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Executive Summary

No other federal agency has had - and continues to have - such a profound impact on the nation's environmentally
sensitive floodplains, waterways and coastal areas as the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The ongoing construction
and maintenance of Corps dams, navigation channels, flood control structures, and other water development projects
dramatically alter the nation's landscapes. Furthermore, this major government program costs federal taxpayers billions of
dollars each year, often for economically unjustified activities. While there are heartening signs of reform in the Corps Civil
Works program, many Corps districts continue to pursue environmentally harmful, financially wasteful water resource
projects. Still, we remain hopeful because various reforms have been advocated by certain members of the Corps leadership,
the Clinton Adminstration, and a number of key leaders in Congress.

Stopping the Corps projects listed in this report would save the federal taxpayer more than $6 billion in coming years and
prevent the destruction of irreplaceable wildlife habitat. Implementing the general policy reforms recommended in this
report would improve the planning of Corps projects and save billions more taxpayer dollars.

Together, Taxpayers for Common Sense (TCS) and the National Wildlife Federation (NWF) are seeking to redirect the Corps'
focus toward more fiscally and environmentally responsible management of the nation's water resources.

Reform of the Corps of Engineers is important to Taxpayers for Common Sense, which advocates elimination of unnecessary
"pork-barrel” spending and subsidies. Because the Corps traditionally serves as an avenue for such spending, TCS has
targeted the Corps as an agency in need of fiscal reform. TCS's participation in Troubled Waters is part of the Corps Watch
Network, a nationwide network of organizations that works to reduce wasteful Corps spending and subsidies. This is an
informal network to share information and strategies, and interested organizations are invited to participate.

Reforming the Corps is fundamental to the National Wildlife Federation's mission of improving floodplain management and
land use practices in delicate environments. In July 1998, NWF released Higher Ground, a report highlighting the skyrock-
eting costs of flooding and the use of woluntary property buyouts in the nation's floodplains as a means of reducing flood
risk and restoring riverine and coastal ecosystems. NWF's participation in the Troubled Waters report is part of a larger
"Greening the Corps" campaign which advocates approaches to water resource use that serve both people and our environ-
ment.

The 25 projects profiled in this report - found to be some of the worst Corps projects in the country - represent a challenge
to the Corps to re-evaluate the scope and focus of its mission. The report also challenges concerned citizens to engage the
Corps regarding the impacts and costs of Corps projects on a regional level, and to unite with national Corps reform efforts.

Unique and unprecedented circumstances are arising that could, with the help of activists and citizens, produce major
changes in the Corps ower the next few years. This is due in part to recent Clinton Administration initiatives and evolving
legislation, but it is also due to the increasing strength of grassroots efforts in many areas to influence the activities of
Corps districts. This overall movement toward a more responsible Corps is a common-sense goal shared by taxpayer advo-
cates, conservationists, and local communities across the country.

troubled waters 2



Overview

At the beginning of the 21st Century, the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, the nation's chief water resources agency, finds itself
adrift in troubled waters - lurching forward without a clear
direction or mission. Many organizations have long criticized
the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) for constructing enormously
expensive and environmentally harmfulwater projects that are
often driven far more by political motivations than national
need. Corps projects have
often beencharacterized by
long and bitter battles, some
ending in ecological
disasters. These battleshave
become landmarks in the
formation of public
attitudes toward
government waste, and
better environmental
protection.

The growing environmental
consciousness and tight
federal budgets of the past
two decades led many to
believe the era of large,
destructive, pork barrel-

.
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Georgetown Reservoir Castle, Washington, D.C. (Photo: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)

jetties, and pump sand onto beaches.

Although many of these projects have been critical to the
nation'seconomic development, numerous Corps projects have
demonstrated an owerreaching will to control nature, and a
naive belief that engineering has the capacity to
fundamentally replumb and reshape the nation's rivers,
floodplains and
coastlines. Countless
ecosystems and bill ions
of dollars continue to be
wasted in the
continuation of
traditional Corps
policies and programs,
which often fall short of
their objectives and too
often disregard
fundamental fiscal and
environmental
responsibilities.

The Corps is one of the
key levers the U.S.
Congress uses to pull

drivenprojects was becoming
a matter of history. It is
increasingly clear that as budget pressures ease and the federal
focus on Corps reform diminishes, a resurgence of wasteful and
damaging projects is looming on the horizon and inmany cases
has already begun.

The Legacy

The Corps is responsible for the construction and maintenance
of over 1,500 federal water resources projects in the United
States. Established in 1779, the Corps spent much of the 19th
and 20th Centuries building and deepening more than 140 ports
and harbors, constructing the nation's 11,000-mile network of
inland waterway navigation channels, 8,500 miles of levees
and floodwalls, and more than 500 flood control dams. More
recently, the Corps has expanded its Civil Works program into
coastal areas, spending federal funds to build seawalls and

pork-barrel projects into
individual Congressional
districts. The Corps’ biennial authorization bill, the Water
ResourcesDewvelopment Act (WRDA), is generally passed shortly
before the end of each Congress, in part to allow Members of
Congress to brandish newly authorized projects before
elections. Funding for these projects is typically provided in
the annual Energy and Water Development Appropriations bills.
Too often these projects only benefit select individuals or
industries, and there is limited leadership in Congress or the
White House to curtail this type of welfare.

When projects are guided by political interests or disguised
beneficiaries, the cost to the taxpayer and the environment
can be immense. The Corps has many guidelines that are
supposed to ensure projects are economically justified,
environmentally responsible and provide a fair retumn to the
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taxpayer. Some of these guidelines are heavily biased toward
large-scale construction solutions, and constrain creative
approaches. Other guidelines that mandate important fiscal
and environmental considerations are sometimes ignored by
the Corps or overruled by Congress when they prowve to be an
inconvenience.

The extreme political pressure placed on the Corps to carry
out construction without sufficient scrutiny has led to the
authorization of a large number of marginal or unjustified
projects. The Corps spends approximately $1.5 billion annually

Ice Harbor Dam, Washington (Photo: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)

constructing water resource projects, yet the agency currently
faces an enormous $27 billion backlog of projects already under
construction, and untold billions worth of projects authorized
for construction but not yetbegun. In recent WRDAs, Congress
has revived the imprudent practice of authorizing construction
projects “contingent" upon the completion of future studies.
The bills have been authorizing new projects faster than the
Corps can keep up, with $5 billion in WRDA 1996, and $6 billion
in WRDA 1999. Congress is currently contemplating a WRDA
2000.

Twenty-Five of the Most Wasteful
Projects

Troubled Waters identifies 25 of the most wasteful and
environmentally damaging Corps projects. With a federal cost
of more than $6 billion, the projects represent what many
grassroots taxpayer and conservation organizations have
identified as among the worst projects in their regions. In many
cases they illustrate recurrent problems with Corps programs,
and provide lessons for where changes are needed. The projects
identified are at virtually all stages, ranging from planning, to
near-construction, to under-construction, to constructed projects
that have continuing impacts. Some are old, long-stalled projects
that special interests are trying to revive and mowe forward.
Others are part of new waves of projects, like port deepenings
or new beach replenishment projects. Still others are make-
work projects for Corps districts and their contractors. All of
these should be halted. In many cases, far less expensive and
environmentally damaging alternatives are possible. Troubled
Waters aims to highlight the harm represented by many of the
worst projects, and to identify the need for a serious review of
Corps missions, programs, and procedures.

The Corps of Engineers Missions

Traditional Corps projects fall into two major categories:
navigation (ports and inland waterways) and flood damage
reduction (riverine and coastal). While it is arguable that Corps
projects have generally decreased in scale over the past century,
the overall financial costs and environmental impacts of these
projects are clearly skyrocketing, due in part to the increasing
rarity of aquatic wildlife habitat. To make matters worse, many
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of these projects are being constructed at the behest of local
dewvelopers, not with the national interest in mind.

Navigation

Ports and Harbors

With help from the Corps, port authorities across the nation are
engaged in a "race to the bottom," deepening their harbors to
accommodate an emerging class of huge new container ships.
Few ports, however, will ever see these megaships. Industry
analysts predict that these ships will visit a few hub ports, and
then feeder vessels will trans-ship goods to other “niche” ports.
To accommodate the largest of these ships, ports will have to be
at least 50 feet deep. More than a dozen U.S. ports are aiming
toward that end, forcing the taxpayer to subsidize a potentially
huge overcapacity of deep draft ports and leaving the
environment to deal with mountains of dredge spoils, some of
which are highly contaminated.

« In Savannah, Georgia, the Corps has recommended a $230 million
project to deepen the port to 48 feet. In their approval, the Corps
cited numerous problems with the economic justification and
environmental impacts of the deepening. The project's forecasted
benefits are predicated on growth unparalleled in the port's history,
and it would have severe impacts on a National Wildlife Refuge.

Savannah Harbor, Georgia (Photo: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)

Inland Waterways

The inland navigation system receives by far the greatest
percentage subsidy of any form of transportation. Barge
operators benefit from a 90% taxpayer subsidy, including 100%

Upper Mississippi Lock and Dam #15, Davenport, lowa and Rock Island,
llinois (Photo: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)

of operation and maintenance expenditures to maintain the
system. To justify construction of many of these waterways,
the Corps developed wildly optimistic traffic forecasts. Many
waterways carry a fraction of the traffic originally predicted,
while having enormous impacts on freshwater ecosystems. The
Corps is seeking to spend huge amounts of taxpayer dollars to
expand the system based on increases in traffic projections
that strain credulity.

* In a February 2000 affidavit, a Corps economist described senior
Corps officials’ efforts to justify a $1 billion exparnsion of locks on
the Upper Mississippi River. The economist had led a team that
studied the potential need for lock expansions for several years.
The team determined that lock expansions would not be
economically justified for decades, if ever. He was removed from
the project, and according to his affidavit, corroborating e-mails,
and internal Corps memoranda, the Corps manipulated economic
data to justify the project.

Flood Damage Reduction

Riverine

Although the Corps has spent more than $100 billion (in 1999
dollars) for structural flood damage reduction projects mostly
built since the 1940s, the nation's average annual flood damages
have climbed steadily to an all-time high of over $4 billion.
Concerns have been raised that structural projects (e.g. dams,
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levees, and channelizations) have induced more risky
development in floodplains and increased disaster costs. Much
attention has turned toward improving floodplain management
and using voluntary buyouts and other nonstructural
approaches to reduce flood risks. While the Corps recently
sought and received important new authority in WRDA 1999
for its "Challenge 21" program to begin to use nonstructural
approaches, the Corps continues to promote many extremely
damaging old-style flood control projects that drain wetlands
and floodplains for agricultural and urban development.
Nowhere is this more apparent than in the Mississippi Valley.

* In the lower Mississippi River basin, the Corps is planning to
spend more than $150 million to build the world's largest pump
system. This project would drain a wide expanse of wetlands and
bottomland hardwood forest for marginally productive agriculture
along the Yazoo River. Congressional supporters obtained a waiver
of all local cost-sharing for the project.

Clear Creek, Texas (Photo: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)

Shoreline Protection and Beach
Replenishment

The Corps is becoming increasingly involved in the re-creation
of artificial beaches along much of the Eastern Seaboard. The
agency is spending hundreds of millions of dollars to fight the
natural forces of erosion, sand shifting, and sea-level rise
without a clear understanding of the ecological effects and
the ultimate costs to the nation. The Corps currently has

o : M e

Beach Replenishment, New Jersey (Photo: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)

more than 100 shore protection and beach replenishment projects
at various planning and construction stages, most with a 50-
year maintenance commitment. The Clinton Administration
has tried to increase non-federal contributions for these projects,
and has refused to budget for new projects until significant
cost-sharing changes are enacted. Despite these efforts, Congress
has increased funding for beach replenishment projects. In
WRDA 1999, Congress authorized a dozen new projects, and in
a token response to the Administration, enacted only minor
local cost-sharing increases to future projects.

 In New Jersey, a series of Corps beach replenishment projects are
planned for 127 miles of the state's coastline. Experts hawe predicted
that the total costs could exceed $9 billion over 50 years. Little
thought is being given to planning a strategic retreat from the
coastlire as sea-level rise and natural erosion processes occur.

Corps at a Crossroads... again

Reform of the Corps has had many fits and starts. The Carter
Administration pushed the Corps toward a more environmental
role. The Reagan Administration helped to revise the Corps'
process of selecting and constructing water projects, and tried
to make project beneficiaries pay a greater share of project costs.
The 1986 Water Resources Development Act, enacted after a
standoff of almost 10 years, ushered in a new era of project
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cost-sharing and guidelines for project authorization, planning
and construction. In 1996, the non-federal cost-share for

structural flood control projects like levees and floodwalls was
increased. In WRDA 1999, the non-federal maintenance cost-
share for future beach replenishment projects was increased
slightly. Also, WRDA 1999 included Challenge 21, the new
nonstructural flood control program, and other changes to
encourage communities to choose nonstructural alternatives such
as setting back levees and using the floodplain for open space
like parks and greenways.

