the Assessment and Remediation of Con-
taminated Sediments (ARCS) Program. Corps districts conducted demonstrations of
sediment treatment technologies at four Great Lakes areas of concern for this pro-

am.

Since 1970, the Corps has removed and confined over 50 million cubic yards of
contaminated sediments from Great Lakes harbors and channels for the purpose of
maintaining projects at safe depths for navigation. While none of the Corps’ dredg-
ing has been conducted for environmental remediation purposes, the Chicago Dis-
trict has been working in partnership with the USEPA Region V on plans to link
navigation and environmental dredging in the Indiana Harbor and canal. A similar
pal:'trlierlgilip is being formed between the Buffalo District and Region V for the Ash-
tabula River.

Question 2, What long term management plans has the Corps developed for the
Great Lakes Region to address contaminated sediments?

Answer. Dredged Material Management Plans (DMMPs) are currently being de-
veloped, or are scheduled to be initiated in FY 1995 for the following navigation
projects: -

Chicago River, Illinois
Duluth-Superior Harbor, MN-WI
Grand Haven Harbor, Michigan
Holland Harbor, Michigan

Indiana Harbor and Canal, Indiana
Milwaukee Harbor, Wisconsin

St. Joseph Harbor, Michigan
Saginaw River, Michigan

Toledo Harbor, Ohio

The plans provide for long-term management of dredged material, including con-
taminated sediments, at specific Federal projects.

The Corps’ North Central Division has been working closely with USEPA Regions
II, III and V in the development of dredged material management guidance for the
Great Lakes. The USEPA and Corps intend to release the “Great Lakes Dredged
Material Testing and Evaluation Manual” for public review and comment in July
1994, Other guidance documents on dredged material management are being devel-
oped jointly by the USEPA and Corps at both National and regional levels.

Question 3. What technological barriers has the Corps of Engineers encountered
in cleaning up contaminated sediments?

Answer. The Corps has examined and demonstrated a number of sediment reme-
diation technologies through the Corps dredged material research programs, as part
of support to the USEPA’s Assessment and Remediation of Contaminated Sediment
(ARCS) Program, and in support to other USEPA programs, including Superfund.
Numerous technologies currently exist for sediment remediation, although not all
are at the same level of development. Technologies for dredging, transport, and con-
fined disposal are well developed with considerable full-scale operating experience.
Technologies for containment in-place and sediment pretreatment and treatment
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have limited or no operatin% experience at full-scale and require additional develop-
ment before they are ready for implementation.

Question 4. 1 am particularly concerned about the quality of confined disposal fa-
cilities in the Great Lakes, especially those facilities that may be creating water
quality problems. Can you provide an estimate of how many disposal facilities need
immediate attention?

Answer. The Corps has constructed and operated 43 confined disposal facilities
(CDF's) around the Great Lakes for maintenance dredging from Federal navigation
projects. The discharge of water from a CDF is a dredged material discharge, and
regulated under Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act. All of the CDFs on
the Great Lakes are operating in compliance with these sections of the Clean Water
Act and therefore not creating any water quality problems. Corps districts continue
to take advantage of operating experience and dredged material research to main-
tain and improve the quality of discharges from these facilities.

Between 1986 and 1989, the USEPA, Corps of Engineers and U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service joined in an interagency working group which examined the long-term
ecological impacts of CDFs on &e éreat Lakes. The working group considered sev-
eral approaches to measure the loss of contaminants from CDFs, developed pre-
dictive models, and prioritized CDFs for study. The USEPA and Corps jointly con-
ducted investigations at the Saginaw Bay CD. The results of this study, which were
published in the Journal of Great Lakes Research, calculated very minor losses of
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) but field measurements showed no discernible im-
pacts on aquatic organisms outside the CDF. Detailed studies of contaminant trans-
port and uptake have also been conducted by the Corps at CDFs in Buffalo and Chi-
cago.

ince the conclusion of the above interagency working group, the US EPA and
Corps have continued to work closely on CD%‘ re{ated issues, The USEPA and Corps
are currently cooperating on CDF design and performance guidance for highly con-
taminated sediments.

Question 5. In the 1930’s, the Muskingum Conservancy District in Ohio was cre-
ated to build a series of flood control lakes and dams throughout the Muskingum
River Watershed. In 1941, the conservancy transferred the lakes and dams over to
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Soon after, land tracts on higher ground within
the flood plain were conveyed to private property owners. The Army Corps of Engi-
neers retained a flowage easement on those tracts in the event a flood occurred. Al-
though the Corps of Engineers has held the easements on these properties for the
past 40 %'ears, the boundaries of the easements have not been completely delineated.

In 1978, the Corps of Engineers in Washington began to survey the Muskingum
Watershed in Ohio with the intention of enforcing existing easement rights. In 1992,
the Corps of Engineers commenced ejectment proceedings at Pleasant Hill Lake,
notwithstanding the fact that none of the properties in question had ever flooded.
Given the lack of a demonstrable threat to these homes, and a failure to enforce
these easements for the past 40 years, whg’ has the Corps of Engineers decided to
pursue the enforcement of these easements?

Answer. All 14 flood control projects were constructed by the Corps of Engineers
during the four year period from 1934 to 1938. A few encroachments developed early
on in the 1940’s and studies were made on what action to take. Verbal and written
warnings were issued, but no general policy existed. Other than these few early en-
croachments, the projects operated relatively smoothly through the 1960’s.

In the early 1970’s, as development followed the interstate expansion into the
area, mobile home parks were illegally established within the Bolivar Dam pool
area, many feet below the spillway elevation. After three years of study, the Corps
filed successful litigation to compel removal of the mobile homes. It was agreed in
court that the Corps would also remove all remaining encroaching structures in the
Muskingum basin that they had a legal right to remove, to assure equal protection
and treatment for all those involved. If the mobile homes had not been removed,
they would have been under eight feet of water during the record flood at Bolivar
in January 1991.

Initial efforts to resolve encroachments were focused on owners of permanent
structures in the Bolivar Dam easement area. President Carter received a letter of
complaint from one of the affected homeowners. As a result, the Secretary of the
Army directed the Corps to delay enforcement work while a study of the issue was
accomplished. The two year study concluded in 1980 and directed the Corps to pro-
ceed with the program as planned.

In January 1981, under a new administration, the Assistant Secretary of the
Army for Civil Works decided to re-study the program. The stuc‘l:{\; was completed
in 1982 and a very specific encroachment policy for Bolivar Dam, drafted with Con-
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gressional cooperation, Fs(ras completed. The policy was then applied to all projects
in the Muskingum Basin in succession, with implementation beginning in 1982 at
the Bolivar Dam. As removal actions began, owners of affected structures continued
to contact their Congressional representatives.

As a result of renewed Congressional interest, in June 1992, the Corps self-im-
posed a moratorium on encroachment resolution in the Basin pending a review of
the current encroachment policy. A basin-wide Hydrological/Hydraulics, (H&H)
Study of the flood frequencies of the projects was accomplished. Based on the results
of the policy review and H&H Study, the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil
Works modified the existing policy to the extent of lowering the policy elevation lati-
tude at three of the 14 projects, resulting in six additional residential structures
being eligible to remain below spillway elevation. The moratorium on residential re-
moxéals was rescinded in April 1993 and implementation of the new policy was initi-
ated.

Senator Metzenbaum introduced language in the Senate Fiscal Year 1994 Energy
and Water Development Appropriations Bill directing the Corps to cease in remov-
ing or demolishing any residential structure subject to a ﬂow?e easement, in the
Muskingum River Basin, until the appropriate committees had the opportunity to
review and address the golicy in the next Water Resources Development Authoriza-
tion legislation. Although the specific language was removed during conference, the
conferees urged the Corps to heed the language. As a result, the Corps has discon-
tinued actions against residential structures which were encroaching prior to imple-
in:ntation of the removal program, until the 103rd Congress has completed its legis-
ative actions.

Question 6. In June 1992, former Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works),
Ms. Nancy Dorn modified the encroachment policy as it pertains to Pleasant Hill
Lake. This modification saved 12 homes. I continue to be appreciative of Ms. Dorn’s
help in making this modification. However, the individual gxomeowners at Pleasant
Hill have not been contacted regarding this decision. They have seen nothing in
writing. Why have they not been notified?

Answer. The ASA/CW modified the Pleasant Hill Lake policy from 5’ below spill-
way to 13’ below on 6 March 1992. The district received notification and direction
of this change in early June 1992, Affected landowners were notified by letter imme-
diately thereafter, as follows:

e Ed Gall was notified through his attorney of the policy change by letter
dated 24 June 1992 in regard to %ﬁs dwelling,
* Greg James and Robin Webb have already signed a Consent for their dwell-
ing, effective 6 October 1993. :
e Behman Loy refused permission to survey first floor elevation. Notice of
policg change and request to survey were sent on 24 June 1992,
o Philip Nolan was mailed a Consent for his dwelling by letter dated 22 Sep-
tember 1992. ,
¢ James Drushel was sent a letter informing him that Ms. Dorn was allowing
his trailer to be moved to a higher elevation on 12 June 1992,
¢ Raymond Fast was sent a letter regarding his cottage on 24 June 1992,
¢ Florence Ramsey, Val Ramsey, and Marcia Ramsey were sent individual
letters, dated 25 June 1992, regarding the policy change on their mobile home.
b ¢ William Warden was sent a letter dated 25 June 1992, regarding his mobile
ome.
o' In addition, telephonic contracts have continued on this matter as well as
gite visits,

Question 7. Currently, 54 homeowners at 6 Muskingum, Ohio lakes are identified
as encroachers on government easements. Is the Corps currently in the process of
formulating a new modified policy on how to deal with these encroachments? If so,
please elaborate.

Answer. Under the current modified policy, 56 dwellings are scheduled for re-
moval at nine Muskingum, QOhio lakes.

As a result of renewed Congressional interest in 1992, the Corps conducted a
basin-wide Hydrological/Hydraulics (H&H) Study of the flood frequencies of the
projects. Based on the results of the H&H Study and a review of &e Muskingum
Encroachment Removal Policy, the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works
modified the existing policy to the extent of lowering the policy elevation latitude
at three of the 14 projects, resulting in six additional residential structures being
eligible to remain below spillway elevation.