Towboat and Barge, Coastal Louisiana (Photo: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)

Crucial provisions enacted in 1986 are now in danger of being
lost. For example, key cost-sharing reforms for deep-draft harbor
dredging are under attack by port interests. Additional reforms
have been relatively modest, suggesting a weak Corps embrace
of environmental restoration and fiscal responsibility. One
explanation is the divide between national leadership of the
Corps and the district offices, as evidenced by the vastly different
attitudes and approaches of the Corps in different regions.
Another reason is that the Corps has not yet broken its strong
ties to industry and agribusiness, which fund Congressional
campaigns and play a large role in the selection of Corps projects.
These factors make it difficult for the Corps to remain cohesive
and consistent in its reform.

In the last decade, the Corps has moved into the area of
environmental restoration, in part to repair some of the damage
of existing Corps projects. In 1990, Congress made
environmental restoration a primary mission of the Corps, on
par with navigation and flood damage reduction. Restoration
of the Florida Everglades, damaged by Corps water diversions
and channelizations over the last 50 years, is estimated to
cost close to $8 billion. Coastal Louisiana, whose marshes
have been imperiled by the Corps’ alteration of the Mississippi
River, may need similar-scale restoration, the cost of which
could exceed $15 hillion. It is estimated that this region is
losing roughly a football field worth of wetlands every 30
minutes. Similar restoration projects could easily occupy the
Corps’ time, funding, and effort through the next century.
However beneficial, some of the efforts to undo the ecological
damage of Corps activity will prove costly. It is crucial to
avoid harmful new projects that will require costly new cleanups
and restorations.

Conservationists generally applaud the Corps' restoration
efforts, but view with concern the Corps' incursions into other
areas such as irrigation and local water supply. Recently, the
Corps has begun to participate in the construction of municipal
wastewater treatment facilities in selected cities and
Congressional districts - traditionally a function of local
communities. A number of these projects lay the groundwork
for development in the open space that surrounds existing
communities, potentially leading to urban sprawl.

The Corps is at a crossroads. The 19th Century thinking that
we can manipulate and control Mother Nature is changing. A
gap remains, however, between the Corps’ purported
commitment to environmental and fiscal responsibility and
the reality of Corps projects.

Cut the fat, Follow the rules, Pay
the fair share.

The research and the development of this report yielded several
policy recommendations (pp. 9-12) that would significantly
improve the projects constructed by the Corps, save the nation's
taxpayers billions of dollars and protect the nation's ecosystems
from significant damage. A number of the report’s
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recommendations can be distilled into three simple guidelines:
cut the fat, follow the rules, and pay the fair share.

Cut the fat. The Corps currently has a $27 billion construction
backlog that is growing. Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil
Works) Dr. Joseph Westphal announced at a February 2000
budget briefing, "But let me just tell you, the backlog is huge...
I believe it is time to do some deauthorization.” This backlog
has many contributors: it is the product of pork barrel politics
on the part of Congress, empire building and "make-work"
projects boosted by the Corps, and industries intent on
subsidies. Wasteful Corps projects, both new and existing,
should be submitted to rigorous economic analyses and
environmental impact reviews.

Salmon Barge, Snake River, Washington
(Photo: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)

Follow the rules. The Congress and the Corps have made
many rules in attempts to limit Corps activities to those that
are in the nation's interest, both economically and
environmentally. In many cases, the Corps has ignored or
circumvented these rules. The Corps has manipulated the
rules of economic evaluation to justify otherwise unjustifiable
projects. The Corps has ignored rules intended to protect

wetlands, and has constructed environmentally damaging
projects without effective environmental mitigation. In other
cases, standard local cost-share requirements have been reduced
or waived. The Congress and the Administration should rein in
the Corps and take responsibility to ensure taxpayers and the
environment do not suffer.

Pay the fair share. Cost-sharing by local interests is intended
to ensure that projects are truly needed, and that taxpayer
dollars are not wasted on overbuilt projects. Targeted and
directed user fees would reduce the overall federal expenditures
on port deepenings and inland waterway maintenance, and
ensure that navigation projects are located in areas where they
are cost-effective and environmentally prudent. Increasing the
local role in flood damage reduction projects, especially along
the coast, helps encourage wise floodplain management.

Conclusion

Today, we find part of the Corps looking ahead into the 21st
Century, and another part of the Corps stuck in the past.
Conservationists and taxpayer advocates are concerned that the
Corps often seeks new project opportunities with insufficient
regard for their impact - environmentally destructive or
protective, fiscally wasteful or prudent - rather than shifting
their mission and priorities to reflect the nation's desires for
fiscal restraint and a healthy environment. It is the responsibility
of the Congress and the Administration to redirect and reshape
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to accommodate this vision.
Stopping the 25 projects listed in this report and enacting the
policy recommendations will help steer the Corps out of troubled
waters.

troubled waters 8



policy recommendations

The Congress and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers have long worked hand-in-hand to build many financially wasteful and

environmentally harmful projects.

The following recommendations advise how this cycle can be broken.

Many of the

recommendations are followed by a list of supporting examples from the report. This section lists cross-cutting recommen-

dations, followed by mission-specific recommendations.

General

* Conduct national deauthorization review - The Corps cur-
rently has a $27 billion backlog of projects that Congress has
directed it to complete. The Corps of Engineers should con-
duct an extensive review of all currently authorized projects
in order to recommend deauthorization of Corps projects that
are out of date and environmentally and fiscally wasteful.
The Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1986 made
provisions for automatic deauthorization of projects that have
not received funding for ten years. However, unconstructed
and unjustified projects frequently are kept on life support
by periodic infusions of funding.

* Eliminate contingent authorizations - In recent years,
Congress has authorized a growing number of projects con-
tingent on or pending a favorable Chief of Engineers Report.
"Contingent authorizations" place extreme political pressure
on Corps bureaucrats to bend to local interests and recom-
mend project construction before evaluating all impacts. (Re-
cent "contingent authorizations”: Savannah Harbor, Colum-
bia and Willamette Rivers)

* Reject “mission creep” and restrict the Corps to its mis-
sions - The primary Corps missions are navigation, flood con-
trol, and environmental restoration. However, the first and
last projects in this report - an irrigation project and a project
to provide wastewater treatment and water supply facilities
around the country - demonstrate that the Corps has wan-
dered outside the agency’s missions. To gain a beachhead in
these areas, the Corps provides larger subsidies than these
projects would otherwise receive. Congress should restrict
the Corps to its primary missions and reform policies to en-
sure established mission areas are carried out in an economi-
cally and environmentally responsible manner. (Projects out-
side Corps missions: Eastern Arkansas Irrigation, Wichita River
Chloride, Environmental Infrastructure)

* Require Congressional authorization before expand-
ing a project - In some instances, the Corps has classified
significant expansions or rehabilitations of existing projects
as "maintenance” to avoid obtaining new Congressional au-
thorization. In doing so, the Corps is able to construct new
projects without first determining their true need, cost, and
environmental impacts. For example, the Corps has begun
expanding the channelization of the Big Sunflower River
flood control project to a length more than seven times
longer than the original project, but has designated the
expansion as "maintenance” to exempt it from required stud-
ies and cost-sharing requirements.

* Do not waive local cost-sharing - Cost-sharing by locali-
ties helps ensure that projects are genuinely necessary; a
local cost-share that is too low or non-existent increases
the demand for projects. A University of Pennsylvania study
of projects in WRDA 1986 found that requiring local benefi-
ciaries to pay more for projects reduced overall project spend-
ing by 35% and the federal portion by nearly 50% (DelRossi
& Inman). In some instances, cost-sharing has been waived
by Congress. In other cases, the Corps has generously des-
ignated the significant expansion of existing projects as
major maintenance (100% federal) instead of new construc-
tion (with a local cost-share) or used other gimmickry to
significantly reduce the local share of the cost. (Projects
given a reduced local cost-share: Jackson Port, Big Sun-
flower River and Yazoo Pump, St. John's Bayou, Wichita River
Chloride)

* Implement independent enforceable review of contro-
versial Corps studies - Even though Corps guidance and law
precludes economically unjustified projects, the Corps some-
times recommends projects with biased economic analyses.
Typical flaws range from low cost estimates to highly opti-
mistic traffic predictions or assumptions of other unlikely
benefits. Congress and the Administration should convene
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panels of qualified, independent reviewers to review eco-
nomic, engineering and environmental Corps studies of con-
troversial and large-scale projects. Their findings should be
enforceable in the Corps planning process. (Projects with
highly controversial Corps studies: Delaware River, Oregon
Inlet, Upper Mississippi River, White River, Chesapeake and
Delaware Canal, Yazoo Pump)

* Deny public funding to projects that provide only pri-
vate benefits - Several Corps projects are thinly disguised
as public projects, but many of them benefit just a few pri-
vate interests. Many inland navigation projects, for example,
subsidize the transportation costs of a few shipping and
agribusiness companies. In the case of beach replenish-
ment projects, some towns have taken advantage of feder-
ally funded Corps projects to replenish public beaches and
then restricted public access to the rebuilt areas, effectively
turning them into private beaches. Projects to rebuild pri-
vate beaches are supposed to be 100% locally funded.
(Projects that benefit a few private interests: Lock and Dams
at Minneapolis, New Jersey Beach Replenishment)

Navigation

* Conduct national review of inland navigation water-
ways. Decommission low volume waterways - The core
of the inland navigation system - the Mississippi, Ohio and
Illinois Rivers - provides significant economic benefits and
moves 90% of the nation's commercial navigation tonnage.
However, 17 of the remaining 26 river segments move just
2.6% of the commerce, and over the next sewveral years will
incur nearly 30% of the system's operation and maintenance
costs. (Candidates for review and decommission:
Apalachicola River, Missouri River, White River)

* Reduce federal share of Operation & Maintenance
(0&M) - Tolls, user fees or other cost-sharing measures
should be implemented to obtain at least a 50% non-
federal cost-share for inland waterway 0&M. Ongoing
maintenance costs on the inland waterway system are
paid entirely by the federal taxpayer. Without a local
cost-sharing measure, many expensive, wasteful water-
ways remain operational. (Waterways without 0&M
contributions: Upper Mississippi River, Lock and Dams

at Minneapolis, Apalachicola River, White River, Snake
River)

* Implement regional port planning - There is a "race to
the bottom" among U.S. ports to deepen harbors in hopes of
attracting an emerging class of megaships with 50+ foot drafts.
Though some deep draft harbors are necessary, not every port
need be deep to be economically competitive - the need for
smaller ports will remain. Widespread, uncoordinated harbor
deepening projects will likely result in a huge overcapacity of
deep draft ports and create mountains of additional dredged
sediments that are already degrading coastal and aquatic en-
vironments. To halt the "race to the bottom," taxpayer and
environmental advocates are pushing for regional port plan-
ning measures to guide future port development and
deepenings. Through proper planning, deep ports can serve
as hubs, while shallower ports can serve as "feeder" and "niche"
ports. (Potentially unnecessary port and waterway expan-
sions: Savannah Harbor, Delaware River, Columbia and
Willamette Rivers, Chesapeake and Delaware Canal)

Major U.S. Ports That Are Seeking Deepenings

* Adopt a Harbor Services User Fee - One potential tool to
tap market forces in order to guide regional port planning is
a Harbor Services User Fee for harbor maintenance. A user
fee that links vessel draft to the actual cost of port mainte-
nance dredging will help ensure that deepening occurs only
where it makes economic and environmental sense.

troubled waters 10
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Flood Damage Reduction

* Encourage nonstructural flood damage reduction projects-
Nonstructural flood control projects, which include voluntary
buyouts of floodprone property, are often more cost effective,
long-term solutions for flood damage reduction and environ-

mental restoration. The Flood Mitigation and Riverine Resto-
ration Program (“"Challenge 21") authorized in WRDA 1999 is
an example of a program that could potentially save hundreds
of millions of dollars. Structural Corps projects, such as dams,
levees, river channelizations, and wetland drainage, often de-
grade the environment and induce development in areas that
still have significant flood risk. (Structural flood
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opment and/or degrade the environment: St. John's
Bayou, Devils Lake, Clear Creek, Dallas Floodway,
Auburn Dam, Big Sunflower River and Yazoo Pump)
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East Coast Beach Replenishment Projects
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policy recommendations

Coastal Dewlopment, New Jrsey (Photo: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)

* Increase the local cost-share of shore projects - Noting
that the benefits of shore protection projects are often highly
localized, the Clinton Administration proposed to shift more
of the maintenance costs of beach replenishment projects
to localities. Congress responded with a small step in WRDA
1999 by shifting the cost-share from a 65% federal respon-
sibility to 50% federal. This shift will not affect the ongo-
ing 50-year maintenance costs of current projects. The
federal role for initial construction of beach replenishment
projects should be substantially reduced, and maintenance
of these projects should be shifted to a 35% federal respon-
sibility, as the Administration has proposed. These changes
should affect all projects. (Projects that should include a
greater local share: New Jersey and Long Island Beach Re-
plenishments)

Environment

* End projects that impair regional restoration efforts -
In some locations, the Corps is proposing or operating
projects in direct contradiction to regional or national res-
toration efforts. In their planning process, the Corps tends
to ignore indirect and cumulative impacts of a new project
and maintains a narrow view of the project's scope. In some
cases, the Corps is working against itself to restore an eco-

system degraded by one or more of its own projects. (Projects
interfering with regional restoration efforts: Big Sunflower
River and Yazoo Pump, Snake River, Upper Mississippi River)

* Implement effective, adaptive environmental mitigation - The
Corps is often required to mitigate for environmental impacts.
Corps mitigation efforts often rely on structural, engineered
solutions, rather than solutions that try to mimic natural
processes. Often the solutions are species-specific, don't
achiewe the intended goal, and entail burdensome costs. The
ineffective policies of trucking and barging salmon around
the four dams on the Lower Snake River are a perfect ex-
ample of an expensive mitigation plan that has proven a fail-
ure.

Fish Mitigation Truck, Snake River, Washington
(Photo: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)

* Do not promote projects that result in wetland destruction - The
Corps has a dual role of constructing projects that result in
wetland destruction and issuing permits for non-federal
projects that impact wetlands. As the issuer of wetland per-
mits, the Corps is charged with upholding a national policy
of "no net loss" of wetlands. Corps projects, however, are
destroying wetlands at an incredible pace. (Corps projects
that destroy wetlands: Big Sunflower River and Yazoo Pump,
Eastern Arkansas Irrigation, St. John's Bayou)

troubled waters 12
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THE MOST WASTEFUL
CORPS OF ENGINEERS PROJECTS
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Top 10 Most Wasteful Projects

East Arkansas Irrigation Projects (Arkansas)

Delaware River Deepening (Delaware, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania)

Upper Mississippi River Lock Expansions (lllinois, lowa, Minnesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin)
Big Sunflower River Dredging and Yazoo Pump (Mississippi)

Oregon Inlet Jetties (North Carolina)

Apalachicola River Navigation (Alabama, Florida, and Georgia)

Lower Snake River Navigation (Idaho and Washington)

Savannah Harbor Expansion (Georgia and South Carolina)

New Jersey Beach Replenishment (New Jersey)

0. Long Island Beach Replenishment (New York)

ROONOOA~WNE

Other Wasteful Projects

(Not Ranked, Listed in Alphabetical Order by State)

11. Jackson Navigation Spur and Port Facility (Alabama)

12. White River Navigation (Arkansas)

13. Auburn Dam (California)

14. Chesapeake & Delaware (C&D) Canal Deepening (Delaware and Maryland)
15. Missouri River Navigation (lowa, Kansas, Missouri, and Nebraska)
16. Industrial Canal Widening (Louisiana)

17. Lock and Dam #3 Embankments (Minnesota and Wisconsin)

18. Lock and Dams at Minneapolis (Minnesota)

19. St. John's Bayou and New Madrid Floodway (Missouri)

20. Devils Lake Emergency Outlet (North Dakota)

21. Columbia and Willamette River Deepening (Oregon and Washington)
22. Clear Creek Flood Control (Texas)

23. Dallas Floodway Extension (Texas)

24. Wichita River Basin Chloride Control (Texas)

Not Pictured: Environmental Infrastructure (Nationwide)

troubled waters
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TOP 10

White River, Arkansas

Eastern Arkansas Irrigation projects

Beneficiaries Favor Cheaper Alternative

SUMMARY

The Grand Prairie Demonstration Project is the first of five
proposed irrigation schemes, four of which would divert wa-
ter from the White River system. Together, the projects would
cost over $1 billion. Many of the Grand Prairie project's in-
tended beneficiaries, eastern Arkansas rice farmers, are un-
willing to help finance its construction. Hunters, wildlife
watchers, and conservationists also oppose the plan due to
the diversion's impacts on critical wetlands habitat.

THE STORY

The Grand Prairie Demonstration Project is a $275 million
effort intended to relieve pressure on two aquifers being de-
pleted by regional rice farms. Single-purpose irrigation
projects are outside the scope and mission of the Corps. In
fact, in 1991, the Corps terminated the project feasibility
study due to conflicts with agency policy regarding agricul-
tural water supply. Congress reauthorized the project in 1992.

Creation of the White River Irrigation District requires ap-
proval of a majority of the affected farmers in a referendum.
To date, less than 40% of the farmers have signed-on; most
are reluctant to pay $111 million in water taxes for the local
share. After spending ten years and $20 million developing
the project plan, the Corps and the Arkansas Soil and Water
Conservation Commission (SWCC) refuse to consider any new
alternatives.

Arkansas County farmers have formed a 300-member coali-
tion in opposition to the project. The farmers' coalition has
teamed with the Pine Bluff mill of International Paper to
devise a water supply plan costing 90% less than the Corps

plan. It would avoid the White River, help conserve the
aquifers, and still allow irrigation of the same amount of
farmland.

The Corps' project would dramatically reduce river flow, lead
to major wetland loss, and increase pollutant loads through
the White River National Wildlife Refuge, a Wetland of In-
ternational Importance. Secretary of the Interior Bruce
Babbitt described this area as America's equivalent of the
Amazon. The region is North America's most frequented
wintering grounds for mallard ducks. The $635 million spent
annually in the state on hunting and recreation will de-
crease significantly as the ducks' habitat is destroyed.

PROJECT POLITICS

The Arkansas SWCC is attempting to command broad new
powers over water distribution in the state. When the
Commision recognized that many farmers did not support
the project, the agency kept the project alive by making a
commitment to pay the local cost-share. It subsequently
admitted that it did not intend to pay, but instead hoped
that the local White River Irrigation District would foot the
bill, pending farmer approval of the project. At the urging
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Environmental
Protection Agency, the President’s FY 2001 budget proposes
a White River Basin Comprehensive Study (see also p. 27).

NATIONAL POLICY
RECOMMENDATIONS

* Restrict Corps projects to those within its stated missions.
Irrigation is not a Corps mission.

* Do not promote projects that result in wetland destruc-
tion.

MORE INFORMATION

David Carruth, local attorney, 870-747-3839
dcarruth@futura.net; Susan Rieff, National Wildlife Federa-
tion, 512-476-9805 rieff@nwf.org; Jerry Lee Bogard, rice
farmer, 870-673-6373 jlb@huggit.net

Helpful Websites: www.nwf.org
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Delaware Bay to Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Delaware River Deepening

Former Port Director Says Project No Longer Justified

SUMMARY

This $311 million project would deepen 108 miles of the
Delaware River to the Port of Philadelphia from 40 to 45
feet. This project threatens to damage the banks of the
Delaware, its wildlife, and nearby drinking water wells and
aquifers. It may all be in vain because many of the in-
tended beneficiaries, oil refineries located along the river,
have not expressed an interest in deepening their own ap-
proach channels to accommodate larger ships.

THE STORY

The Corps attributes 80% of project benefits to deep-draft
tankers being able to call directly upon the refineries' docks.
Several oil refineries have stated, however, that the current
practice of off-loading oil onto smaller vessels in Delaware
Bay and shipping it upriver is acceptable. A spokesman for
Sunoco said that the company has yet to evaluate whether
spending $20-$50 million to deepen its approach chanrel
would be cost-effective. Without the refineries' participa-
tion, the project will return $0.23 for each $1.00 spent.

Even at 45 feet deep, the Port of Philadelphia would be at a
comparative disadvantage to deeper regional ports much
closer to the ocean. A conference of leading industry con-
sultants convened by the Port Authority concluded there is
"no guarantee [mega] container ships will ever call here.”

To raise project funds, the Delaware River Port Authority
has raised highway bridge tolls by 50% and plans to lease
space along the Delaware for storage of dredge spoils from
this and other projects.

The Corps would dredge 33 million cubic yards of sediment,
some containing concentrations of mercury, lead and PCBs.
These spoils would be deposited at sites along the river.
One site would be adjacent to Bombay Hook, a National
Wildlife Refuge and a Wetland of International Importance.

Toxic dredged material could threaten drinking water sup-
plies, wetlands, and recovering oyster populations. Plans
to blast a granite portion of the riverbed pose risks to the
endangered short-nosed sturgeon and to the underlying
aquifer.
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PROJECT POLITICS

Philadelphia’s former port director has admitted this project
is no longer justified. Yet, Sen. Rick Santorum (R-PA) con-
tinues to be one of the main project supporters. Nationally,
the Corps is complicit in a "race to the bottom" among major
ports - a race in which ports deepen their harbors to attract
the largest container ships, while shippers play them against
each other to obtain the lowest rates. The Corps appears to
be playing along to promote business for itself.

NATIONAL POLICY
RECOMMENDATIONS

¢ Conduct independent, enforceable review of controversial
Corps studies.

* Implement regional port planning to minimize redundancy,
overcapacity and environmental damage in port expansion.

MORE INFORMATION

Maya van Rossum, Delaware Riverkeeper Network 215-369-
1188 keeper@delawareriverkeeper.org; Jim Steffens, Delaware
Sierra Club 302-239-9601 jjsteff@magpage.com; Lorraine
Fleming, Delaware Nature Society 302-239-2334
lorraine@dnsashland.org; Peter S. Martin, DelawareWild Lands,
Inc. 302-934-8310 runners@ce.net

Helpful Websites: www.delawareriverkeeper.org;
www.sierraclub.org; www.audubon.org
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St Louis, Missouri to Minneapolis, Minnesota

Upper Mississippi River Lock Expansions

Lock Expansions Justified By Inflated Projections

487,000 acres of protected lands. The Mississippi serves 60%
of North America's migratory waterfowl. Though a 1998
U.S. Geological Survey report documents the degradation of
the river due to the existing lock system, the Corps' project
study fails to investigate the cumulative impacts of naviga-
tion on the basin's ecosystem.

PROJECT POLITICS

MARC 2000, a coalition of barge-owning agribusinesses domi-
nated by such corporations as Cargill and ConAgra, is the
driving force behind lock expansions. In 1999, the industry
group pushed draft legislation that would direct the Corps
SUMMARY to proceed with the plan before the Corps study was com-
In 2000, the Corps is likely to recommend that Congress ap-  Pleted. Although the bill was never introduced, it attracted
prove a $1.2 billion project to expand several of the Upper support from Rep. Kenny Hulshof (R-MO), Rep. Jim Nussle
Mississippi River System locks and dams before evaluating (R-1A), and Sen. Christopher “Kit” Bond (R-MO) and will
potential environmental costs. This recommendation would likely be revived in 2000. MARC 2000's criticism of the
reverse conclusions of earlier Corps analyses that determined ~ Corps’ initial analysis spurred the agency to "reassign” its

lock expansions were not economically justified. original economist and have the New Orleans district con-
duct the final study. The original economist’s affidavit and
THE STORY internal Corps memoranda and emails suggest the Corps has

The Corps has used a wide range of accounting gimmickry in manipqlated the subsequent economic analysis 1 justify
an attempt to justify this project. After years of study, the &Xparnsion.

Corps' own economists determined that expanded locks could

not be justified. In apparent response to barge industry ob- NATIONAL POLICY

jections, the Corps revised its calculations and now predicts RECOMMENDATIONS

barge traffic will double by 2050, lengthening delays on the ¢ Conduct independent, enforceable review of controversial
Upper Mississippi and Illinois Rivers. Independent reviews have  Corps studies.

refuted the Corps' more recent prediction and state that U.S. e Reduce federal share of operation and maintenance costs
agricultural exports, which correlate to barge traffic, are stag-  on pavigation systems from 100% to 50%.

nant and may even decline. * End projects that impair regional environmental restora-

i tion efforts.
The Corps and the barge industry advocate by far the most

expensive solution to potential delays on the Mississippi. The MORE INFORMATION

Corps has given only cursory consideration to less expensive, . . .
timz—savi g measuryes thatydo not require lock expansion Mark Beorkrem, Sierra Club - Midwest Office 217-526-4480
g q P " mbeorkrem@hotmail.com; Carl Zichella, Sierra Club - Mid-

It?]?(I)Ll?IEgﬂfziil\/eearsz_(;ct):nso!rul’lt;g:S?)fljgir;iiuvvgglgaf:’g\?et:sﬂﬁ west Office 608-257-4994 carl.zichella@sierraclub.org; Sol
g ystem. Simon, Mississippi River Revival 507-457-0393

less impact on this already degraded environment. ssimon@lumirnet.net

In 1986, Congress recognized the Mississippi River as a na-

. S L Helpful Websites: www.sierraclub.org; www.mrba.org;
tionally significant waterway and ecosystem, which includes

www.environmentaldefense.org
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The Mississippi River Delta, Western Mississippi

Big Sunflower Dredging and Yazoo Pump
World's Largest Pump is a Giant Make-Work Project

SUMMARY

The $62.5 million Big Sunflower River Maintenance project
and $165 million Yazoo Backwater Pumping Station are
part of a Corps plan to replumb the Mississippi River Delta
through a series of water diversions and channelizations.
Designed to subsidize marginal agriculture, both projects
would be entirely federally funded.

THE STORY

This is a classic example of the Corps creating work for
itself. The Big Sunflower "maintenance" project includes
dredging virtually the entire width of the river for 104
miles, and is designed to shunt water downstream and re-
duce seasonal flooding by a few inches. The Yazoo Pump,
predicted to be the world's largest pump system, would
move the shunted water from south Delta wetlands into
the Mississippi River. Neither project will eliminate flood-
ing in the low-lying region. The projects would severely
disrupt natural water cycles in some of the last intact bot-
tomland hardwood forests in the Mississippi Delta.