The Corps restriction against structures being built within a flowage easement
area is designed to protect%ife, property, and the operational integrity of a vital part
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of this Nation’s flood control system. As history has proven in this basin, there is
a strong probability that rapid rises in lake elevations may occur and result in loss
of life, inundation of structures and personal property, and blockage of vital egress
routes. For these reasons, allowing any habitagle structures below previously estab-
lished elevations is extremely undesirable. The Assistant Secretary of the Army for
Civil Works has determined that the current modified policy on encroachment re-
movals in the Muskingum Basin is valid and would continue to be enforced.

Question 8. In 1993, the Corps modified its policy on all 16 Muskingum projects.
This new policy sets the consentable elevation at the 1992 policy level or the 150
year flood level, which ever is lower. However, if the pool of record is higher, then
the consentable elevation is set at the pool of record. According to your data, twenty-
two homes can be saved if the pool of record is adopted as the consentable elevation.
As a matter of policy, why shouldn’t the consentable elevation be set at the pool of
record in all cases?

Answer. Using the pool of record provides an extremely variable policy elevation
to work with in comparison to using a standard ’IPOO] frequency. The pool of record
is directly related to rainfall above the project. The larger the rainfa?l, the higher
the lake level. By using pool frequency the Corps has taken into account the vari-
able rainfall factor. If pool of record elevations were used to establish the policy ele-
vation, the {){(l)licy elevation frequency would vary from lake to lake. The variance
for the Muskingum lakes would be from about a 30 year to a 300 year frequency
of occurrence. It should also be noted that by using the pool of record, over half of
the policy levels would be below the 100 year flood level.

Note: The 1992 Policy referred to is really the 1982 Policy.

Question 9. In the past, | Proposed legislation which would require all propert
owners, currently defined as “encroachers”, to enter into a written agreement wi
the Secretary of the Army in order to save their homes. This agreement would hold
the United States harmless for any loss of personal property, real property, injury,
or death that is the result of any flooding. Ff an owner fails to enter into an agree-
ment, the Secretary of the Army may remove or demolish the structure. Would the
Department of the Army be willing to consent to such a hold harmless agreement?
If not, why?

Answer. The Department of the Army does consent, through written agreements
executed by the Army Corps of Engineers and willing landowners, to certain struc-
tures being permitted to remain below the spillway elevation, under the current pol-
icy. These written consent agreements contain a hold harmless clause similar to the
one described, however, it is the owner who is required to remove or demolish the
structure if they fail to enter into a consent agreement. :

It is the Corps position that any legislation introduced which would allow en-
croaching structures to remain below established elevations must include a hold
harmless clause to protect the Government from liability in the event of any loss
of life, personal or real property, and injury.

STATEMENT OF RHODE ISLAND STATE SENATOR DENNIS L. ALGIERE

Mr. Chairman, Senator Chafee and members of the Committee, I am Dennis L.
Algiere, State Senator from Westerly, RI. I am pleased to be here today to testify
on the very serious problem of beach erosion.

Tourism in Rhode Island has grown by record levels over the last year. In 1993,
Rhode Island realized $1.4 billion in tourism revenue, a 6 percent increase over
1992. Some 24,000 tourism-related jobs also created $302.5 million in wages in
1993. According to the Rhode Islantf Department of Economic Development, most
of this revenue was generated by non-residents. The Ocean State has enjoyed a re-
markable increase in the number of international visitors in particular, which has
introduced new money into the United States economy. This industry has helped
Rhode Island’s economy buffer major cutbacks in defense spending, a source of high
skilled jobs upon which Rhode Island and all of New England have long depended.

What makes Rhode Island a major tourist attraction? It is our 420 miles of coast-
line and beautiful beaches. From Newport to Watch Hill, the entire south shore is
an economic system. But it is more than bust a tourist asset, it is also a resource
that affects our quality of life. Qur coastline provides an important source of natural
recreational activity for tourists and native Rhode Islanders.

Over the years, storms have decimated sand dunes and damaged beachfront
structures. This continuing beach erosion makes coastal prcigerties extremely vul-
nerable. In February of 1994, the Army Corps of Engineers, New England Division,



61

completed a Reconnaissance Report for shore protection and flood damage reduction
at Misquamicut Beach in Westerly, Rhode Island.

Misquamicut Beach is located in the far southwestern corner of the State and is

art of a narrow; sandy barrier beach that extends from head lands at Watch Hill
oint to Weekapaug Point along the south shore that faces Block Island Sound. Sen-
ator Lieberman is, I am sure, quite aware that many from Connecticut travel the
short journey east to our beauti‘t]ul oceanfront. We, of course, welcome them warmly!

The Corps? reconnaissance study for Misquamicut Beach was initiated at the re-
quest of the Town of Westerly after winter storms damaged the area, most recently
in December 1992 and March 1993. Several alternative plans were evaluated for the
16,500 foot stretch of shoreline and adjacent backshore areas. The best plan would
have utilized beachfill from land-based borrow sites to create a new 4000 foot lon
berm at elevation 17.9 feet above mean low water, in conjunction with two floo
walls that would flank the Misquamicut community, providing a 100 year level of

rotection. A pump station wotﬁd have provided for removal of interior drainage.
owever, with a benefit to cost ratio of 0.92, the Corps of Engineers concluded that
no economically justified project could be identified in the area. The Reconnaissance
Report was therefore terminated. The Report did, however, demonstrate that the
project is environmentally and technically Szasible.
he Corps of Engineers has funded and continues to fund many o

beach enhancement projects, from Galveston, Texas to Ocean City, Maryland.
Some of the projects are occurring in locations where there is substantial develop-
ment in hazard-prone areas. The Corps of Engineers gives priority to projects in-
volving flood protection in areas where large structures exist.

Rhode Island’s Coastal Resources Management Council (CRMC), on which I serve,
has had a progressive and rigorous coastal protection program since 1971, one year
prior to the passing of the national Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA). An ex-
ample of the protection CRNC provides is their work to designate 82 percent of the
State’s barrier beaches as undeveloped or moderately developed barriers, which has
the ultimate effect of preventins exYansion of development on these barriers. All de-
velopment is prohibited on undeveloped barrier beaches, and the Council’s goal is
to preserve, protect, and where possible, maintain these areas as buffer zones that
will protect the salt ponds and the upland from storms and hurricanes. On the mod-
erately developed barrier beaches, only alterations to existing development are per-
mitted under specific regulations. Even on developed barrier beaches, the Council’s
goal is to minimize the risks of storm damage and erosion for the inhabitants, and
prevent alterations that reduce the effectiveness of the beach as a storm buffer.

In addition, the CRMC also has developed a Special Area Management Plan
(SAMP) for the Salt Pond Region which affords even greater protection to areas on
barrier beaches and the adjacent watershed region. The policies and regulations
contained within the SAMP address the concerns of sewage disposal, erosion, and
contamination of groundwater, which are amplified in barrier systems due to the
dynamic nature of the feature and the proximity of surface water. As an advocate
for wise use of beach property, the CRMC hopes to minimize economic loss due to
storm damage, and the loss of barrier habitat that is valuable both to wildlife and
the State’s scenic quality.

In Rhode Island, our beaches are susceptible to flood damage and frontal erosion
because of the unique geographical location of our State. Storm tracks run parallel
with most of the barrier beaches in the eastern United States. In our case, however,
because of Rhode Island’s location (i.e. perpendicular to storm tracks), barrier beach-
es like Misquamicut take the brunt of violent storms. These areas are hit head on.

Our beaches are also narrower and lower in profile than others on the eastern
seaboard. In addition, Rhode Island’s barrier beaches are in a sediment starved
stage, with no abundant sand supply in the system. Thus continuous erosion leaves
our beaches in a ragged state, with rocks and boulders exposed. This is not condu-
cive ‘ao tourism. There are ways to remedy this condition which are environmentally
sound.

In the wake of a series of major storm events in 1991, 1992 and 1993, the CRMC
is currently involved in an independent special research project to investigate beach
dynamics along the south shore of Rhode Island where the most severe erosion prob-
lems exist. Understanding sand migration, the types of forces (both wind and wave)
that the area i subjected to, and the impacts on existing structures on sand migra-
tion, will help us to better manage the natural resources used by so many people
for so many different reasons,

The CRMC is reviewing many new innovative technologies that are attempting
to address growin% concern with traditional hard structural shoreline protection, as
well as the need for increased public education regarding the hazards of develop-
ment in these high risk areas. PI‘he CRMC is encouraging relocation of structures
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located precariously seaward, and restricting new construction in hazard-prone
areas. :

Post-storm response to coastal disasters is also in need of review. On the three
occasions that the CRMC has invoked an emergency permit process to handle a
huge influx of repair requests, it has-issued over 500 permits at no cost to the per-
mit holder. These fermlts are issued on the spot.by staff in the field in order to
expedite the normal permit proi;e{ss and post-storm recovery. As a regulatory agency,
the CRMC is unable to solely meetthe people’s needs. FEMA is frequently called
in after a storm event to assist local efforts in responding to damage, but all too
often they report that not enough of a financial loss )I:as occurred to warrant Federal
repair money.

nfortunately, Rhode Island seems to always fall between the cracks, as far as
storm damage assistance is concerned. No money has been received for preventative
beach replenishment, or post-storm recovery. As a State with a tourism-based indus-
try as its economic base, each storm carries a potential to severely impact the local
and State economy. Recreational beaches in disrepair often present hazardous condi-
tions, and are dramatically reduced in size from erosion. Replenishment and mainte-
nance is clearly necessary so that beach use may continue. The frustration Rhode
Islanders feel, as the result of ineligibility under various FEMA and Corps grants
and funds, is made worse by the realization that states with less coastal resource
protection and ramﬁmnt coastal development are awarded Federal replenishment
projects and Federal repair dollars. It is as though we are punished t}:)r our com-
prehensive management approach, rather than rewarded.

The Corps of Engineers has focused its efforts narrowly on flood protection with-
out commensurate regard for local tourism enhancement. The Corps puts a 50 per-
cent maximum weight on tourism benefit. This is not enough and should be modi-
fied. For example, in the recent Corps report on the Misquamicut Beach, the Corps
“had to look at an area with the heaviest development (this is a small area of beach).
In order to get a favorable cost ratio, the Corps tpmposed 17 to 18 foot tall dikes
to protect the area from floods in a plan designed for a 100 year storm. Clearly, this

‘massive groject, coupled with condemnation of private real estate, did not result'in . .

a favorable benefit to cost ratio. With the focus by the Corps on flood protection
- rather than frontal erosion, we receive little benefit.