The Corps contends that the Big Sunflower project is not
new construction - only "maintenance” of an existing 14-
mile river channel - and is therefore exempt from cost-
sharing requirements. This claim is made despite new
project specifications that include dredging a river chan-
nel nearly seven times longer than the existing project.

The project is designed to benefit marginal agriculture,
and very few claimed benefits involve reduced flood risk
to homes or businesses. Some farmers fear the projects will
increase erosion and limit water available for irrigation.

The environmental impacts of these projects would be sig-
nificant and wide ranging. Productive wetlands would be
drained, destroying bottomland hardwood forests that are
home to waterfowl, eagles, deer, bear, fish, and alligators.
The river itself houses a thousand-year-old colony of mus-
sels, thought to be the densest mass of life in the world.
Water quality would deteriorate through shoreline erosion
and release of toxic chemicals trapped in river sediments,
including heavy concentrations of DDT.

PROJECT POLITICS

The Yazoo Pump was exempted from local cost-sharing re-
quirements in a stealth move by Sens. Thad Cochran (R-MS)
and Trent Lott (R-MS) in the 1996 Water Resources Develop-
ment Act. The Senators and the Delta Council, a farmers' cham-
ber of commerce, have frustrated consideration of
nonstructural project alternatives such as large-scale refores-
tation as supported by USFWS and EPA. The National Wild-
life Federation and the Sierra Club have independently sued
to halt the Big Sunflower project.

NATIONAL POLICY
RECOMMENDATIONS

* Do not waive local cost-sharing responsibility.

* End projects that impair regional environmental restora-
tion efforts.

* Require new authorization before expanding a project or
extending its useful life.

* Do not promote projects that result in wetland destruction.

MORE INFORMATION

Susan Rieff, National Wildlife Federation, 512-476-9805,
rieff@nwf.org; Avery Rollins, Mississippi Sierra Club, 601-856-
4437

Helpful websites: www.nwf.org
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Outer Banks, North Carolina

Oregon Inlet Jetties

Unneeded Jetties Are Economically Unjustified

PR N LD

SUMMARY

The Corps of Engineers plans to recommend spending $108
million to construct two jetties at Oregon Inlet, one of
which would extend nearly two miles. The project is meant
to stabilize an ocean access channel primarily for a small
fishing fleet. Decades of scientific criticism and several
independent review panels have determined that the jet-
ties will do ecological harm to nearby federally protected
lands and are economically unjustified.

THE STORY

Oregon Inlet naturally migrates southward, and the Corps
claims that only jetties will guarantee ocean access to a
fleet of 215 charter and commercial fishing boats. Some
project opponents disagree, noting that routine channel
dredging has allowed fishing to continue in the area for
more than 30 years. Furthermore, the Corps concedes the
improved channel will be unnavigable up to 25% of the
time.

The project would amount to a federal subsidy of $500,000
per charter or commercial fishing boat. The Corps’ eco-
nomic study of the project has often been called into ques-
tion. In 1988, the Office of Management and Budget ap-
pointed an independent consultant whose estimates
showed that the project's costs outweigh its benefits. Other
outside experts believe taxpayers will only receive a one-
dollar return for every three dollars invested.

In 1979, the Department of Interior convened an inde-

pendent panel of scientists to study the project's poten-
tial impacts on Pea Island National Wildlife Refuge and
Cape Hatteras National Seashore. The panel concluded
that jetties would encourage overfishing of an already
depleted fishery and erode nearby beaches. In general,
jetties have been known to exacerbate shoreline erosion.
Major concerns first raised in the 1970s over the project's
scope and design are yet unresolved.

PROJECT POLITICS

The Corps will soon complete all necessary project stud-
ies, putting the issue of project funding before Congress
in 2000. The project's backers in Washington, D.C., are
pressing the President's Council on Environmental Qual-
ity to mediate a land dispute between the Department
of the Interior (DOI) and the Corps, regarding DOI's re-
fusal to allow jetty anchors on federally protected land.
In 1999, a Senate committee initiated an inquiry into
the Oregon Inlet issue. This move may be related to past
attempts by Sen. Jesse Helms (R-NC) to transfer control
of the land from DOI to the Corps. In a similar attempt
to gain control of the land, the North Carolina legisla-

ture passed a law in 1998 authorizing the Wanchese Sea-
food Authority to condemn the federal land on which
the jetties would be anchored.

NATIONAL POLICY
RECOMMENDATIONS

* Conduct independent, enforceable review of controver-
sial Corps studies.

* Conduct a nationwide deauthorization review.

MORE INFORMATION

Dr. Orrin H. Pilkey, Duke University 919-684-4238
opilkey@geo.duke.edu; Sidney Maddock, Biodiversity Le-
gal Foundation 252-995-3312 Sbmaddock@aol.com; Dr.
Douglas Wakeman, Meredith College 919-760-8482
WakemanD@meredith.edu; Chuck Rice, North Carolina
Wildlife Federation 919-833-1923 cw-rice@prodigy.net
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Apalachicola, Florida to Columbus, Georgia

Apalachicola River Navigation
Highest Cost Per Mile in the South

SUMMARY

Federal taxpayers spend nearly $20 million each year to main-
tain the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint River System
through Florida, Alabama, and Georgia. On average, fewer
than two barges use the system each day, and less than half
of these barges use the Apalachicola. Disposal of dredge
material from the river is destroying some of the region's
most productive wetlands and shellfish habitat.

THE STORY

This project was authorized in 1945 as a spur canal off the
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, though the intracoastal water-
way in this region is vastly underused. Onre-third of the
Apalachicola’s barges barely use the river - many traveling
from Alabama or Georgia unload their sand and gravel cargoes
only three miles down its 100-mile long reach across the
Florida panhandle. The Congressional Budget Office calcu-
lated that Apalachicola navigation costs more than 50 times
the national average for navigation channels.

Disposal of maintenance dredge material along the river has
already smothered one-quarter of the Apalachicola's banks
with desolate mountains of sand. In hopes of minimizing
sand accumulation on the riverbanks, the Corps has resorted
to "mechanical redistribution” - dredging sand when the
water is low and bulldozing it back into the Apalachicola
when the water rises. Now the Corps proposes spending
$46 million, plus $9.4 million annually for maintenance, on
structural solutions to reduce the impacts of dumping dredge
spoils in the river's side channels.

The Apalachicola floodplain is a biological factory fueling
Apalachicola Bay, which may be the cleanest estuary re-
maining in the Southeast. The bay is home to 15% of
America's and 90% of Florida's annual oyster harvest. The
Apalachicola River basin contains one of the highest densities
of amphibians and reptiles in North America, and is home
to plants endemic to the region.

State and federal wildlife agencies have raised concerns over
the loss of preferred habitats for federally protected fish
and shellfish. Declines of 50-75% in gamefish populations
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near dredge material disposal sites have been documented.

PROJECT POLITICS

Florida environmental agencies have issued new permits re-
stricting dredge material disposal. The State has also called
for a re-evaluation of alternatives to reduce the disposal of
dredged sediments within the riverbanks. The Corps has not
adhered to past restrictions on sediment disposal. This issue
caught the attention of Sen. Bob Graham (D-FL) who said
that if Apalachicola navigation is determined to be environ-
mentally unacceptable, "like the Cross Florida Barge Canal
ten years ago, it will be deauthorized."

NATIONAL POLICY
RECOMMENDATIONS

* Conduct a national review of underused navigation systems.
Decommission projects when appropriate.

MORE INFORMATION

Ansley Samson, Earthjustice Legal Defense Fund 850-681-0031
asamson@earthjustice.org; Manley Fuller, Florida Wildlife
Federation 850-656-7113 wildfed@aol.com; Marilyn
Blackwell, Help Save the Apalachicola River Group 850-639-
2177
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LEWISTON, IDAHO TO KENNEWICK, WASHINGTON

Lower Snake River Navigation

Dams Expose Taxpayers to Liability for Extinction
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SUMMARY

The Corps spends around $32 million each year relating to
four dams on the Lower Snake River to subsidize navigation.
These dams are the major cause of the decline of five endan-
gered species of salmon. If the fish go extinct, taxpayers
may be liable for potentially billions or tens of billions of
dollars in compensation payments to Native American tribes.

THE STORY

Operation of the four dams subsidizes a port in the foothills
of the Rockies at Lewiston, Idaho. If the dams were retired,
millions of dollars the Corps expects to spend in the next
decade on a major rehabilitation of the dams would be saved.
Retiring the dams would only marginally increase electric
costs, but still keep Northwest electricity rates the lowest in
the U.S.

Most scientists believe dam removal offers the best hope for
recovery of the salmon. A Corps study predicts dam removal
and restoration of historic salmon stocks could be an annual
$340 million boon to the recreation and sport fishing indus-
tries, and would prevent a $172 million loss to the regional
economy from losses to commercial fishing and other indus-
tries if the salmon go extinct.

Treaties between tribes and the U.S. guarantee tribal access
to salmon, which have an important role in tribes' cultures
and economies. Tribes want the fish, not money. But if
salmon go extinct, taxpayers may be liable for billions to
tens of billions of dollars in reparations.

Since salmon began seriously declining after dam construc-
tion, the Corps and Bonneville Power Administration have
sought to recover fish stocks. Ratepayers and taxpayers
have spent $3 billion throughout the Columbia River basin
on recovery efforts that will not avert extinction. A 25-
year trial program of pumping salmon out of the Snake and
trucking or barging them past the dams is ineffective. Over-
crowding during transport facilitates disease and high mor-
tality rates, confuses the fishes' migratory instincts, and
leaves them stunned and vulnerable to predators. Less than
1% of stocks return to the Snake's tributaries to spawn, a
number too low to recover the species. Finally, the dams
also violate the Clean Water Act.

Project Politics

A 1995 court order directed the Clinton Administration to
devise a long-term recovery plan by December 1999. The
National Marine Fisheries Service has lagged in completing
the environmental studies, postponing any decision until
early 2000. Advocates fear the Administration will delay a
final decision until after the 2000 presidential election. Sen.
Slade Gorton (R-WA) has repeatedly sought to eliminate
dam removal as an option by inserting riders into appro-
priations bills.

NATIONAL POLICY
RECOMMENDATIONS

* End projects that impair regional environmental restora-
tion efforts.

* Implement effective, adaptive environmental mitigation.

MORE INFORMATION

Kathleen McNeilly, Taxpayers for Common Sense 202-546-
8500 x128 kathleen@taxpayer.net; Pat Ford, Save Our Wild
Salmon 208-345-9067 pford@wildidaho.org; Scott Bosse,
Idaho Rivers United 208-343-7481 shosse@idahorivers.org;
Tim Stearns, National Wildlife Fed eration 206-286-4455 x10
stearns@nwf.org

Helpful Websites: www.taxpayer.net/snake;
www.removedams.org; www.nwf.org/salmon
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Savannah, Georgia

Savannah Harbor Expansion
Traffic Forecasts Wildly Optimistic

SUMMARY

This $230 million harbor deepening project is based on wil dly
optimistic traffic forecasts for the Port of Savannah. The
project poses serious environmental risks to the Lower Sa-
vannah River and would likely result in port overcapacity in
the South Atlantic region.

THE STORY

Through a seldom-used provision, the Georgia Port Author-
ity (GPA) has planned its own project to deepen Savannah
Harbor from 42 feet to at least 48 feet. The project was
authorized in the Water Resources Development Act of 1999
contingent upon the Corps' approval of GPA's plan. The Corps
admitted that it lacked the information needed to justify
the project but approved it anyway, passing the buck to the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to make the ultimate decision to
let the project proceed.

GPA plans predict growth unparalleled in the port's history
and argues that a 48-foot deep harbor that can accommo-
date deep-draft container vessels is needed to bring new
shipping business to Savannah. GPA's growth forecasts,
however, do not account for ongoing consolidation in the
deep draft shipping industry, and the limited demand for
deep draft harbors. A preliminary economic study of the
project indicates that costs far outweigh benefits, even be-
fore necessary environmental mitigation costs are factored
in.

The list of environmental impacts of the Savannah Harbor
Expansion is extraordinary. Saltwater intrusion caused by
dredging would destroy many of the rare freshwater tidal
wetlands in the Savannah National Wildlife Refuge and would
likely preclude striped bass recovery in the Lower Savannah
River.

Dredging would also decrease dissolved oxygen levels and
imperil the endangered shortnosed sturgeon. Other envi-
ronmental impacts of the project include: disruption and
disposal of contaminated dredge material, erosion of the
Fort Pulaski National Monument, erosion of beach and sea

HAT L WILDLIFE REGAUGE
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turtle habitat, increased ship collisions with endangered Right
Whales, and degradation of commercial fish habitat.

The Corps has failed to conduct studies to address many of
these impacts. Numerous environmental resource agencies
have stated repeatedly that the decision to deepen the har-
bor is premature.

PROJECT POLITICS

Rep. Jack Kingston (R-GA) continues to pursue the project
despite USFWS's opposition. Internal GPA notes read: "JK
(Kingston) needs us to kick F&W's ass in the paper... don't
let rinky-dink agency beat us." The contingent authoriza-
tion of the project by Congress has placed extreme pressure
on the Corps to sidestep thorough economic analysis and
USFWS concerns.

NATIONAL POLICY
RECOMMENDATIONS

* Implement regional port planning to minimize redundancy,
overcapacity and environmental damage in port expansion.
* Eliminate "contingent™” authorizations.

MORE INFORMATION

Blan Holman, Southern Environmental Law Center, 919-967-
1450, bholman@selcnc.org; Jerry McCollum, Georgia Wildlife
Federation 770-929-3350 jerrymc@gwf.org; Angela Viney,
South Carolina Wildlife Federation 803-256-0670
angela@scwf.org
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Sandy Hook, New lJersey to Cape May, New Jersey

New Jersey Beach Replenishment

$60 Million Per Mile to Pump Sand on Entire Jersey Shore

Though taxpayers pay for the majority of the costs, recre-
ational benefits on these beaches are often limited to pri-
vate homeowners and resort guests. Many coastal commu-
nities dissuade public beach use by imposing strict parking
regulations, allowing padlocked gates and posting "no tres-
passing"” signs to block beach access.

W R— Mining offshore sand and dumping it on New Jersey beaches

-am- gndnks s Pl e

disturbs valuable offshore shellfish habitat and the surf line
ecosystem. Most artificial beaches wash out to sea in as
little as a year after replenishment, further degrading off-
shore habitats.

SUMMARY

The Corps of Engineers is conducting the world's largest beach PROJECT POLITICS

replenishment project to provide 100-foot wide beaches along  The Clinton Administration has been attempting to reduce
all 127 miles of New Jersey's sea coast. Experts predict this the federal role in beach replenishment projects. The New
series of projects would cost more than $9 billion over 50 Jersey Congressional delegation has consistently opposed
years, at least 65% of which would be funded by federal tax- efforts to increase local costs of existing projects. In 1993,
payers. Costs of periodic renourishment might be even higher the New Jersey Legislature sought to limit new coastal de-
because high erosion rates necessitate sand-pumping at least velopment in high-risk areas and initiate a voluntary prop-
every six years. Guarantees of wide beaches promote further erty buyout program. Development interests and munici-

development of this already congested shoreline. palities, however, pressured the state's Department of Envi-
ronmental Protection into drafting weak regulations that
THE STORY remain as ineffective as previous rules.

Beach replenishment is the Corps' latest remedy to a problem
created by "newjerseyization," or armoring the coast with NATIONAL POLICY

jetties and seawalls. Armoring accelerates erosion by block- RECOMMENDATIONS

ing the natural drift of sand along the coast. « Institute a moratorium on all beach replenishment projects

. until the costs of such projects are re-evaluated.
The Corps plans to conclude the first round of New Jersey pro)

beach replenishment by 2003. To date, Congress has limited ;Implement policlies thTt encourage a strategic retreat from
project funding to only a fraction (about $200 million) of Nazardous coastal development. _ _
what is needed to replenish all 127 miles. The New Jersey *Restrict public funding to projects that provide public ben-

project has spurred Florida, Delaware, Maryland, and New York ~ €fits.

to seek similar projects. MORE INFORMATION

Although wider beaches provide recreation and some storm Jacqueline Savitz, Coast Alliance 202-546-9554
protection, they also encourage high-risk development. jsavitz@coastalliance.org; William Neil, New Jersey Audubon
Coastal sprawl increases the costs of taxpayer-subsidized flood ~ Society 908-766-5787 billneil@njaudubon.org; D.W. Benrett,
insurance payments when floods occur. New Jersey has regu- American Littoral Society 732-291-0055 als@netlabs.net
lated large development plans since 1973, but coastal devel-
opers have exploited a loophole allowing unregulated con-
struction of complexes of fewer than 25 units.

Helpful Websites: www.americanlittoralsoc.org;
www.geo.duke.edu
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Fire Island, New York to Montauk Point New York

Long Island Beach Replenishment

Corps Building Before Comprehensive Study Is Done

SUMMARY

An $800 million plan to stabilize barrier island beaches along the
Atlantic coast of Long Island with groins was originally rejected
by the Carter Administration in 1978. The Corps now plans to
build two separate “interim" projects to pump sand onto Fire
Island beaches. Together with another "interim" project built on
Westhampton Beach in 1995, these projects will cover much of
the original plan area.

THE STORY

By calling the projects “interim" solutions, the Corps is able to
build them without first evaluating their cumulative impact on
the affected coastal ecosystem. The Corps claims that the "“in-
terim" projects could be stopped if so recommended by an envi-
ronmental study to be completed in 2002. This recommendation
would be unlikely, since the Corps will have invested $53 million
in initial construction by that time and will have committed to
spend at least an additional $17 million in a planned
renourishment of the beach by 2007.

The projects are intended to prevent breaches in the barrier is-
lands that the Corps alleges lead to mainland flooding and other
problems. Currently, the Corps fills breaches as they occur. Key
project supporters are those who own houses on the barrier island’s
primary dune. The projects would provide only 44-year flood
protection to at-risk homes and induce more development on
and in front of the primary dune.

Experts predict the projects may require renourishment at least
every five years over their life. Coastal geologists warn interfer-
ing with natural beach processes may actually increase flood risk.

Extensive development is threatening ecologically sensitive ar-
eas of Fire Island, a federally protected National Seashore. Coasts
provide vital breeding and feeding grounds for fish, sea turtles,
shellfish, birds and other wildlife. Mining offshore sand destroys
offshore habitat, and dumping it on beaches smothers tidal wild-
life. Over time, beach replenishment fundamentally alters the
barrier island ecosystem.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and other experts recommend
minimizing new development on the barrier islands. Improved
zoning regulations, voluntary buyouts of high-risk property, and
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limitations on federal flood insurance for beachfront homes lo-
cated on the primary dune are more sound policy options that
would allow for natural rebuilding of the barrier islands.

PROJECT POLITICS

Rep. Rick Lazio (R-NY) has encouraged Secretary of the Interior
Bruce Babbitt to sign off on the "interim" projects. The local pro-
ponent of the project is the Fire Island Association, representing
owners of expensive beachfront homes on the barrier island. This
interest group has wielded its influence to secure a deal in which
homeowners would pay less than 7% of project's construction costs.
They have also hired Tom Downey, former Congressman of the
district, to lobby the Council on Environmental Quality for ap-
proval of the original full-scale project. A promising development
is a policy proposed by East Hampton, a town that stands to ben-
efit from the full-scale project, encouraging retreat from the shore
and restricting erosion control structures that often lead to in-
creased erosion on adjacent beaches.

NATIONAL POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
¢ Institute a moratorium on all beach replenishment projects until
the costs of such projects are reevaluated.

* Implement policies that encourage a strategic retreat from haz-
ardous coastal development.

MORE INFORMATION

D.W. Bennett, American Littoral Society 732-291-0055
als@retlabs.net; Jim Tripp, Environmental Defense 212-505-2100
jim_tripp@environmentaldefense.org; Jacqueline Savitz, Coast
Alliance 202-546-9554 jsavitz@coastalliance.org
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Project Not Dead Until
Deauthorized

Jackson, Alabama

Jackson Navigation Spur
and Port Facility

THE STORY

In 1989, the Corps of Engineers Mobile District Office found
no economic justification for this $23 million canal and rec-
ommended against it. Corps Headquarters overruled the Dis-
trict and ordered it to proceed with construction before evalu-
ating less environmentally destructive alternatives. This re-
fusal to evaluate alternatives violates the National Environ-
mental Policy Act.

The 1000-foot spur canal off the Tombigbee River is meant to
encourage barge traffic to a proposed Jackson, Alabama, port
facility and industrial park complex. Although federal law
normally requires the local sponsor to pay for 50% of inland
navigation construction costs, locals would pay only 20% of
this project.

The proposed canal would degrade 690 acres of U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service-designated critical wetlands and forest habi-
tat. The Corps draft environmental study states that all value
to fish and wildlife would be lost in the affected areas, and
that "(habitat) replacement would involve several decades if
not a century.” In effect, this project will harm one acre of
rare bottomland hardwood forest for every ten Jackson resi-
dents it benefits and amount to a subsidy of over $4,000 per
resident of this small town.

PROJECT POLITICS

In February 2000, the Mayor and City Council of Jackson an-
nounced the town could not afford the local cost share and
mitigation costs of the project. Rep. Sonny Callahan (R-AL),
the project's main proponent in Congress, has indicated he
would respect the town's decision. Until the project is
deauthorized, it could still be revived. The President's FY
2001 budget proposed funding the project before the city
said it couldn't afford its share.

MORE INFORMATION

Cyn Sarthou, Gulf Restoration Network 504-525-1528
grn@igc.org; Kirsten Bryant, Alabama Environmental Coun-
cil 205-322-3126 Watchdog@AlEnvironmentalCouncil.org

Project Threatens Two National
Wildlife Refuges

White River, Arkansas

White River Navigation

THE STORY

The $40 million White River Navigation project would deci-
mate the heart of one of the most important bottomland
hardwood resources in the world to provide only marginal
benefits to a few private shipping interests. The Corps' pro-
posal calls for the massive widening and deepening of a 258-
mile navigation channel to allow year-round barge traffic,
most of which would cut through the White River and Cache
River National Wildlife Refuges.

The Corps predicts annual benefits of $8 million for the New-
port, Arkansas, area. The Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
and the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission fear that the
project will damage much of the state's $635 million hunt-
ing, wildlife watching, and recreation industries.

The Corps plans to construct wing dikes along the navigable
length of the river to narrow the channel and scour its bot-
tom. This would flush sediments downstream to settle at the
mouth of tributary sloughs and bayous, blocking natural out-
flow and drying up adjacent wetlands. Coupled with the pro-
posed Eastern Arkansas Irrigation Projects (see p. 17), the
navigation project would destroy an irreplaceable habitat that
supports black bear, bald eagles, rich mussel beds, and many
species of migratory birds.

PROJECT POLITICS

The Arkansas Congressional delegation has supported the
project in Washington, D.C. Deauthorized in 1988 after a
decades-long fight by hunters, anglers and conservation
groups, the project was revived in 1996 with pressure from
the Arkansas Waterways Commission. At the urging of the
USFWS and the Environmental Protection Agency, the
President’s FY 2001 budget proposes a White River Basin Com-
prehensive Study.

MORE INFORMATION
Susan Rieff, National Wildlife Federation 512-476-9805
rieff@nwf.org; Nancy DeLamar, Arkansas Nature Conservancy
501-663-6699 ndelamar@tnc.org
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Dam Killed Many Times But Not
Dead Yet

Metropolitan Sacramento, California

Auburn Dam

THE STORY

The proposed $2 billion Auburn Dam is a scheme to turn
much of the Middle and North Forks of the American River
into a reservoir for the purported benefit of water supply and
irrigation interests. Rep. John Doolittle (R-CA), the project's
main proponent and Congressman of the benefitting district,
exploits Sacramento's flood risk by claiming that Auburn Dam
is the only structure that will provide adequate protection to
the city. Doolittle's opponents note that modifications to
the existing Folsom Dam and area floodways will remedy the
problem, cost much less, and save the American River.

In 1992 and 1996, Congress rejected Auburn Dam proposals
because of regional earthquake risks and other reasons. In
1999, Congress directed limited modifications to Folsom Dam
that will raise Sacramento's level of flood protection. Auburn
Dam, however, is still alive. Initial groundwork for the project
is already in place, and Doolittle is likely to push for its comple-
tion as long as he is in Congress.

The American River is an important recreation and natural
resour ce area that provides valuable wildlife habitat. In 1999,
California's Attorney General urged the Department of the
Interior to return the American River to its historic channel.

PROJECT POLITICS

In 1999, Rep. Doolittle weakened elements of the Folsom Dam
modification in order to keep the door open to additional
flood control measures for Sacramento, including Auburn Dam.
Rep. Doolittle also made an unsuccessful attempt to link the
modification to unrelated water supply projects for his dis-
trict that break cost-sharing rules. This attempt will likely
be repeated if city flood control officials seek additional im-
provements in 2000.

MORE INFORMATION
Ron Stork, Friends of the River 916-442-3155 x220

rstork@friendsoftheriver.org; David Conrad, National Wild-
life Federation 202-797-6697 conrad@nwf.org

A Redundant Route Risks
Treasured Bay

Delaware Bay, Delaware to Baltimore, Maryland

Chesapeake & Delaware (C&D) Canal
Deepening

THE STORY

This $90 million project to deepen the C&D Canal from 35
feet to 40 feet was authorized contingent on favorable Corps
studies to improve a shortcut route to the Port of Baltimore.
Current Corps studies show the project will neither increase
shipping nor create more jobs. An independent review panel
has determined that deepening cannot be economically jus-
tified. Justification of the last canal deepening projected major
traffic increases, but traffic has actually declined to less than
15% of that projected.