_ Since that time, Senator John Chafee, Senator Claiborne Pell, Congressman John .
Reed and Congressman Ronald Machtley and their staffs have been working with
Army Corps staff in both Washington and Rhode Island regarding the conclusions

reached in the study. They were particularly concerned that the Corps consider all . .

cost-efficient alternatives in completing the project. Congressman Reed particularly
expressed concern that both the reconnaissance study and the follow-up feasibility"
study appropriately consider and weigh all-recreation factors including tourism.,
The Borps should consider protection from smaller, lesser strength storms, not:
only 100 year variety. It should provide for temporary relief from frontal erosion, .
not only Hood damage. Further, the Corps shoul Prioritize the funding of smaller . °
projects, not only large ones. This would benefit all involved by reducing long-term -
cost and providing for increased beach usage. ‘ N
-, The Corps of Engineers must recalculate what they are protecting against. In past
ears, the Corps funded hard massive structural projects. They now are turning to

ach renourishment, and this is welcome. However, the Corps has not sufficiently ' (

altered its regulations to accommodate this change. Now that the Corps is moving .
" to beach renourishment, it needs to also get in the mode of maintenance replenish-
ment. '

As one of our most valuable natural resources, beaches must be preserved for
their critical role in'protecting against storm damage and flooding to ow-lfing up-
lands, salt marshes, and other coastal elements. States with environmentally sound

" . management practices should be rewarded for effective and responsible zoning on

barrier beaches rather than penalized by the benefit to cost ratio. It is my view that
Corps’ regulations should benefit replenishment projects with a benefit to cost ratio
for a 10 year event. Erosion has, and will continue to have, a serious environmental
and economic impact on southern coastal towns in Rhode Island. We deserve some
help in our efforts to protect our economic interests while providing maximum pro-
tection to our coastline.

In summary, I would like to recommend that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
be ;‘);}alrmitted or instructed to consider the following with regard to Misquamicut
Beach: )

1. revisiting the reconnaissance study with an eye to assuring that all rec-
reational values including tourism are weighed appropriately;
2. continuing with the follow-up feasibility study; and
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3. considering a small scale beach renourishment project to deal with frontal
erosion.

Additionally I would hope that Congress will reevaluate the benefit to cost ratio
Farticularly as it pertains to benefits that accrue to reduce frontal erosion and bene-
its that accrue to States that heavily rely on coastal-related tourism, but have been
penalized because of their stringent coastal zone regulations.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate tﬁe opportunity to provide one local perspective to the
Committee. I am certain that if we work together to improve protection and en-
hancement of our natural resources, cost-effective and long-term benefits will result.
I, of course, am pleased to answer any questions that you or other members of the
Committee might have. '

STATEMENT OF DARRELL E. LEWIS, CHIEF, NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT
BrancH, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

Good afternoon. I am Darrell E. Lewis, Chief of the Natural Resources Manage-
ment Branch for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. I was asked to give you an over-
view of the Corps Recreation Program. With me are Mr. Donald Dunwoody, Chief
of Natural Resources Management Division, Missouri River Division, Omaha, Ne-
braska and Mr. Scott Jackson, Research Biologist, Resource Analysis Branch, Wa-
terways Experiment Station, Vicksburg, Mississippi. They are here to assist me in
answering any questions you may have. With your permission, I would like to leave
m%written testimony for the record.

he objectives of the Corps Recreation Program are: to provide outdoor recreation
opportunities on Corps administered land and water on a sustained basis; and to
provide a safe and healthful environment for project visitors.

The Corps has a large and diverse recreation program consisting of 463 water re-
source projects in 43 gtates, 4300 recreation areas, and 11.5 million acres of land
and water. The Corps operates these projects with approximately 1,900 park man-
agers and rangers. Corps recreation facilities include campgrounds, picnic areas,
boat ramps, trails, etc. Most of our projects are located east of the Rocky Mountains,
where almost 80 percent of the nation’s population resides. The majority of these
pr%tlacts are within one hour’s drive of a major metropolitan area.

e Corps is the nation’s second largest Federal provider of outdoor recreation
(behind the U.S. Forest Service) with more than 370 million annual visits. Over 25
million people (10 percent of the U.S. population) visit a Corps project at least once
each year. The Corps hosts over 30 percent of the recreation/tourism occurring on
Federal lands on just 2 percent of the nation’s Federal land base, using less than
9 percent of the Federal funds expended for recreation.

QOur visitors mirror the character and diversity of the American public. Increased
ethnic diversity, an aging population, and changes in leisure time and activities are
all reflected in Corps recreation visitation.

The Corps is in a unique position to optimize the precepts of the National Per-
formance lEeview regarding the provision of quality Customer Service. We provide
high quality outdoor recreation opportunities to a large cross-section of America.
Our wvisitors receive the immediate and tangible benefits of valuable Government
goods-and services, consistently and reliably across the country. We have the capa-
bility to meet the needs of persons with disabilities.

Recent research conducted by the Corps Waterways Experiment Station using
IMPLAN, a regional input-output model developed by the U.S. Forest Service, indi-
cates that visitors to Corps lakes expend significant amounts of dollars on goods and
services and contribute significantly to the national economy. The Corps recreation
f)rogram i an important part of the U.S. Travel and Tourism industry, the second
argest service industry in the country. The Corps represents over 1.4 percent of the
direct sales in this important $200 billion industry. In 1991, visitors to Corps lakes
spent over $10 billion. The direct and indirect effects of this economic activity re-
sulted in $12.4 billion in employee income and 617,000 full and part time jobs with
an average salary of $18,300. ’I“'his represents 0.4 percent of non-Federal employee
income and 0.5 percent of the jobs in the United gtates. With a current budget of
$170 million, the Corps recreation program expends less than $300 per job. Such
analysis employing indirect effects tens-r to overstate the overall economic activity.
However, this gives some sense of the value of the Corps recreation program.

Cooperation among the Federal land management agencies, State recreation and
tourism agencies, and the research community is increasing significantly. An inter-
agency reservation system, involvement in the tourism industry, and a professional
recreation management job series are just a few examples of recent cooperative ac-
tivities. Another example is the work to expand the understanding and use of the
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benefits of leisure in the United States—a concept already in use in other countries
such as Canada.

Public involvement is also increasing significantly through active participation in
the management of Corps areas. We anticipate further activity through the chal-
lenge cost share and contributions programs for which we received authorization
under the Water Resources Development Act of 1992, The best example of public
involvement is evident in our volunteer program, where nearly 75,000 people donate
their time and talents at our lakes each year. k

Increased environmental awareness has resulted in proposals such as a National
bakes System as proposed by the American Recreation Coalition.

There will likelp be little or no increase in the availability of public lands for out-
door recreation. \ge must protect the existing finite land and water resources to en-
sure its availability for future generations.

Mr. Chairman, in your letter of invitation that we received Tuesday evening, you
submitted six questions which I have addressed in an attachment to my testimony.
Also ;ttaChed is a detailed description of the Corps recreation program for the
record.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement. I will be glad to entertain any ques-
tions you may have.
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RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS RAISED IN THE LETTER DATED
24 MAY 1994 FROM SENATORS BAUCUS AND CHAFEE
TO DARRELL LEWIS, CHIEF, NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT BRANCH,
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, WASHINGTON, D.C.

01. What is the amount of the Corps of Engineers’ budget for
recreation and natural resources each year since 1986 and how
much is that of the total recreation budget for the entire
federal government?

Al: Corps recreation and natural resources budget amounts
are available from 1988 to the pregent and are illustrated below.
We were unable to obtain complete budget data from all the
agencies, however the 1993 budgets for several of the Federal
recreation providers are as follows: Corps - $174 million;
Forest Service - $230 million; National Park Service - 5971
million; Bureau of Land Management - %49 million. This
information was obtained from the Federal Parks and Recreation
newsletter.

Year { Recreation Natural Resourcesg
1988 147,000 40,000
1989 151,000 41,000
1990 154,000 45,000
1991 158,000 44,000
1992 171,000 50,000
1993 174,000 53,000
1994 172,000 58,000
Q2. What is the number of recreation visitor days to Corps

lakes and how does that compare to visitor days for other
agencies?

A2: Per the 1992 Federal Recreation Fee Report to Congress,
the following visitation occurred by agency.

AGENCY VISITOR DAYS

Corps of Engineers 203 million
Bureau of Land Management 47 million
Bureau of Reclamation 22 million
Forest Service 288 million
National Park Service 116 million

Tennessee Valley Authority 1 million
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Q3. What is the potential for development of recreation
facilities by the private sector and recent efforts to realize
that potential?

A3: When Corps projects were planned, lands were acquired
for future recreation development. In 1990, we began the
Recreation Partnership Initiative which is an effort to obtain
additional public recreation facilities on Corps projects without
further federal investment. We are currently reviewing all Corps
lands for potential development by the private sector. We have
identified numerous projects that have this potential and will be
advertising a number of these areas in 1995.

2

Q4. What 'is the amount of money spent at Corps recreatlon areas
each year since 19867

A4: Based on a recent national survey of visitor spending .
patterns, we estimate that in 1991 over $6 billion was spent on
trip related expenses such as gas, food, and lodging by visitors
to Corps projects. In addition, $4 billion was spent on durable
goods such as boats and camping equipment used at Corps projects.

Visitor spending statistics are not routinely maintained and are
only available for 1991.

Q5. What is the direct and indirect economic output associated
with spending by visitors to Corps of Engineer projects?

A5: Using IMPLAN, a regional input-output model developed by
the U.S. Forest Service, we have estimated the direct and
indirect regional economic effects of visitor spending to Corps
projects nationwide. In 1991, the $10 billion in visitor
spending resulted in direct effects of $2.8 billion in employee
income and 180,000 jobs. Indirect effects accounted for an
additional $9.5 billion in employee income and 437,000 jobs.

Q6. How do the direct and indirect recreation economic outputs
compare to direct economic benefits from nav1gatlon and flood
control?