Project benefits are based on expected time-savings over the
main 50-foot deep route to Baltimore through the Chesa-
peake Bay. Most vessels do not take advantage of the sav-
ings, however, because of strict unloading schedules and the
shipping lines' preference to unload during the least expen-
sive day shift. The canal route also costs vessels 15-20%
more due to higher pilot fees.

The project's economic justification hinges on dumping dredge
spoils at a cheap, controversial open-bay site that, along with
nutrient releases, would impact valuable fisheries and the
endangered short-nosed sturgeon. Deepening the canal will
likely cause other damage to the upper Bay ecosystem. The
project will allow more polluted Delaware River water to en-
ter the Bay, and saltwater intrusion and disposal of dredge
spoils may further degrade groundwater supplies.

PROJECT POLITICS

Rep. Wayne Gilchrest (R-MD) has championed the ecological
health of the Chesapeake Bay. He will support this project
only if it meets this goal and is economically justified. The
Maryland Port Authority has heavily lobbied the Governor,
legislators and the public, claiming a deeper canal is crucial
to the port's competitiveness.

MORE INFORMATION

John Williams, Canal Banks Study Committee 410-398-6844
jmjwilliams@dol.net; Richard Noennich, C&D Canal League
410-885-2340 richardan@juno.com
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Corps is Managing River to
Extinction

Sioux City, lowa to St Louis, Missouri

Missouri River Navigation

THE STORY

The Corps spends $3 million annually to manipulate Missouri
River flows from upriver dams in Montana, North and South
Dakota, and Nebraska primarily to enable shipping to Sioux
City, lowa. The slight navigation benefits - less than $7 mil-
lion annually - come at the expense of the river and other,
more valuable river-related activities. Missouri River recre-
ation alone generates more than $87 million annually.

The Missouri River navigation system was built in the 1940s,
based on predictions that 13 million annual tons of cargo
would travel the river. Currently, a handful of barge opera-
tors transport only 1.8 million tons annually. Less than 1%
of Great Plains grain is shipped on the Missouri. A study by
an lowa State University economist criticized the navigation
boosters’ claim that the mere potential for barge traffic on
the river competes with rail and trucking to keep all trans-
portation rates lower.

The cumulative impact of decades of unnatural flows is dev-
astating what was once one of the world's most biologically
productive rivers. Mismanaging the Missouri for navigation
has led to the loss of more than 90% of the river's critical side
channel, sandbar, and wetland habitat. Regulated flows also
jeopardize three federally listed endangered species.

PROJECT POLITICS

In 1999, Sens. Christopher "Kit" Bond (R-MO) and Bob Kerrey
(D-NE) pushed for legislation to fund restoration and preser-
vation of critical habitat on the Missouri. As long as the river
is managed primarily for navigation purposes, habitat resto-
ration will not be successful. MARC 2000, a regional naviga-
tion interest group, continues to lobby the Corps, basin states,
and Congress to maintain flows geared towards navigation on
the Missouri River.

MORE INFORMATION

Tim Searchinger, Environmental Defense 202-387-3500
tim_searchinger@environmentaldefense.org; Ken Midkiff,
Missouri Sierra Club 573-815-9250 ken.midkiff@sierraclub.org

Safety Board Says $641 Million
Won't Fix Canal

New Orleans, Louisiana

Industrial Canal Widening

THE STORY

More than a third of all industrial chemicals transported on the
nation's inland waterway system are shipped through historic
neighborhoods of New Orleans, on a 5.5-mile canal that con-
nects the Mississippi River to the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway.
The Corps plans to widen, deepen, and expand the canal's locks
at a cost of $641 million - at 83% federal expense.

The project was justified by predicting sharp increases in barge
traffic and a need to fix antiquated locks. Since 1988, however,
shipping on the canal has decreased 28%. The Corps has an
alternative plan to rehabilitate the locks for $16 million if the
full project is not built.

The canal has a long history of accidents and chemical spills.
The National Transportation Safety Board considers the exist-
ing lock and canal to be risky and that expansion "would not
necessarily reduce the hazards." Further environmental con-
cerns include resuspension of sediments containing high levels
of heavy metals and their disposal on and near wetlands, which
could further contaminate nearby waters.

A Corps study admits construction noise, bridge closings, and
increased traffic congestion will "reduce desirability of living or
operating a business in the affected neighborhoods." The threat
of these impacts has already reduced property values and im-
peded efforts to revitalize the neighborhoods.

PROJECT POLITICS

Rep. William Jefferson (D-LA), whose campaigns have been
backed by shipping interests, is the project's staunchest propo-
nent in Congress. Port Director Richard Brinson appears to be
delaying the close of the controversial Mississippi River Gulf
Outlet, a potential hurricane corridor connecting the Gulf to
New Orleans, as ransom for beginning the canal project. Neigh-
borhood groups have opposed this project for 30 years and fault
the Corps for half-heartedly attempting to address their con-
cerns.

MORE INFORMATION

Dean Reynolds, Citizens Against Widening the Industrial Canal
504-944-6047; John Koeferl, Holy Cross Neighborhood Associa-
tion 504-279-4885 vjudice@bellsouth.net
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Corps Wants To Fix a Dike That
Isn't Broken

Mississippi River near Diamond Bluff, Wisconsin

Lock and Dam #3
Embankments

THE STORY

This $15.4 million project would be a costly, unnecessary re-
placement of an existing dike system that helps maintain a
navigation channel on this section of the Mississippi River.
The Corps claims long-term erosion may undermine the dikes,
even though the existing system has survived several major
floods over the last 60 years while requiring only basic main-
tenance. In fact, studies have determined conditions exist
only a couple of days a year where there is a slight increase
in erosion risk. Annual maintenance of the existing dike
costs less than $20,000.

Minnesota state economists have questioned the need for
the project. The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
(DNR) has proposed a spillway alternative on the neighbor-
ing \ermillion River. The spillway would improve water qual-
ity on the Vermillion and fish passage past Lock & Dam #3,
and would relieve pressure on the existing dike system.

Minnesota and Wisconsin's environmental agencies are con-
cerned about the project's potential harm to fish and state-
listed endangered mussels. The project would destroy 60 acres
of hardwood forest in an already fragmented floodplain along
the Mississippi. Construction of the new dike would also dis-
rupt the popular privately-owned Diamond Bluff Associates
hunting preserve.

PROJECT POLITICS

Despite much criticism by Minnesota and Wisconsin state
economists, biologists, and environmental groups, the Corps
stands alone as the project's main proponent.

MORE INFORMATION

Sol Simon, Mississippi River Revival 507-457-0393
ssimon@Iluminet.net; Dean Rebuffoni, Sierra Club - Midwest
Office 612-920-9632 dean.rebuffoni@sierraclub.org

City Fights Corps to Green the
Mississippi River

Minneapolis, Minnesota

Lock and Dams at
Minneapolis

THE STORY

The uppermost 7.8 miles of the navigable portion of the Mis-
sissippi River between St. Paul and Minneapolis, Minnesota,
is one of the most highly subsidized waterways in America.
The $3.1 million spent by the Corps annually to maintain
three locks and dams in Minneapolis subsidizes barge traffic
to the city's Upper Harbor Terminal (UHT) and three private
concrete and scrap metal companies.

Barge traffic has fallen well short of projections used to jus-
tify the project's initial $36 million construction. The Upper
Mississippi River can accommodate 15-barge tows from St.
Louis, Missouri, up to St. Paul, but only 2-barge tows can
continue on to Minneapolis. Ending navigation on this short
reach would have minimal impact on farmers and the local
economy, and would not affect St. Paul.

The City of Minneapolis, like many other Mississippi River
communities, has recognized the economic and environmen-
tal value of restoring its riverfront to provide parkland and
greenways. In its proposed master plan, the city has recom-
mended shutting down the UHT (which generates from one-
half to two-thirds of the annual tonnage moved through the
locks) and shifting non-river-dependent industrial activities
to more appropriate sites. Regardless of whether the UHT is
closed or not, more costs should be shouldered by the lock
users and barging beneficiaries.

PROJECT POLITICS

American Iron and Steel is the major obstacle to Minneapolis'
redevelopment plan. The metal recycler has sued the city to
permit a new steel shredder, which would increase its barg-
ing needs. The company's influence has split city govern-
ment over a proposal to move the business downstream.

MORE INFORMATION

Mary J. MacGuire, Concerned Citizens of Marshall Terrace 612-
781-2589 mellojam@visi.com; Dan McGuiness, National
Audubon Society 651-290-1695 dmcguiness@audubon.orgy
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Town Would Still Be At Risk
From Floods

East Prairie, Missouri

St John's Bayou and New
Madrid Floodway

THE STORY

This $65 million project would destroy 36,000 acres of critical
wetlands to create floodprone farmland. Though the project's
purported main objective is to reduce flood risk in East Prai-
rie, Missouri, the project would do little to solve the town's
main flooding problems. Agribusiness interests are taking
advantage of East Prairie's designation as an Empowerment
Zone to obtain a 95% federal subsidy for the project.

Draining wetlands for agriculture produces negligible ben-
efits, especially considering falling crop prices, and contra-
dicts national agricultural policies to retire marginal farm-
land. Even with the project, flooding in East Prairie occur
would still occur once every ten years due to inadequate
stormwater drainage. There are more effective and less ex-
pensive project alternatives that focus on the town's needs.

The project's levees and pumps would drain tens of thou-
sands of wetland acres and eliminate 75,000 acres of increas-
ingly rare Mississippi River backwater habitat - a vital fish
spawning and migratory bird habitat that once covered
roughly 2.5 million acres in Missouri. The project will have
significant adverse impacts on endangered least terns, white
bass, mussels, waterfowl, and amphibians.

PROJECT POLITICS

This project would violate the Clean Water Act, NEPA, and
Swampbuster regulations, which prohibit the conwersion of
wetlands for agriculture. Despite these violations and the
project's questionable benefits, a few large agricultural land-
owners and Rep. Jo Ann Emerson (R-MO) continue to pro-
mote construction.

MORE INFORMATION

Tim Searchinger, Environmental Defense 202-387-3500
tim_searchinger@environmentaldefense.org; David Conrad,
National Wildlife Federation 202-797-6697 conrad@nwf.org

Costs Doubled While Benefits
Declined

Devils Lake, North Dakota
Devils Lake Emergency

Outlet

The Story

This $100 million project is a scheme to relieve rising water levels in
Devils Lake by pumping water into the Sheyenne River, a major
tributary of the Red River. The project’s pumping plant and 13-20
miles of pipes, dams, and canals would reduce the surface elevation
of Devils Lake by a only a few inches a year - less than 10% of the
current annual rise - while damaging water quality and increasing
flooding doanstream.

The outlet’s costs far outweigh its benefits, and the project would
prove useless in periods of high inflows when outlet releases would
have to be curtailed, or they would worsen flooding along the
Sheyenne River. Since the project’s initial economic review, the
estimated cost has quadrupled, and benefits have likely diminished
due to more than $300 million spent on other federal flood mitiga-
tion in the area.

In part because Devils Lake is a closed-basin system, its water con-
tains high accumulations of salts and pollutants. Releases from the
lake into the Sheyenne and Red Rivers would damage water quality
downstream, facilitate the potential transfer of damaging invasive
species to the Hudson Bay diainage basin, ard could seriously harm
regional fisheries.

Project proponents have long considered the Devils Lake project as
part of the highly controversial Garrison Diversion - a project that
would divert Missouri River water 200 miles across North Dakota to
the Red River basin. Such an interbasin transfer could violate the
Boundary Waters Treaty with Canada and have disastrous environ-
mental impacts.

Project Politics

Sens. Kent Conrad (D-ND) and Byron Dorgan (D-ND) are aggres-
sively forcing the project forward despite the lack of economic,
environmental and engineering justification, and despite strong
opposition from downstream Minnesota, the Province of Manitoba,
and the Canadian Government over environmental concerns.

More Information

Archie Moore, People to Save the Sheyenne 701-646-6280; Genevieve
Thompson, National Audubon Society 701-298-3373
gthompson@audubon.org
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Race to the Bottom Burying
Environment

Astoria, Oregon to Portland, Oregon

Columbia and Willamette
River Deepening

THE STORY

This is a massive, $196 million project to deepen 103 miles of the
Columbia and 12 miles of the Willamette from 40 feet to 43 feet. It
is an attempt by Portland, located 100 miles upriver, and several
smaller ports along the river to keep up with other, deeper West
Coast ports such as Seattle/Tacoma.

Much of the project’s economic benefits are dependent on deepen-
ing the Willamette River, but the river cannot be deepened until
toxins in the sediments are cleaned up. The Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality is scrambling to organize a cleanup to avoid
the river’s designation as a federal Superfund site, which would
delay the deepening project several years.

Project construction would require dredging 20 million cubic yards
of sediment - the equivalent of nearly 2 million dumptruck loads -
some of which contains high levels of DDT, PCBs, and dioxin. The
Corps plans to dump dredged material on nearly 2,000 acres of
wetlands, streamside forests, and farmland, and over 9,500 acres of
near-shore ocean, threatening the West Coast's most productive
Dungeness crab fishery - an annual $50 million industry.

Columbia River basin tribes have treaty rights for access to salmon
and oppose the Corps plan for not providing time windows for mi-

gration of the endangered fish. The tribes also oppose dumping
spoils in the open ocean and in the estuary. The National Marine

Fisheries Service has identified areas d the estuary as critical salmon
habitat.

PROJECT POLITICS

In WRDA 1999, Sen. Ron Wyden (D-OR) obtained contingent au-
thorization of the project, and Sen. Slade Gorton (R-WA), a member
of the powerful Appropriations Committee, is a strong supporter.
Two counties, two cities, and three port districts downriver publicly
oppose the project.

MORE INFORMATION

Susan Crisfield, Northwest Environmental Advocates 503-295-0490
scrisfield@advocates-nwea.org; Peter Huhtala, Columbia Deepen-
ing Opposition Group 503-325-8069 huhtala@teleport.com

Cheaper Buyout Plan Helps
Wetlands and Homes

Suburban Houston, Texas

Clear Creek Flood Control

THE STORY

For years, the Corps has planned this $122 million project to
reduce flooding in one area of Houston by speeding Clear
Creek floodwater toward downstream communities surround-
ing Clear Lake. The project's channelization of Clear Creek
would destroy hundreds of acres of forested wetlands.

The Harris County Flood Control District (HCFCD) has sug-
gested an alternative to the Corps' plan that addresses some
environmental and residential concerns. Though the HCFCD
plan is an improvement - it reduces destruction of rare bot-
tomland hardwood forests and wetlands from 330 acres to
190 acres - it would still likely increase flooding downstream.

The Corps and HCFCD hawve focused on options that would
encourage sprawl in upstream areas. The trend of rapid de-
velopment upstream will add to rainwater runoff in the area
and worsen downstream flooding.

What has not been seriously considered is a $60 million non-
structural option to buy out all 400 homes within the flood-
plain. This option would reduce overall flood risk while pre-
serving wildlife habitat and the $3 million local fishing and
recreation industry. Property buyouts would also avoid dredg-
ing of toxins associated with a nearby Superfund site.

PROJECT POLITICS

HCFCD has not pursued buyouts, fearing a change in project
scope would risk current authorization. However, Congress
recently stipulated nonstructural alternatives can be re-
evaluated using the same criteria as in evaluating structural
projects. The area's Congressional delegation has indicated
support for any plan that satisfies competing interests.

MORE INFORMATION

Mona Shoup, Friends of Clear Creek 281-335-7194
vzclla@email.msn.com; Jim Blackburn, Galveston Bay Con-
servation and Preservation Association 713-524-1012
jbb@blackburncarter.com; Linda Shead, Galveston Bay Foun-
dation 281-332-3381 gbf@electrotex.com
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Poor Design Could Worsen
Flooding

Dallas, Texas
Dallas Floodway Extension

THE STORY

The poor design of this $127 million project, originally au-
thorized in 1965, could increase flooding problems in the
Dallas metropolitan area and poses major environmental
threats to the Great Trinity Forest.

The Corps project is part of a larger state and city plan to
redevelop downtown Dallas. Combined, the plans would split
the Trinity River into two channels, extend existing levees
downstream, build elevated toll-roads inside the levees, and
cut a 400-foot wide swale through the Great Trinity Forest.
The project would also require renovating four major bridges
and building three new ones across the river.

Though the stated purpose of this project is flood control,
the combination of road construction and levee extension
will dramatically reduce the carrying capacity of the river
channels. This could increase flood heights and defeat the
project purpose. Development encouraged by the project would
add to the overall flood risk in the area.

The project would destroy at least 34,000 trees and several
hundred acres of valuable wildlife habitat in one of the nation's
last urban forests. This area provides recreation benefits to
thousands of residents and visitors.

PROJECT POLITICS

In 1998, city voters passed a referendum authorizing $84
million to build the toll-road portion of the project. Shortly
after, the Corps revealed that the city would face hundreds of
millions of dollars in additional costs to rebuild bridges. Re-
gional Corps officials have chosen against lower-cost, perma-
nent solutions such as voluntary property buyouts and flood
easements as proposed by much of the Dallas community.

MORE INFORMATION

David Gray, Texas Committee on Natural Resources 972-497-
4238 dgray@rsn.hp.com; Jim Blackburn, Galveston Bay Pres-
ervation & Conservation Association 713-524-1012
jbb@blackburncarter.com

Point of Use Desalinization
Much Cheaper

Red and Wichita Rivers, Texas
Wichita River Basin

Chloride Control

THE STORY

This $41 million project would block salt springs from feed-
ing the naturally salty Wichita River, a Red River tributary,
to subsidize the cost of water treatment in rural north Texas.
Although water supply projects are typically a local responsi-
bility, federal taxpayers will pay 100% of the cost of this
project to supplement the city's current fresh water source,
Lake Arrowhead.

Project opponents advocate a much cheaper, environmentally
sensible alternative of desalinizing water at the point of use,
as other cities along the saline Red River system do. The
high concentration of natural salt deposits in the riverbed
has caused $85 million of previously constructed chloride
control structures to perform worse than expected. Some
experts predict it may take 20 years after construction for
the project to begin lowering water salinity levels.

In-river desalinization would decimate the river's endemic
fish and threaten bald eagle habitat. The project would also
require the creation of several large brine storage reservoirs.
The Corps admits that these reservoirs would ultimately ac-
cumulate toxic levels of selenium. A similar brine disposal
area at Kesterson, California, has proven to be lethal to large
colonies of migratory birds.

PROJECT POLITICS

Rep. William Thornberry (R-TX) is the project's advocate in
Congress, acting on pressure from the Red River Authority
and the Red River Valley Association. Louisiana interests
hope that successful chloride control on the Wichita will in-
crease the feasibility of a larger project on the Red River.

MORE INFORMATION

David Sager, American Fisheries Society 512-912-7150
david.sager@tpwd.state.tx.us; Margaret Ruff, Oklahoma Wild-
life Federation, 405-524-7009 owf@nstar.net
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Rolling Out the Pork Barrel from New York to Alaska

Nationwide

Environmental Infrastructure

THE STORY

In 1992, Congress authorized a five-year experimental pro- .i-":l_-- — ' @F‘ ;
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gram for South Central Pennsylvania that has since grown "
into a national program. This program covers parts of 30
states and is heavily driven by Congressional politics. In  ; [ TP !
most cases, the program authorizes the Corps to pay 75% of - B BT t
the construction and design costs for wastewater treatment IR T '.-—. '* ::f ’
and water supply projects for selected local communities. e - "
Wastewater treatment and water supply projects are typi- Lo 3
cally funded wholly by local sponsors or through the Envi- i ]
ronmental Protection Agency’s State Revolving Funds (SRF).

ENYIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE

SRF funds must be repaid and are restricted for use on

projects that have undergone a series of EPA-mandated environmental reviews. In contrast to SRF-funded projects, the
Corps' "environmental infrastructure” projects are not subject to stringent environmental studies or standard economic
analyses. Congressional authorization of these projects usually comes in the form of general, area-based authorities that do
not evaluate the legitimacy of individual projects. Projects are generally selected and planned according to local develop-
ment interests, and then funded by Congress.

A number of these projects lay the groundwork for new development in the open space that surrounds existing communi-
ties. This potentially contributes to urban sprawl, and does so at the expense of the federal taxpayer. Corps environmental
infrastructure projects have received only limited funding in the Administration’s budgets and Congressional appropria-
tions bills, but Congress continues to add to the Corps’ $27 billion construction backlog by authorizing them. The Corps was
required to complete a report on the feasibility of implementing the Environmental Infrastructure program on a national
basis by the end of 1998, but the report has still not been released.

PROJECT POLITICS

South Central Pennsylvania, which includes portions of the Congressional districts of Rep. Bud Shuster (R-PA, Chairman of
the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee) and Rep. John P. Murtha (D-PA), was the first region to host a
major, region-wide Corps environmental infrastructure program. Since 1992, environmental infrastructure authorities have
become increasingly common - WRDA 1999 authorized nearly $1 billion for new and existing environmental infrastructure
programs across the nation. The cost-sharing requirements and authorization levels differ among these programs, suggest-
ing that federal funding is related to the political influence of various Congressional districts.

MORE INFORMATION
Stewe Ellis, Taxpayers for Common Sense 202-546-8500 x126 steve@taxpayer.net
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about this report

Criteria for Selecting Projects

The projects in the report were nominated by local citizen organiza-
tions and individuals, then researched by Taxpayers for Common Serse
(TCS) and National Wildlife Federation (NWF) staff in consultation with
local and national advocates. All projects listed in this report can and
should be stopped.

Criteria for Selecting Top 10

The two report authors, Taxpayers for Common Sense and the National
Wildlife Federation, selected the 10 Most Wasteful from the 25 water
projects listed in this report. This list of 10 represents the most waste-
ful projects in the U.S. ranked according to the following criteria:

Cost to taxpayers, project economics and project effectiveness - High
ranking went to projects with high overall costs to federal taxpayers,
projects with costs that outweigh the benefits, or projects that are
unneeded or do not achieve stated goals.

Impact on the environment - High ranking went to projects that de-
stroy wetland, coastal, or riverine ecosystems, put endangered or threat-
ened species at risk, expose humans and wildlife to hazardous chemi-
cak, harm federal or state protected lands, or violate agency policies or
federal law.

Cost Estimates

Cumulative waste of the 25 Projects - In calculating the cumulative
waste highlighted in this report, only costs to federal taxpayers have
been used. For new projects that have not been built, the total esti-
mated cost of the projects life has been used. For ongoing projects, the
awerage operation and maintenance cost over five years has been used.
For beach renourishment projects, ore-tenth of the total cost of the
project’s 50-year life has been used. For environmental infrastructure,
the total of funds authorized in the Water Resources Development Act
of 1999 has been used.

Cost for individual projects - Costs cited for individual projects are the
total project costs, federal and non-federal. Project cost estimates are
derived from studies, reports or statements of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers. Other economic values are derived from various federal, state,
and local government agencies, expert scientists and economists, knowl-
edgeable non-governmental interest groups, and credible media reports.

Alternatives

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires study of mul-
tiple project alternatives and evaluation of each alternative’s economic
and environmental impact. While this report does not necessarily en-
dorse any specific alternative, certain alternatives have been described

that thus far have been inadequately considered by the Corps. This
report recommends that the Corps follow the letter and spirit of the
NEPA.

Project Politics

This report has conducted a careful review of the actions of Congres-
sional proporents and opponents of the listed projects. The actions of
other public officials and interested third parties have also been re-
viewed. The research was generated after careful consultation with
and input from taxpayer advocacy groups, environmentalists, com-
munity activists, scientists, economists and others.

Maps
The maps for each project are illustrative, intended to show each
project's general location.

Contacts for More Information

The people and organizations listed at the end of each project de-
scription are knowledgeable sources of information on the respective
project. However, contacts do not necessarily endorse the particular
article in which they are listed or the report in its entirety.

Benefit-Cost Ratios

In conducting economic feasibility studies for projects, the Corps is
generally required to determine predicted costs and benefits of project
construction. The benefit-cost ratio (B-C) is calculated by dividing
project benefits by its predicted costs. A project is considered “justi-
fied” if its benefits, to whomever they might accrue, exceed its costs
to taxpayers.

Acronyms

The following acronyms are used throughout:
B-C ratio - Benefit-Cost Ratio

CDF - Confined Disposal Facility

DNR - (State) Department of Natural Resources
EIS - Environmental Impact Statement

EPA - U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
FWS - United States Fish and Wildlife Service
MARC 2000 - Midwest Area River Coalition 2000
NED - National Economic Development

NEPA - National Environmental Policy Act
NWF - National Wildlife Federation

O&M - Operation and Maintenance

TCS - Taxpayers for Common Sense

WRDA - Water Resources Development Act
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Cost Sharing Rules for the Corps

Commercial Navigation

Coastal Ports

Type Non-Federal Share Federal Share Non-Federal Operation &
(Construction) (Construction) Maintenance

< 20 ft. Deep Harbor  20%* 80% 0%

20-45 ft. Harbor 35%* 65% 0%

> 45 ft. Deep Harbor  60%* 40% 50%

* The federal government will loan up to 10% of this amount to be repaid with interest over a 30-year
period. LERRDs (see p. 39) may offset some or all of this amount.

Inland Navigation

Type Non-Federal Share Federal Share Non-Federal Operation &
(Construction/Major (Construction/Major Maintenance
Rehabilitation) Rehabilitation)

Inland Waterways 50%* 50% 0%

* Taken from the federal Inland Waterways Trust Fund, which is generated through fuel taxes on inland
barge tows; actual local beneficiaries do not make direct contributions.

Flood Damage Reduction

Riverine

Type Non-Federal Share Federal Share Non-Federal Operation &
(Construction) (Construction) Maintenance

Structural Flood 35%* 65% 100%

Control

Non-Structural Flood ~ 35%** 65% 100%

Control

* Structural flood control projects require a 5% cash outlay prior to construction. The remainder of the cost
share may be provided by LERRDs (see p. 39).