A6: Comparisons between the regional economic effects of
recreation and benefits associated with navigation and flood
control will require additional time to assemble. We will
provide this at a later date for inclusion in the record.
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THE U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
OUTDOOR RECREATION PROGRAM

I. BACKGROQUND. The Corps of Engineers became involved in outdoor
recreation almost as an afterthought to its water resource development projects.
There were few provisions for recreation areas or other environmental values at
early reservoirs, including major projects such as Bonneville and Fort Peck.

Although the Flood Control Act of 1944, allowed the Corps to include
recreation features at reservoir projects, from the 1940's through the 1960’s, the
Corps was basically the custodian of our projects, i.e. improvising parks at road-
ends where people gathered, mowing grass, cleaning restrooms, and collecting
garbage. However, in the early 1970’s, the Corps started hiring professional
managers and rangers; people with degrees in biology, forestry, park management,
etc., who manage the resources surrounding the reservoir projects and provide the
public with quality outdoor recreation experiences without adversely impacting
those resources. ‘Recreation has become the Corps! face to the nation.

The authorities for the Corps outdoor recreation program are attached at
TAB A.

It. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE PROGRAM. A visit to any Corps lake on a routine
spring or summer weekend will confirm that Corps lakes are extremely popular/with
the recreating public and tourists.
‘_1. Scope.
® Corps is the Nation’s leading provider of water based recreation

& Over 7 million surface acres of water and 4.5 million acres of fand
located in 43 states

® 4,400 recreation areas at 463 water resource projects
® Second largest Federal recreation program, with more than 370 million
annual visits, second to the Forest Service and well ahead of the

National Park Service.

® Over 25 million people (10% of the Nation’s population) visit at least
once each year ‘
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On just 2% of the Nation’s Federal land base, the Corps hosts over 30%
of the recreation/tourism occurring on Federal lands using 8.7% of the
funds expended for recreational resources by Federal agencies.

Corps facilities include: ‘campgrounds, trails, ramps, picnic areas,
swimming beaches, hunting areas, agricultural leases, etc.

Natural Resource Management Professional Staff

- Approximately 1900 full or part time staff

- About 80% have at least a 4 year degree

- Almost 75% have more than 23 credit hours in a biological science

- Over 40% have more than 23 credit hours in recreation
administration

2. Economics. Recreational visitors and tourists visiting Corps lakes expend
significant amounts on goods and services and represent a sizable component of
the national economy. The figures below were generate using IMPLAN, a regional
input-output model developed by the U.S. Forest Service, and includes indirect
effects. Indirect effects tend to overstate economic activity. However, this gives
some sense of the value of the Corps recreation program.

In 1991, recreating visitors to Corps lakes spent over $10 Billion.

The direct and indirect effects of the economic activity resulted in:

- $12.4 Billion in employee income

- 617,000 full and part time jobs with an average salary of $18,300.

Represents 0.4% of non-Federal employee income and 0.5% of jobs in
the U.S.

With a current budget of $170 million, the Corps recreation program
expends less than $300 per job associated with the Corps recreation
program.
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3. Diversity. The Corps outdoor recreation program is complex and diverse.
® Hunting, fishing and wildlife viewing.
® Camping - Primitive to full hookups.

® Interpretation and environmental education - Regional visitor centers to
campfire programs

® Fishing - National tournaments to bank fishing. For example, the
McDonald’s tourney at Sam Rayburn Lake attracts about 7,000 boats
with each paying a $200 entry fee.

® Boating - full service marinas to private boat docks

® Shoreline Management. Policy is to protect and manage shorelines in a
manner that promotes safe and healthful use by the public while
maintaining environmental safeguards.

- Objective is to manage in a manner which achieves a balance
between permitted private use and resource protection for general
public use.

- 35,740 shoreline permits at 120 projects

4. Location. Corps lakes are located where the people are.

® The majority of Corps resources are located east of the Rockies, where
the majority {(79%) of the population resides.

® 80% of Corps lakes are within an hour’s drive of an urban area.

Hi. PARTNERING.

1. Volunteers. We have only scratched the surface of the potential for
volunteer help to operate and maintain Corps recreation facilities.

® |n 1993, 74,000 volunteers contributed services valued at $4.6 million.

® A more aggressive promotion program to recruit volunteers will increase
the contributions from volunteers.
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® Recently installed a "800" number for prospéctive volunteers.

.

® President Clinton’s Americorps program and similar work programs are
possible sources of additional resources to assist in the operation and
maintenance of Corps recreation areas.

2. Cooperating Associations. These non-profit organizations provide services
at Corps visitor centers, historical areas, and other locations

® Publish and sell brochures, maps, books, etc. regarding tﬁe project and
surrounding region.

® A portion of their income from sales is returned to the Corps for use at
the project.

3. States. We continue work with the various state agencies to explore ways
to improve our services to the public and stewardship of natural resources.

® Have leased a significant number of recreation areas to local
governments, swapped management responsibilities to increase
efficiencies, and shared information with the sole objective of providing
optimal service to the public.

® 43% of the 4,400 recreation areas are leased to and run by our non-
Federal partners

4. Other Federal Agencies. An evolving spirit of communication and
cooperation among the Federal land management agencies is contributing to
increased efficiency in the provision of public services.

® |nteragency recreation fee program coordination
® Uniform contract
® Universal accessibility guidelines

® Campground reservation system

® Memorandum of Understanding with other Federal land management
agencies to advance tourism opportunities ’
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5. Challenge Cost Sharing and Contributions
® Authorized in WRDA 92; policy currently under development
® Used very successfully by FS and NPS

® Permits non-Corps interests to donate funds and/or materials in support
of Corps recreation and environmental programs

IV. PUBLIC INFORMATION/EDUCATION.

1. Visitor Centers.
® Initiated visitor center program in mid 1970’s.

® Provides interpretive information to the visiting public about Corps,
mission, visitor safety, and geographic area.

2. Interpretive Services and Outreach Program (ISOP)
® Designed to improve the efficient and effective manner at the first level
so as to enhance understanding of both the Corps and the public’s roles
and responsibilities.
® Goals

- Achieve management objectives using interpretive techniques

- Provide environmental education to foster voluntary stewardship of
natural, cultural, and created resources.

- Incorporate Corps Civil Works and military missions and
accomplishments into interpretive programming.

- Improve visitor and employee safety using interpretive techniques.

- Use outreach to accomplish ISOP goals, including interpreting Corps
missions, promoting stewardship, saving lives, and solving
management problems. As part of the interpretive process,
encourage interest in math and science, including career interest.
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- Enhance the visitors’ experience and enjoyment by anticipating their
needs and providing interpretive resources to meet those needs.

3. Water Safety. The Corps is a recognized leader in water safety and has
developed an aggressive program to reduce the number of water-related fatalities.

Fatalities have reduced by over 50 percent since 1971.

4. Opportunities

While the Corps is in the.tourism industry, we have taken a passive role
in widely promoting use of facilities.

A more proactive public information program would inform the public of
the recreational opportunities at Corps lakes.

Increased use would improve occupancy rates of existing facilities at a
minimal cost and create a net benefit to the government.

V. CURRENT EMPHASIS.

1. Accessibility.

The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 required Federal agencies to make
reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities in the provision
of Government facilities and services. The Americans With Disabilities
Act of 1990 (ADA)legislated the same requirement for state and local
governments and private industry.

Corps is participating on Recreation Access Advisory Committee to
advise the Architectural and Transportation Barriers Compliance Board
regarding guidelines for accessibility to recreation opportunities.

2. Recreation User Fees.

Nationwide polis indicate a public willingness to pay reasonable fees for
the use of quality recreation facilities, particularly if those fees are
returned to the site of the recreation opportunity.

Reduces the impact of the program on the Federal budget

:1§
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® Camping Fees
- Average fee of $8 per night
- Generate approximately $20 million in annual receipts
® Day User Fees
- Authorized by Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993
- Initiated in 1994
4 $2 per boat Iaunch;‘

4 $1 per person for use of swimming beach up to a maximum of $3
per vehicle

4 $25 for annual pass
¢ Estimated 1994 revenues of $5.6 million

3. Recreation Partnership Initiative (RPl). An effort to review all Corps lands
for potential development of public recreation opportunities by the private sector.

® Wil result in the advertisement for development of a number of sites on
Corps lakes in 1995,

® Has received positive reviews from the private sector, state parks
directors, and other Federal land managers.

4. Tourism.

® Entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with other Federal land
management agencies to advance tourism opportunities

® Chief of Engineers is a member of the Tourism Policy Council as
designated by a 1992 amendment to the National Tourism Act of 1981.

® Chief of Engineers is an ad hoc member of the board of directors of the
National Rural Tourism Development Foundation which was created by
Congress in 1990 to assist rural America in tourism development
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VI. CONCLUSIONS. The Corps outdoor recreation mission evolved during and
after the development of water resource projects. Today, the agency is a major
provider of recreation opportunities across the nation. Corps facilities complement
the many state, local and private sector-operated and maintained recreation
facilities at Corps projects.

Trend data indicates a continuing and growing demand for recreation
opportunities at Corps water resources projects in the future.

These factors, taken together, make the Corps outdoor recreation mission
equal to, and interreaited with, other purposes at our lakes and other projects. The
Corps continuing focus is on providing cost-efficient, quality services and facilities.
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TAB A
AUTHORITIES FOR THE CORPS OUTDOOR RECREATION PROGRAM

The Flood Control Act of 1844. Section 4 of this act provides in part that the
Chief of Engineers ... is authorized to construct, maintain, and operate public park
and recreational facilities in reservoir areas under the control of the War
Department, and to permit the construction, maintenance, and operation of such
facilities...

The Federal Water Project Recreation Act, Public Law 89-72. This act, passed in

1965, requires a non-Federal local sponsor to pay 50 percent of development costs
and assume responsibility for operation, maintenance and replacement of recreation
facilities at projects authorized subséquent to its passage. An OMB decision of 19
Dec 1972 requires the Corps to apply the cost-sharing principles of the act to
projects completed prior to its passage.

The Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, Public Law 88-578. This Act
provided the Corps authority to collect recreation user fees, for "use of specialized
sites, facilities, equipment or services furnished at federal expense.” The Act, and
its subsequent amendments, legislated the requirements for all Federal land
management agencies’ recreation entrance and user fee programs, and established
special accounts in the Treasury for each agencies’ fee receipts.

The 1986 Water Resources Development Act, Public Law 99-862. This act

assigned non-Federal interests 50 percent of separable recreation costs for new
starts, and prohibited the Corps from requiring recreation cost sharing sponsors
from assuming O&M responsibilities on additional Corps managed areas as a
condition for cost sharing.