** The non-federal cost share of non- structural flood control projects may be provided entirely by LERRDs
(see p. 39).

Note: Non-federal share for structural flood control projects that were authorized prior to 1996 only require a
minimum total contribution of 25%.
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Cost Sharing Rules for the Corps

Shore Protection

Type Non-Federal Share Federal Share Non-Federal O&M
(initial construction)  (initial construction)  (50-yr maintenance)

Beach Replenishment 35% 65% 35%*

Other Structural 35% 65% 100%

Projects

* By 2002, the non-federal share of beach replenishment maintenance will increase to 50%.

Agricultural Water Supply

Type Non-Federal Share Federal Share Non-Federal O&M
(initial construction)  (initial construction)

17 Western States * * *

Irrigation

Non-Irrigation Projects  35% 65% 100%

and Irrigation in
Eastern States

* Project construction funded from the Corps of Engineers budget, and ultimately repaid in conformity
with Reclamation law.

Municipal and Industrial Water Supply

100% funded by non-federal interests

Hydroelectric Power

100% funded by non-federal interests

LERRDs

In most cases, a non-federal interest receives credit toward its share of the project cost for value of the
purchased lands, easements, and rights-of-way, including suitable borrow and dredge material disposal
areas, and performed relocations (LERRDs).
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STEPS IN PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

Step 1 - Perception of Need and

Request for Federal Assistance

A local community (e.g. citizens, businesses, Congressional delega-
tion, Corps district) and/or local government perceive a water re-
source-related need in their area. The perceived problem is beyond
the local community's/government's capabilities (e.g. jurisdictional
boundaries, financial resources, technical expertise) to alleviate or
solve.

Local officials talk to the Corps about possible projects and contact
the Congressional delegation if authorization of a project study is
required. Technical assistance and some small projects can be con-
structed without Congressional authorization under the Corps' Con-
tinuing Authorities Program. If authorization is required, the Ad-
ministration or a Member of Congress requests a study authorization
through House or Senate Committees. The authorization is typically
included in the biennial Water Resources Development Act (WRDA).

Step 2 - Study and Report
Preparation

The study is assigned to a Corps District office. Funds to initiate a
12-18 month reconnaissance study are provided by Congress in the
annual Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act.

If further study of the project is found warranted, the local sponsor
must agree to share 50% of the cost of the feasibility phase. (Cost-
sharing is not required for studies of navigation improvements to the
inland waterway system.) Annual appropriations and non-federal
monies are needed to continue the study. The feasibility phase re-
sults in a Feasibility Report (benefit-cost analysis and engineering
feasibility) and an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that are
submitted to Corps Headquarters in Washington, D.C.

Step 3 - Report Review and

Approval

The final EIS is released to the public and sent with the Feasibility
Report to the heads of affected federal agencies, governors of af-
fected States, the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) and
the President's Office of Management and Budget (OMB), who com-
ment on the report. In most cases, the Corps proceeds with pre-
construction engineering and design after the Feasibility Report is
submitted.

The Feasibility Report and final EIS are combined in the Chief of
Engineers' Report and if approved by the Administration, referred to

the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure and the
Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works. The proposed
project is considered for Congressional authorization.

Step 4 - Congressional

Authorization

Corps Civil Works projects are normally authorized in the biennial WRDA,
following Congressional Committee hearings. Occasionally, Corps pro-
posals are authorized by separate legislation or as part of another bill.

Recently, some projects have been authorized contingent upon comple-
tion of a favorable Chief of Engineers report (Step 4 before Step 3).
Other project authorizations have waived or modified local cost-shar-
ing requirements as stipulated in the 1986 WRDA. Contingent autho-
rizations and cost-sharing waivers have led to some of the most envi-
ronmentally destructive, financially wasteful Corps projects.

Step 5 - Project Funding and

Implementation

Funding for the federal cost-share of the project is provided by Con-
gress in the annual Energy and Water Development Appropriations
Act.

The Secretary of the Army and non-federal project sponsors sign a
formal Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA) once Congress has appro-
priated funds for project implementation. The PCA obligates non-
federal sponsors and the Corps to participate in implementing, operat-
ing and maintaining the project according to requirements established
by Congress and the Administration. The PCA embodies the specific
cost sharing responsibilities of the Corps and the project sponsor (see
cost sharing table, p. 38).

The Corps District develops project plans and specifications in the
engineering and design phase. Construction is managed by Corps, but
is usually performed by private contractors.

Most projects are operated and maintained by non-federal sponsors as
agreed upon in the PCA. Subsequent Congressional appropriations are
required if the project's operation and maintenance are federally funded
or subsidized.
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HOW TO AFFECT THE PROCESS

Though the Corps claims to invite public involvement at most stages of project planning, many activists have found that
there are limited opportunities for public input. Since the advent of consistent 50% non-federal cost-sharing for feasibility
studies, the Corps has in many instances become captured by the mentality that it is serving its “client,"” the local sponsor,
rather than responding to the national interest, or taxpayers, who are providing the other 50%.

Despite these constraints, the greatest opportunity for public input occurs during the feasibility phase of project planning
in which the project must be found economically justified and environmentally acceptable. The National Environmental
Policy Act determines the scope of study for an EIS and provides the first major point of input. Draft and even final EIS's
have public comment periods. During the course of the feasibility study, it is often possible to obtain and review economic
and environmental studies and to engage the Corps and other cooperating agencies. Other federal and state agencies (e.g.
Department of Natural Resources, state economists) have vital roles in the planning process and can be helpful in obtaining
information regarding project planning.

Another opportunity for public input occurs when Congress is considering the project for authorization. Typically, a series
of hearings are held before the passage of each Water Resources Development Act. This period is an appropriate time to
contact Senators and Representatives, including members of the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
and the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, regarding projects of concern in the bill.

Many of the projects cited in this report are far along in the planning process but represent instances where either political
influence or fundamental flaws in Corps planning have allowed or encouraged a bad project to continue. In some cases,
economic studies have been grossly manipulated, and environmental studies have not incorporated thorough analysis. In
cases such as this, appeals must be made to state and federal elected officials, Corps and other agency leaders, the media,
and citizens in the affected area to halt the project's progress. Unfortunately, the nation's landscape is riddled with
projects that were allowed to go forward without thorough and objective study. The public pays the project's cost many
times over when these mistakes are made. Through concerted and sustained efforts, even constructed projects can be
deauthorized if they are proven to be environmentally destructive or financially wasteful.
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The following organizations do not necessarily endorse the contents of this report. However, they are all in-
volved in efforts to reform the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers either on specific projects or at the institutional

level.

Alabama Environmental Council - Kirsten Bryant
205-322-3126 Watchdog@AIEnvironmentalCouncil.org;
www.alenvironmentalcouncil.org

American Fisheries Society - David Sager
512-912-7150 david.sager@tpwd.state.tx.us; www.fisheries.org

American Littoral Society - D.W. Bennett 732-291-0055
als@netlabs.net; www.americanlittoralsociety.org

Arkansas Nature Conservancy - Nancy Delamar 501-663-6699
ndelamar@tnc.org; www.tnc.org

Arkansas Wildlife Federation - Terry Horton 501-663-7255

Biodiversity Legal Foundation - Sidney Maddock 252-995-3312
Sbmaddock@aol.com

Jerry Lee Bogard, rice farmer 870-673-6373 jlo@huggit.net

C&D Canal League - Richard Noennich 410-885-2340
richar dan@juno.com

Canal Banks Study Committee - John Williams 410-398-6844
jmjwilliams@dol.net

David Carruth, attorney 870-747-3839 dcarruth@futura.net

Citizens Against Widening the Industrial Canal - Dean Reynolds
504-944-6047

Coast Alliance - Jacqueline Savitz 202-546-9554

jsavitz@coastalliance.org; www.coastalliance.org

Columbia Deepening Opposition Group - Peter Huhtala 503-325-
8069 huhtala@teleport.com; wwwteleport.com/~huhtala

Columbia River Estuary Study Task Force (CREST) - Kathy
Taylor 503-325-0435 ktaylor@columbiaestuary.org;
www.columbiaestuary.org

Concerned Citizens of Marshall Terrace - Mary J. MacGuire 612-
781-2589 mellojam@visi.com

Delaware Nature Society - Lorraine Fleming 302-239-2334
lorraine@dnsashland.org; www.delawarenaturesociety.org

Delaware Riverkeeper Network - Maya van Rossum
215-369-1188 keeper@delawareriverkeeper.ory;
www. delawareriverkeeper.org

Delaware Sierra Club - Jim Steffens 302-239-9601
jjsteff@magpage.com; www.sierraclub.org

Delaware Wild Lands, Inc. - Peter S. Martin 302-934-8310
runners@ce.net

Developed Shorelines Program, Duke University - Dr. Orrin H. Pilkey
919-684-4238 opilkey@geo.duke.edu; www.geo.duke.edu

EarthJustice Legal Defense Fund - Ansley Samson 850-681-0031
asamson@earthjustice.org; www.earthjustice.org

Environmental Defense - Tim Searchinger 202-387-3500
tim_searchinger@environmentaldefense.org

Jim Tripp 212-505-2100 jim_tripp@environmentaldefense.org
www.environmentaldefense.org

Florida Wildlife Federation - Manley Fuller 850-656-7113
wildfed@aol.com; www.fwf.usf.edu

Friends of the River - Ron Stork 916-442-3155 x220
rstork@friendsoftheriver.org; www.friendsoftheriver.org

Friends of Clear Creek - Mona Shoup 281-335-7194
vzclla@email.msn.com

Galveston Bay Conservation and Preservation Association - Jim
Blackburn 713-524-1012 jbb@Dblackburncarter.com; www.gbcpa.org

Galveston Bay Foundation - Linda Shead 281-332-3381
gbf@electrotex.com; www.galvbay.org

Georgia Wildlife Federation - Jerry McCollum 770-929-3350
jerrymc@gwf.org; www.gwf.org

Gulf Restoration Network - Cyn Sarthou 504-525-1528 grn@igc.org
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Help Save the Apalachicola River Group - Marilyn Blackwell 850-
639-2177

Holy Cross Neighborhood Association - John Koeferl 504-279-4885
judicekoef@aol.com

ldaho Rivers United - Scott Bosse 208-343-7481
shosse@idahorivers.org; www.idahorivers.org

Idaho Wildlife Federation - Kent Laverty 208-342-7055
iwf@cyberhighway.net

Meredith College - Dr. Douglas Wakeman 919-760-8482

Mississippi River Basin Alliance - James Falvey 612-870-3441
jimfalvey@mrba.org; www.mrba.org

Mississippi River Revival - Sol Simon 507-457-0393
ssimon@]lumiret.net

Mississippi Sierra Club - Avery Rollins 601-856-4437

Mississippi Wildlife Federation - John Prewitt 601-353-6922
mwf.netdoor.com

Missouri Sierra Club - Ken Midkiff 573-815-9250

ken.midkiff@sierraclub.org

National Audubon Society, North Dakota State Office - Genevieve
Thompson 701-298-3373  gthompson@audubon.org;
www.audubon.org

National Audubon Society, Upper Mississippi River Campaign-
Dan McGuiness 651-290-1695 dmcguiness@audubon.org;
www.audubon.org

National Wildlife Federation -

David Conrad 202-797-6697 conrad@nwf.org
Peter Moreno 202-797-6869 moreno@nwf.org
Susan Rieff 512-476-9805 rieff@nwf.org

Tim Stearns 206-286-4455 x10

www.rnwf.org

New Jersey Audubon Society - William Neil 908-766-5787
billneil@njaudubon.ory; www.njaudubon.org

North Carolina Wildlife Federation - Chuck Rice 919-833-1923 cw-
rice@prodigy.net

Northwest Environmental Advocates - Susan Crisfield 503-295-
0490 scrisfield@advocates-nwea.org; www.advocates-nwea.org

Oklahoma Wildlife Federation - Margaret Ruff 405-524-7009
owf@nstarnet

People to Sawve the Sheyenne - Archie Moore 701-646-6280

Save Our Wild Salmon - Pat Ford 208-345-9067
pford@wildidaho.org; www.removedams.org

Sierra Club, Delaware - Jim Steffens 302-239-9601
jisteff@magpage.com; www.sierraclub.org

Sierra Club, Midwest Office -

Carl Zichella 608-257-4994 carl.zichella@sierraclub.org

Mark Beorkrem 217-526-4480 mbeorkrem@hotmail.com
Dean Rebuffoni 612-920-9632 dean.rebu ffoni@sierraclub.org

Sierra Club, North Carolina Chapter - Vince Bellis 252-758-1979
corgy@greenvillenc.com

South Carolina Wildlife Federation - Angela Viney 803-256-0670
angela@scwf.org; wwwscwf.org

Southern Environmental Law Center - Blan Holman 919-967-
1450,bholman@selcnc.org; www.southernenvironment.org

Taxpayers for Common Sense -

Steve Ellis 202-546-8500 x126 steve@taxpayer.net
Kathleen McNeilly x128 kathleen@taxpayer.net
Jeff Stein 202-546-8500 x129 jeff@taxpayer.net
www. taxpayer.net/corpswatch

Texas Committee on Natural Resources -
David Gray 972-497-4238 dgray@rsn.hp.com; www.eden.com/
~bezanson

Washington Wildlife Federation - Sam Mace 509-324-2305
smace@micron.net
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