The Water Resources Development Act of 1992, Public Law 102-580. Two
sections of the law are particularly significant to the Corps Recreation Program.

a. Section 203 - Voluntary Contributions for Environmental and Recreation
Projects. Authorizes acceptance of contributions of cash, funds, material, and
services from anyone except project sponsors of water resources projects.for
environmental protection and restoration or for recreation.

b. Section 225 - Challenge Cost-Sharing Program for the Management of
Recreation Facilities. Provides authority to develop and implement a program to
accept contributions of funds, materials, and services from non-Federal public and
private entities to be utilized in managing recreation facilities and natural resources.

N

A-1 N
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The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993, Public Law 103-66. This act
authorized the Corps of Engineers to expand its recreation user fee program by
charging user fees for day use facilities. There is no authority for charging
entrance fees at Corps operated recreation areas. This act aiso removed the
previously legislated requirement to provide a free campground at all Corps projects
where camping facilities are provided.
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Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and members of the Commitiee. My
riame is Tom Grasso and | am a Staff Atorney for the Chesapeake Bay
! Foundation. The Chesapeake Bay Foundation (CBF) is the largest private,
non-profit environmental organization dedicated to the protection and
restoration of the Chesapeake Bay and iis resourceé. With programs in
environmental education, land conservation and environmental advocacy,
CBF is involved in all aspects of the Chesapeake Bay cleanup effort. We

have aver 87,000 members, with over 45,000 in Maryland.

On behalf of CBF | want to thank the Cq/rp/mjg\tee for inviting us to
testify here today on ways in which the Army Con;s of Er;é_;ineers' Civil Works
Program can, shouid, and does participate in helping to restore the
Chesapeake Bay's natural resources. CBF's philosophy is a simple one, we
believe any one and ev.eryone who has a mind to do so can help in Saving

the Bay. In the State of Maryland alone, we have lost over 73% of our
historic wetlands base, the Bay's oyster fishery is at loss than 1% of its
historic level, and the Bay continues to be plagued by an excess of nutrients
and toxic pollution, However there is some good news. We are seeing
signe of recavery in our submerged grasses anq most recently a revival of

our striped bass fishery.
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It comes ag no surprise to this Committee that in the past the mission
of the Corps was different. Activities regulated by and undertaken by the
Corp of Engineers may have actually contributed to the depletion of the
Bay's natural resources. Today, we believe that mission has changed for the
positive and, | am here to talk to you aboﬁt the future. The following is a
brief outline of some of the things that this Committee and the Army Corps
of Engineers can do ta help replenish the Bay's resources. Because of the
expertise and capabliities of the Army Corps of Engineers it is uniquely
situated to participate and assist other state and federal agencies in this
effort.

Already the Corps participates in the tristate'Chesapeake Bay Program
along with other federal agencies and should continue to do so. In
particular, in the Bay Programs' Tributary Strategy's calls for restoration of
wetlands and aquatic habltat. The Corps of Engineers restoration activities
should play a integral role in achieving the Bay Program's goal of 40%
reduction in nitrogen and phoaphorus loading to the Bay by the year 2000.

The Corps regulation of activities in waters and wetlands under Section
404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act
remains an essential strategy responsibility for stemming the tide of wetlands

8
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losses and éﬁéuring appropriate mitigation of those losses through creation
and restoration of wetlands and aquatic systems. Unfortunately, mitigation
efforts by the Corps and state agencies r;ave been plagued by technical
difficuities in recreating successful wetlands. Difficulties arising from the lack
of inforr}naﬁon on cumulative impacts and the loss of local functions and
values of wetlands has added to the sometimes disappointing performance

of mitigation efforts to recreate wetlands in the local landscapes.

However, by faostering efforts between the Corps and non federal
interests with expertise in natural resources protection, this Committee can
provide the needed impetus to improve restoration performance. One way
to do so is the Committee’s inclusion of the Chesapsake Bay Environmental
Restoration Program Act 5.2020in its reauthdrizatlon of the Water Resources

-Development Act. This legislation would authorize $30 Mition dolkar pilot
program for the Corps to work with other non faderal agencies to design and
construct water related environmental resource projects in the Chesapeake

Bay.

Wetland restoration projects offer an .opportunity for forming
partnerships between foderal agencies, like the Corps, state, local and

private entiies. We foresee that the fun'ding provided in* 5.2020 would

4
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encourage a wide spread effort by the Corps and the Bay Program to involve
citizens in restoration efforts. For instance, the Chesapeake Bay
Foundation is working with the Chesapeake Bay Program's Habitat
Flestoration effort to involva cltizens and communities in wetland restoration
projects. 'Some of these citizen based activities may include planting
‘vegetation and monitoring water quality and biological communities in
degraded wetlands end streams restoration projects. These types of
projects not only help restora the natural resources but give citizens who
partidipate a vested interest in the Ibng term health of their local community
environment. CBF's education program, which takes over 35,000 school
aped children and adults each year on field trips across the Bay watershed
hae found that the personal interaction with the Bay to be one of the most

effective ways 10 connect people with their environment.

The Corp haa sought to use dredge material in a manner that has the
least environmental impacts. Unfortunately federal regulationa which require
the Corps to seek the least cost alternative for the disposal often
diecourages proposals with the least environmentalimpacts. A decision that
refies too heavily on a short term, least cost financial alternative will often
result in long term environmental costs. CBF recognizes that some

innovative uses of clean dredge material may result in a net positive for the

5
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Bay's resources. To ensure such a result, the planning process should
involve all affected enviranmental interests, For example, in the Poplar Island
Project which is a effort to create several typss of Bay habitat on an eroded
island on the Eastern Shore of the Chesapeake Bay, the hlanning process
is involving local watermen, environmental scientists, and federal and state
agencies, including the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service. By building into the
planning process early involvement of affected parties it is hope that the end

result will yield a project with net positive gain {0 the resources of the Bay.

Along with wetland restoration, we would also fike to see the Corps’
expertise used to assist in the reestablishment of aquatic habitat. The Corps
can play a critical role in the Bay wide effort to provide for fish passage at
dams and to remove stream barrieis that block migratory movement of fish.
In addition, another important activity: is reestablishment of aquatic reef
habitat for oysters. This has both economic and ecological implications,
The economic benefits of a sustainable oyster fishery in the Bay are fairly
obvious. However, we must also acknowledge the ecological benefits that
oysters provide in improving water quality through their filtering of nutrients
and sediments. This is just the beginning of many possible opportunities for

the Corps to engage in collaborative Bay restoration efforts,
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Mr. Chairman I'd fike to thank you for the opportunity to present this
testimony. f | can answer any questions you may have on CBF's efforts to

Save the Bay, I'd be happy to do so.
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STATEMENT OF JOHN LAMB, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, WALLEYES UNLIMITED OF
MoONTANA s

There has been much discussion concerning the value of recreation vs. the value
of navigation as it relates to the Corps prioritization of water usage and allocation.

The new “Missouri River Master Manual” attempts to argue against any redis-
tribution of historic water allocation from navigation to the storage reservoirs i.e.
recreational uses. This argument is reflected in the manuals review of cost vs. bene-
fit of each of these uses. .

Also, the new “Missouri River Master Manual” would seem to hint that tHe Corps
believe that any attempt to redistribute the existing allocation would be met with
strong opposition from the downstream congressional lobby. j

Don Pfau, Chairman of the Fort Peck Advisory Council testified at this commit-
tee’s field hearing held in Glendive, Montana, on October 11, 1993, that available
statistics show that the recreational benefit recovered from the upper river dams
amounted to almost $70 million dollars annually as compared to the approximate
$14 million dollar benefit received as a result of downstream barge traffic.

The potential for a much larger impact from recreation exists. However, due to
the Corps lack of involvement in development of recreational infrastructure, the in-
dustry is constrained.

The House of Representatives Majority Deputy Whip, Pat Williams, has pointed
out to Col. John Schaufelberger, that the “Missouri River Master Manual” fails to
factor into consideration the continuing costs for Federal investment in the naviga-
tion infrastructure in determining the relative value of recreation vs. navigation.

The management of Fort Peck bake by the Corps has been devastating to the rec-
reational industry in our area.

"Missouri River Country” is comprised of eight counties, six of which border Fort
Peck bake. The total population of this area according to the 1990 census is 45,980.
It has been estimated that there are at least 400 jobs existing today which are di-
rectly related to tourism of Fort Peck bake.

During the ten year period which ended in April of 1990, the city of Glasgow lost
19 percent of its population, experiencing the 5th largest decline in Montana. Not
only has our area endured a ten year drought, it has also been suffering from an
economic drought. Our only hope for the future is for the economic benefits which
we see the potential for at Fort Peck bake.

It is hard to imagine why our area has suffered while the State of Montana has
experienced a 26 percent growth rate over a 7 year period in non-resident travel.
However, the reality of that increase is that it is occurring in Western Montana—
not Eastern Montana. The State Tourism Program is willing to invest more market-
ing dollars into Eastern Montana but needs to know that there is adequate facilities
and infrastructure in place.

The problem that we are having is the manner in which the Corps is willin%1 to
make investments in recreational infrastructure. In the 56 years that the Corps has
managed Fort Peck Lake, they have provided only five locations on the Lake
(240,000 acres) where drinkable water is available. Up until last year, most of the
Corps managed facilities were without toilets.

Can you imagine planning a family vacation at the Corps facility at Bone Trail
on Fort Peck Lake. First you must drive your family on 60 miles of gravel/dirt road
to arrive at a facility with no water, no toilets, no parking area, no camping area
and if you are unfortunate enough to be there when it is raining, you would discover
that the roads are quickly rendered so impassible as to make departure impossible.
I am not surprised that this area receives little or no use. I don’t think the Corps
should be surprised either, as a matter of fact, I think they don’t want any usage.
They have repeatedly demonstrated that they have a vested interest in limiting pub-
lic use because they have plans for the water and financial resources downstream.

An example of Corps management policies at Fort Peck Lake are best reflected
in the problem at Crooked Creek Marina. The operator of Crooked Creek Marina
testiﬁeg at the Glendive field hearing about how he planned for and constructed the
Marina with the assistance, guidance and approval from the local Corps resource
and recreational manager. Then, because of Corps decisions downstream, this water
was removed from Crooked Creek Marina and it was unable to OEerate for 5 years.
This kind of management not only discourages economic growth but quite honestly
puts hardworking people out of work.

There appears to be no cohesive plan for the Corps recreational responsibility.
They lack a mission statement containing goals, objectives, strategies and time-
tables for investment in recreational infrastructure. This is an example of no plan-
ning—not poor planning.
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They do, however, have a mission and it is best reflected in their proposed “reor-

anization”. This reo§anization has been proposed under the guise of President

linton’s National Performance Review Initiative. With this opportunity, the Corps
is planning to bury their recreation and natural resource mission under a new level
of engineering managers.

When 1 go to the dentist, it does not occur to me to ask him to check under the
hood of my truck. I can't imagine asking an engineer to remove my gall bladder,
so why would I want an engineer to manage Fort Peck Lake? Would anyone con-
sider putting a hydro-power engineer in charge of Yellows tone Park?

The Corps is the second largest provider of water-based recreation in the United
States—they need to be required to take the job seriously!

There is something very wrong about this proposed reorganization and I think
that it is best reflected in a letter which was written to Dr. John Zirschky on April
8, 1994, from Donald Dunwoody, Chief of the Natural Resources Management Divi-
sion for the Missouri River Division.

Under the existing structure, we have a lake manager who has a staff and a
budget and the authority that goes along with it. Even without the support from
the Corps leadership, he does a good job with the resources he has. I guess he is
doing so good a job that the Corps wants to give him another boss—the local hydro-

ower engineering manager. The question is why? In Montana, we believe that if
1t’s not broke then leave it alone. Engineering management of this national treasure
isn’t going to solve any of our problems—only serve to quiet things up.

We are missing out on the potential for strong economic recovery in our area be-
cause of the Corps lack of commitment to the natural resource and recreational mis-
sion at Fort Peck Lake. Fort Peck Lake is a national treasure that deserves much

better treatment than it has received under 60 years of Corps stewardship. It is
a resource rich in wildlife, clean water and wide open spaces. Montana surrendered
260,000+ acres of farmland in the 30’s so that America could put hungry families
to work. Montana deserves at least the equivalent of that loss returned in the form
of increased recreational opportunities.

The Corps manages this reservoir as if it were their own private holding tank to
use as they see fit to satisfy their downstream interests. They have refused to spend
anX meaningful amount of money in the development of the recreational resource.

good example of their management plan is the “cost-share dollars” approach.
Under this policy, no money will be allocated or spent on recreational infrastructure
at Fort Pecﬁ Lake unless the State of Montana or my community puts up half of
the money. What this amounts to in reality is a very clever way to just say no to
investment in recreation infrastructure.

It sounds reasonable enough, unless you ask the question of how are my neigh-
bors and I, all 45,980 of us, going to come up with the millions of dollars that it
will take to make Fort Peck Lake a point of destination?

The State is still waiting for the Corps to contribute “cost-share” dollars for the
Miles City Hatchery which was built specifically to provide fish for Fort Peck Lake.
Where is the Corps contribution to the annual planting efforts undertaken by the
State on their behalf because the Corps doesn’t leave enough water in the lake to
permit natural reproduction. Apparently, the Corps don't do fish—I guess it's not
1in their recreation operating plan, unless of course it’'s been court-ordered as it was
at Lake Koocanusa, where the Corps spent millions of dollars building a fish hatch-
er}i‘ and investing in recreational infrastructure.

here is a real problem with the “cost-share” management strategy—and it's be-
cause it only applies to recreation. The Corps had no problem spending 15 million
dollars replacing the dam’s pen-stocks (no cost-share dollars). The Corps had no
problem spending 200 million dollars rip-rapping the entire 800 miles from Sioux
City to the mouth of the Missouri River (no-cost share dollars).

he “cost-share” dollar management approach is simply a clever way to say
maybe when you really mean no!

As if to add insult to injury, the Corps has put into place a plan to charge $2.00
to launch a boat on Fort Peck Lake. I guess this is their way of punishing us for
continuing to use Corps facilities, such as they are. Maybe they need the poor folks
in Eastern Montana to help raise the $500 million dollars necessary to fix the $30
million dollar channelization screw-up in the Florida Everglades?

We don’t deserve this kind of treatment by the people who have been entrusted
with this national treasure.

Each year remains much the same as the last—yes, the

potential for real progress and economic lgrowth is here, however, we need a stew-
ard of the Lake who has a plan, a vision for the future and who will see to it that
Montana receives it’s fair share of the water and the economic benefits which have
flowed downstream for 56 years.
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A few numbers:

* Montana receives 6.5 percent of the power contributed from Fort Peck Dam.

*The point here is that billions of dollars of energy have been provided elsewhere.
It is estimated that $10-$12 billion worth of flood protection has been provided with
the assistance of Fort Peck Dam. These are good things—things we can all be proud
of, however, let us not forget that maybe some of that economic benefit should be
returned to Montana.

Fort Peck Lake and the surrounding Charles M. Russell Game Refuge is a na-
tional treasure, every bit as special as any other area. Due to the cooperative work
of the people of “Missouri River Country” a good balance has been planned for Fort
Peck Lake. The needs of the environment and it’s wildlife have been carefully bal-
anced with the needs of reasonable recreation and public use and enjoyment of this
treasure.

We have taken our responsibilities seriously and it is reflected in the work of the
“Fort Peck Advisory Council” and it’s development of the “Master Plan for Fort Peck
Lake”. With the help of the local Lake Manager, DNRC, BLM, DFWP, USFWS, six
county commissioners and elected officials, a cohesive, comprehensive plan has been
developed which minimized the potential for recreational impact, thus preserving for
future generations this national treasure.

The problem remains that there is no commitment being made by the leadership
of the Corps. The Corps leadership would seem to be in a constant state of turn-
over—each new commander just wants to maintain the status-quo which if the last
156 years is any example means each year will continue to be much the same as the
ast. :

In conclusion, I realize that I've brought a very local problem to this committee
which has a responsibility to oversee the interests of the entire nation. But I believe
that if our problem is an indication of how the Corps is fulfilling its responsibilities,
then it is everyone’s problem.

Perhaps the Corps are right, now is the time to change and reorganize, however,
not how they envision that change. If the Corps is to remain in the recreational
business, then they need to take the job seriously; develop a mission statement
which outlines their goals, objectives, strategies and timetables for implementation.
Staff the program with people who are trained and qualified to accomplish the mis-
sion. Prepare an annual marketing and budget plan to accomplish the mission. De-
velop a 5 and 10 year plan for development and marketing strategy.

Those people who are affected by this plan should be included in the planning
process. It is, after all, these people who will be helping to protect the resource and
ensure that it is available for future generations.

Finally, I would ask this committee to address several things immediately:

1) Eliminate the “cost-share” management approach as it is killing the efforts of
poorer areas who ¢ould never afford to raise the kind of money necessary.

2) Provide the enabling legislation to permit the current cottage-lease holders the
opportunity to purchase their cabin sites. This will allow them to borrow money,
make improvements and build a tax-base which will be capable of supporting county
maintenance of the roads.

3) Invite me back next year—use Fort Peck Lake as the measure with which to
judge progress by the Corps on these issues! -

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, I appreciate the opportunity to testify
today on the Water Resources Development Act of 1994. My name is Scott Faber,
and 1 am Director of Floodplain Programs for American Rivers, a national conserva-
tion organization dedicated to the protection and restoration of our nation’s rivers
and streams. I am testifying today on behalf of American Rivers, the Environmental
Defense Fund, and the National Audubon Society.

Our nation’s flood control policies are badly in need of reform. For more than two
centuries, the Corps of Engineers has relied on structural engineering solutions to
control flooding, exchanging heavy environmental costs for uncertain flood control
benefits. Despite this multibillion dollar investment in structural flood control, per
capita flood losses have more than doubled since 1951, as we continue to build our
homes and businesses in flood-prone areas.

Instead of using floodplains and their associated wetlands to store and slowly con-
vey stormwater, the Corps of Engineers has sought to control flooding with practices
designed to drain our watersheds quickly and then to compensate for increased
mainstem flooding by constructing levees. This philosophy has focused on a single
purpose—removal of water—and, despite the Corps’ much heralded new “environ-
mental” focus, is still the approach used in the vast majority of current and pending
civil works projects.

’
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A New Mission: Watershed Management

Given the number of vulnerable homes and businesses located in our nation’s
floodplains, there will continue to be a need for thoughtful and aPpropriate struc-
tural flood control projects. But, we must begin to address the problems of the flood-
ing where they begin—in our watersheds. at we are proposing today is a fun-
damental shift in the way that the Corps of Engineers approaches flood control. The
Corps of Engineers should adopt a multi-objective wat/ersﬁed approach that controls
flooding through the preservation and restoration of natural flood control functions
throughout our nation’s river basins, and through relocation and relocation and
other non-structural alternatives that reduce the risk of flooding to those currently
living in flood-prone areas. .

In the wake of the greatest flood of this century, Congress acted quickly to pass
the Hazard Mitigation and Relocation Assistance Act of 1993, landmark legislation
that will allow more than 5,000 flooded homes and businesses to be relocated from
flood-prone areas throughout the Midwest. Congress made certain that non-struc-
tural flood control alternatives, like relocation and wetlands restoration, were avail-
able. To prevent future flood losses, we must not only continue to move people and
property out of harm’s way but must also make watershed management and the
preservation and restoration of natural flood control functions unambiguous mis-
gions for the Corps of Engineers, and make certain that current and pending civil
works projects reflect this new approach. We must also recognize that the States,
not the Corps of Engineers or the Soil Conservation Service, are our floodplain man-
agers, and that we must tailor our Federal flood control programs to facilitate
strong State floodplain and watershed management.

Threats to Rivers

Scientists increasingly tell us that the main threat to America’s rivers today
comes not from pollution but the physical and biological transformation of rivers
and their watersheds. As our rivers are altered to provide water transportation, (glen-
erate power, reduce flood hazards and provide water for our farms, cities and indus-
tries, their natural physical, chemical and biological processes have been damaged
or destroyed. The loss of riparian and aquatic habitat has led to the decline or ex-
tinction of more than one-third of North America’s fish species.

Healthy river systems are incredibly dynamic. As nutrients, sediments and orga-
nisms are transported downstream, water and organic materials are constantly
added to the mix. Most of these materials come from the surrounding terrestrial
system, with the land-water boundary, known as the “riparian zone,” acting as a
critical valve or filter that regulates the exchange. Riparian zones and their associ-
ated wetlands also act as natural sponges, absorbing and filtering polluted flood-
waters over time. In places where tﬂe anks of streams are cleared, straightened
and replaced with rocks or concrete to reduce flood hazards, the natural values of
associated wetlands and floodplains—controlling and filtering runoff, providing habi-
tat, and adding nutrients—are eliminated.

Although river flow is highly variable over the course of a year, the seasonal tim-
ing of high and low flows is fairly predictable. When rivers flood, they alter the
shape of the stream, scouring new channels and inundating riverside land, deposit-
ing sediments, and building new banks and beaches. This function is as important
to healthy river ecosystems as fire is for maintainini Prairies. For many fish spe-
cies, this flood “pulse,” called the “natural hydrograph” by scientists, not only trig-
ﬁers spawning and migration but also allows fish to reach seasonally inundated

oodplain nursery and spawning habitat.

Scientists increasingly understand how the destruction of these natural hydrologic
cycles have contributed to the destruction of our aquatic ecosystems. And while local
communities have taken the lead in adopting cost-effective stormwater, floodplain
and water supply management programs that utilize natural hydroloﬁic processes,
the Corps of Engineers continues to pursue its primary missions, flood control and
navigation, by altering the hydrology and other physical characteristics of rivers and
their watersheds.

While environmental restoration has become a part of the Corps’ mission, it is al-
most exclusively through efforts to mitigate for negative environmental impacts.

Our Water Management Systems Are Inefficient

Increasingly, our nation’s water management systems are at war with each other,
leading to higher flood losses, the loss of aquatic species, and the degradation of our
drinking water supplies. The management of our water resources is at the merc
of an uncoordinated collection of Feferal, State and local programs for flood control,
water quality and pollution control, watershed management, erosion control and
groundwater protection. At the Federal level, there are at least 25 subdivisions of
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12 departments and agencies that have some responsibility for flood control. At the
same time, States administer locally adopted and enforced land-use regulations, and
local governments oversee local drainage and stormwater management. A similarly
disaggregated hierarchy of agencies are responsible for the protection of our drink-
ing water supplies. Full coordination of the many separate programs that address
these water resources functions does not exist within and between these different
levels of government, subjecting the overall management of our rivers to the tyr-
anny of small decisions.

These competing water management systems often solve one problem by shifting
it elsewhere, creating a disintegrated and inefficient approach to river and water-
shed management. Increasingly, these tensions are translated into higher costs for
taxpayers and rate payers as the deterioration of water quality requires more ex-
pensive methods of water treatment,.

Reassessing Current Priorities

Many flood control projects currently under construction or review by the Corps
of Engineers continue to reflect the faulty flood control policies 9f the past. Instead
of using the natural flood control functions of floodplains and their associated wet-
lands to store and slowly convey stormwater, the (gorps of Engineers continues to

ropose projects that force our nation’s rivers into ever-tighter channels, increasing
ood heights, accelerating flows, and creating a false sense of security that actually
encourages the development of flood-prone areas. !

Los Angeles River, California

The Corps of Engineers has proposed, for example, to further alter the Los Ange-
les River, an urban river that has been channelized and partly buried beneath the
city. While only 13 miles of the 55-mile river remain in a natural State, these “living
sections” account for most of the remaining riparian habitat in Los Angeles County.
The Corps has proposed a 21-mile-long flood control project in a drainage area that
already includes five major reservoirs, 22 debris basins, and 470 miles of channel
improvements. This project, dubbed “21 miles of urban blight” by local planners, will
further degrade economic values in poor communities and will negatively impact
several sensitive, endangered or threatened species.

Trinity River, Texas

Past alterations of the Trinity have contributed to the decline of the Paddlefish,
a state-listed endangered species. Now, the Corps has proposed to extend the Dallas
Floodway, located near the confluence of the Elm Fork and the West Fork of the
Trinity, by nine miles. Included in the project is a 22-mile levee and floodway sys-
tem with a 9.1 mile channel along the Trinity, 4.1 miles of channel improvements
along White Rock Creek, and 5.4 miles of channel improvements to divert Five Mile
Creek. The new channel would require the clearing of bottomland hardwood forests,
critical nesting habitat for the Bald Eagle. .

These projects are representative of the kinds of environmentally destructive
projects the Corps of Engineers continues to construct. Still other potentially de-
structive projects that further review: a flood control project on the Big Sioux River
in South Dakota; the Seven Oaks Dam in California; the Passaic River tunnel in
New Jersey; proposed tidal floodgates on the Saugus River in Massachusetts (see
Appendix A). - .

’lPhese and dozens of other projects are indicative of the approach the Corps has
taken and continues to take to water resources, a legacy that no longer reflects the
broader environmental objectives that Congress has established in the National En-
vironmental Policy Act, the Endangered Species Act, the Clean Water Act and the
Safe Drinking Water Act. The construction of these projects actually conflicts with
many of the goals Congress has set for other agencies that manage our natural re-
sources. We urge the Committee to take a hard look at current and (l)ending water
resources projects to make certain they simultaneously control flooding and meet
the nations’s f;roader environmental objectives. :

1Robert N. Stavins and Adam B, Jaffe, Unintended Impacts of Public Investments on Private
Decisions: The Depletion of Forested Wetlands, The American Economic Review, 80:337 (1990).
Nearly one-third of the wetlands lost in the Mississippi Valley were lost because of private deci-
sions induced by Federal flood control projects. Construction of flood-control and drainage

rojects caused a higher rate of conversion than would have occurred if the projects has not been
gui{t, as Federal projects allowed farming where it could not have otherwise occurred. Of all
the factors that landowners considered before draining wetlands, flood protection and-drainage
provided by Federal projects had the largest impact, generating a negative externality not con-
sidered when the decision to build a flood control project is made.
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New Directions

The Water Resources Development Act of 1992 gave the Corps of Engineers the
authority to adopt a watershed-based approach to ecosystem management, and in-
cluded site specific authorizations and demonstrations such as the Anacostia River
Watershed study. Each of these studies directs the Corps to perform comprehensive
watershed planning, management and restoration through wetlands restoration,
sediment controls, stormwater management and other conservation and flood con-
trol tools. We urge the Committee to direct the Corps to perform comprehensive wa-
tershed planhing, management and restoration in the Los Angeles River watershed,
the Des Plaines River watershed, and the Saugus River watershed.

Stormwater Management

Scientists have increasingly found that within a watershed where lakes and wet-
lands are preserved or restored, water is released at different rates and reaches the
channel at different times. A recent report found for every 1 percent increase in the
area of a watershed’s wetlands, a flood’s peak flow in the streams that drain that
watershed is reduced by an average of 3.7 percent.2 In the Midwest, where the
Great Flood of 1993 left more than 70,000 people homeless, more than 19 million
acres of wetlands that once helped to store floodwater and then release it slowly
back into the stream have been replaced by flood control and drainage structures
designed to move water off the landscape as quickly as possible. Researchers have
found that peak flows increase substantially after drainage. One researcher study-
ing the effect of wetlands losses on streamflows in Wisconsin found that flood peaks
might be as much as 80 percent lower in basins with significant lake and wetland
area.d Others have come to similar conclusions, finding that the hydrologic deten-
tion function of wetlands can reduce the size of flood pulses. 4 In fact, the Corps of
Engineers has already utilized these functions to control flooding in the Charles
River watershed in Massachusetts.

As part of these efforts to simultaneously meet the objectives of flood loss reduc-
tion and aquatic ecosystem restoration, we believe that Congress should go further
and explicitly grant the Corps of Engmeers the authority to implement non-struc-
tural flood control efforts that limit stormwater runoff. As you know, the 1944 Flood
Control Act creates a separation of responsibilities between the Corps of Engineers
and the Soil Conservation Service (SCS), instructing the Corps to manage large riv-
ers and the SCS to manage watersheds. That division often prevents the Corps from
addressing the causes ofg flooding—stormwater management practices throughout
the watershed. We believe the management practices that have the greatest poten-
tial to simultaneously reduce flood losses, improve the quality of our drinking water
supplies and protect and restore aquatic habitat are those practices that restore and
preserve natural hydrologic detention functions throughout the watershed. The flood
control efforts of the Corps of Engineers, currently focused structural solutions to
mainstem flooding, should be enlarged to include non-structural measures, including
wetlands restoration, that reverse the effects of tributary channelization, and re-
quire coordination with SCS and other water management agencies. This enlarged
role in stormwater management should require that the Corps of Engineers, work-
ing cooperatively with other Federal, State and local agencies, address a variety of
water resources needs simultaneously.

Aguatic Ecosystem Restoration

In 1992, Congress included major new provisions and themes reinforcing the
Corps of Engineers’ emerging environmental mission in the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act. We now ask the Committee to go further in the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1994 and to establish aquatic ecosystem restoration as an explicit
mission of the Corps of Engineers.

2Misganaw Demissie and Abdul Khan, Influence of Wetlands on Streamflow in Illinois, Illi-
nois State Water Survey for the Illinois Department of Conservation, at 49 (1993).

81(%158 2]?ovn;skl Hydrology of Wisconsin’s Wetlands, U.S. Geologlcal Survey, Madison, Wiscon-
sin

4gee generally C.H. Prior and J.H. Hess, Floods In anesota Ma nitude and Frequency,
Minnesota Department of Congervation (1961) C.T. Haan and H nson, Hydraulic Model
of Runoff from Depressional Areas, American Society of Cultural Eng’meers, 11:364-367 (1968).
D.W, DeBoer and H.P. Johnson, Simulation of Runoff from Depression Characterized Water-
sheds, American Society of Agricultural Engineers, 14(4)615—680 (1971). K.L. Campbell and
H.P. Johnson, Hydrologic Simulation of Watersheds with Artificial Drainage, Water Resources
Research 11(1) :120-126 (1975). I.D. Moore and C.L. Larson, Effects of Drainage Projects on
Surface Runoff from Small Depressional Watersheds in the North Central Region, Water Re-
sources Research, Bulletin 99 (1979).
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In Sec. 306 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1990, Congress provided
that the Corgs “shall include environmental protection as one of the primary mis-
sions of the Corps of Engineers in planning, designing, constructing, operating and
maintaining water resources projects.” Section 307 also mandated that the Corps
develop an action plan to use its water resources authorities to accomplish net wet-
land restoration. Igespite these authorities, the Corps has generally believed that it
could not engage in aquatic ecosystem restoration unless the project involved modi-
fications to existing Corps projects and only if all existing project purposes are kept
fully intact. It has typically defined its environmental mission as protection of fish
and wildlife habitat, terminology that has resulted in a focus on the direct habitat
uses of identifiable species. This interpretation fails to encompass other impacts as-
sociated with structural flood control projects, such as negative impacts on drinking
water supplies, and focuses project purposes on the construction of nesting areas
rather than efforts that might preserve the natural hydrology and biological integ-
rity of whole aquatic systems. .

he Corps has been the managing partner in the development of a flood control
system that has virtually destroyed the natural values of the Everglades ecosystem
from its headwaters near Orlando through the coral reefs of the Florida Keys. The
Kissimmee River restoration project, which will partially compensate for the envi-
ronmentally-destructive channelization that occurred in the 1960s, is without doubt
the best example of the Corps of Engineers evolving mission. The construction of
the flood control project, coupled with basin development and upland drainage prac-
tices, significantly reduced wetland habitat and degraded water quality, causing a
precipitous crash in fish and wildlife populations. The environmental restoration
project, currently under construction, will allow the river to resume its meandering
course south to Lake Okeechobee. Other restoration projects that mitigate for the
negative consequences of flood control projects, including the Savannah Harbor
project-in South Carolina, the Calcasieu River and Pass project in Louisiana, the
Fern Ridge Lake project in Oregon and the Homme Lake project in North Dakota,
have been completed. Ten additional projects, including a restoration project for the
Anacostia River, our nation’s most endangered urban river, have been approved for
implementation. An additional 34 projects are in the feasibility study phase.

Section 1135 Program

We believe the Committee should use the opportunity of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1994 to expand and improve on these significant successes. Section
1135 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 gave the Corps of Engineers
the authority for a two-year demonstration project to implement changes in the
structure and operation of previously constructed projects to improve the environ-
ment. The Water Resources Development Act of 1988 extended this Erogram for
three years, and the Water Resources Development Act of 1990 made this program
permanent with an annual authorization of $15 million. The Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1992 increased the program’s annual authorization to $25 million.
To date, a series of legislative and administrative obstacles have prevented the
Corps of Engineers from fully meeting the intent of Congress. The Water Resources
Development Act of 1994 creates the opportunity to “fine-tune” this important pro-
gram so that the Corps can better accomplish its emerging environmental missions.

The Secretary is currently authorized to review the operation of water resources
projects constructed by the Corps of Engineers to determine the need for modifica-
tions in the structure and operations of such projects for the purpose of improving
the quality of the environment. First, we urge the Committee to explicitly direct the
Secretary to review the operation of all projects constructed by the Corps to deter-
mine the potential for such modifications. Furthermore, we urge the Committee to
broaden the Secretary’s authority to implement restoration projects that do not mod-
ify existing Corps of Engineers profjects so that the agency can begin to meet the
broader environmental objectives of aquatic ecosystem restoration. At a minimum,
we believe that the Secretary should be granted tKe authority to implement environ-
mental restoration projects in ecosystems impacted by the construction or operation
of a Corps of Engineers project.

One obstacle to the full implementation of the 1135 program lies in the require-
ment that local sponsors provide land and rights of way for both environmental res-
toration and non-structural flood control projects, and to allow local sponsors to con-
tribute in kind work to meet their cost-sharing obligations. Currently, the non-fed-
eral sponsor is required to provide all lands, easements, rights-of-way, including
suitable borrow ang dredged material disposal areas, and to provide a cash contribu-
tion in the amount needed to make its total contribution equal to 25 percent. We
believe that in-kind work, especially for the construction and design phases, should
be counted towards the local sponsors’ contribution.
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Another disincentive for the creation of Section 1135 projects is the management
of the program itself, as each projéct requires several levels of review. As you know,
the current approval process for !1135 projects requires several cumbersome and
timely phases of review, including a study initiation phase which has several levels
of review, and a subsequent and equally burdensome feasibility phase. Consistent
with the current reorganization of the, Corps of Engineers, we urge to Committee
to explicitly direct the Secretary to de1>elop a fast-track approach for 1135 projects
that do not exceed $1 million. ~

With these obstacles removed, the Corps of Engineers could become the engineer-
ing and environmental management firm, dispensing planning, design, construction
and financial assistance, that Congress envisioned when it tpassed the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1992. s;his expanding “Corps of Environmental Engi-
neers” may indeed become our nation’s premier water management, watershed pro-
tection and environmental infrastructure agency.

In anticipation of these developments, we urge the Committee to expand the size
and scope of this important program by increasing the Corps’ annual authorization
to $100 million. Furthermore, American Rivers has identified several environmental
restoration projects that are modeled after the Kissimmee River restoration project
and which would require Congressional authorization.

Columbia River

Dams on the Columbia and Snake rivers are responsible for the elimination of
more than 200 salmon runs and place 76 additional run risks in jeopardy of extinc-
tion. These operation of these dams by the Corps of Engineers, the Bonneville Power
Administration, and the Bureau of Reclamation, eliminates the spring freshet which
flushed young salmon to the sea, greatly increasing the length of time it takes juve-
nile salmon to migrate to the sea. ile ladders have been installed to accommodate
the passage of adults travelling upstream, no changes have been made to meet the
needs of smolts travelling downstream.

Since 1980, when Congress directed that “flows of sufficient quality and quantity,”
be provided for salmon through the Federal hydropower system and that fish be
given “equitable treatment” with other river uses, Federal dam operators have re-
moved juvenile salmon from the river, and trucked or barged them downstream.

_-Fish runs have continued to decline.

The reservoir behind John Day Dam is the longest on the lower Columbia, slowing
salmon migration significantly. According to calculations by the Corps of Engineers,
the lowering of John Day Pool would adequately increase flows to meet the needs
of juvenile salmon. During dry years, for example, operation at minimum operati

ing of the pool would not significantly disrupt navigation or hy-
droelectric generation,\it would require some modifications to existing structures, in-
cluding the extension of irrigation pump intakes, modification of public and private
wells, the extension or reconstruction of some recreational facilities, mitigation for
lost wildlife habitat, moéiﬁcation of fish ladders, and minor modifications to locks

‘and dams (See Appendix B).

Upper Mississippi River

The absence of a system-wide arproach to the management of the

Upper Mississippi River has placed the headwaters of the nation’s most-storied
river on the verge of ecological collapse. The Environmental Management Program
created by the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 has led to the creation
of habitat groject,s but has not addressed many of the river's most basic problems:
the loss of backwaters and aquatic vegetation, critical requirements for he. th¥ river
s}y;stems. An increasing number of river biologists warn that critical ecological
thresholds may soon be crossed, which will lead to a rapid, perhaps irreversible loss
of biodiversity throughout the system.

The Long Term Resource Monitoring Program, created as part of the Environ-
mental Management Program, should be modified to facilitate development of an
ecosystem manaﬁement plan for the Upper Mississippi River system. Despite the
successes of the Environmental Management Program, the Mississippi River contin-
ues to decline. Shallow backwater lakes are being filled in with sediments which are
constantly resuspended in the water column by river navigation, reducing light pen-
etration needed for the growth of aquatic plants. Submerged vegetation and aquatic
insects will soon disappear and, without the vegetation and insects essential for wa-
terfow]l and other animals,—the river's ecosystem will collapse. This sequence of
events is inevitable whenever a river is impounded, and it is Yxappening to the Mis-
sissippi River with increasing speed (See Appendix C).
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The Great Confluence

Section 307 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1990 established, as part
of the Corps of Engineers’ water resources development program, an interim goal
of no net loss of the nation’s remaining wetlands and a long-term goal to increase
the quality and quantity of the nation’s wetlands. This section also established a
wetlands restoration and enhancement demonstration program, and authorized the
construction of a pilot project for Mud Creek, Arkansas to help improve the quality
of effluent discharged from a publicly owned treatment works operated by the City
of Fayetteville, We believe a wetlands demonstration project at the confluence of the
Mississippi, Missouri and Illinois rivers would simultaneously meet the goals set out
in Section 307 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1990, restore the health
of three rivers, and meet the needs of flood victims. This area remains heavily dam-
aged by the Great Flood of 1993.

Conclusion

The Water Resources Development Act of 1986 was the most comprehensive water
resources development legislation enacted by Congress since the New Deal and the
was the most environmentally sensitive water resources bill ever developed. Subse-
quent Water Resources Deveﬂ)pment Acts have expanded and improved that land-
mark legislation, moving the Corps of Engineers into watershed management,
wastewater reclamation and reuse, and the construction of environmental infra-
structure. The Water Resources Development Act of 1992 contained more environ-
mental provisions that the three previous omnibus Corps of Engineers bills, paying
particular attention to water quality.

Now, we urge the Committee too address faulty Corps of Engineers engineering
practices designed to drain our watersheds quickly. We urge you to require that the
Corps of Engineers adopt a multiobjective watershed approach that controls flooding
through the preservation and restoration of natural flood control functions through-
out all of our nation’s river basins and through the use of non-structural alter-
natives like relocation, used so successfully in the Midwest.

In keeping with this new approach, we urge the Committee to review current and
pending civil works projects to make certain that these projects reflect this new mis-
sion. Additionally, we urge the Committee to direct the Corps to perform com-
prehensive watershed planning, management and restoration for the watersheds of
the following rivers: the Los Angeles River (CA), the Trinity River (Tx), Duck Creek
(OH), the Saugus River (MA), the Mississippi River, the San Lorenzo River (CA),
the Santa Ana River (CA), the Big Sandy River (KY), Pond Creek (KY), the Wood
River (NE), the Passaic River (NJ), the American River (CA), the Des Plaines River
(IL). As part of these efforts to simultaneously meet the objectives of flood loss re-
duction and aquatic ecosystem restoration, we urge the Committee to explicitly
grant to the Corps of Engineers the authority to work cooperatively with other agen-
cies to develop and implement non-structural flood control efforts that manage
stormwater runoff. )

In order to build on the Corps’ emerging environmental mission, we ask the Com-
mittee to make aquatic e