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ExpectMore.gov: Flood Damage Reduction

Home About Us Contact

—xpectiMore..

EXPECT FEDERAL PROGRAMS TO PERFORM WELL, AND BETTER EVERY YEAR.

h S T

Program Assessment

Flood Damage Reduction

Program
This program aims to reduce flood damage by constructing levees, floodwalls and other structural and non-structural projects.
The Corps of Engineers shares the cost of these projects with states and local communities. The Corps also assists states in

View Similar Programs ' o
floodplain management and maintains large federally owned dams and levees.

NOT PERFORMING
(5] Results Not Demonstrated

. The program lacks information on how completed flood damage reduction projects help reduce the Nation's
overall flood damages on an annual or long-term basis. The Corps can estimate, however, the economic and
environmental return from flood projects under design or construction, and these estimates are used to set funding
priorities for the program's budget each year.

Rating

. Greater coordination is needed among this program, FEMA mitigation programs, the National Flood Insurance
Program and states and local communities that set floodplain management policies. The lack of coordination
between these entities can result in increased or unaddressed risk to communities in flood hazard areas.

What This Rating Means

. The program's state and local partners offten do not make citizens sufficiently aware of their actual flood risks
by publicizing regional flood plain management plans to reduce the impact of future flood events in the project
area. Anecdotal evidence also indicates that state and local partners may not be properly maintaining completed floati
projects to ensure the level of protection over time.
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Improvement Plan

About Improvement Plans

Learn More .

We are taking the following actions to improve the performance of the program:

Collecting information on the economic and other benefits from completed projects that have reduced hurricane and storm
damages. Additional funding may be needed for this data collection effort.

Proposing funds in the budget for the initial sand placement, and long-term renourishment only if it is necessary to mitigate
the impacts of operating and maintaining a Federal navigation project.

Conducting two pilot projects to promote improved coordination among Federal and non-Federal programs that address
damages from floods, storms and hurricanes.

Assessment Details, Funding, and Improvement Plan.
How all Federal programs are assessed.

Learn more about Coastal Storm Damage Reduction.

The content on ExpectMore.gov is developed by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget and Federal agencies.

FAQ Privacy Site Map Accessibility FOIA
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ExpectMore.gov: Coastal Storm Damage Reduction

Home About Us Contact

—xpectiMore..

EXPECT FEDERAL PROGRAMS TO PERFORM WELL, AND BETTER EVERY YEAR.

h S T

Program Assessment

Coastal Storm Damage Reduction

Program

The program aims to protect lives and reduce damages resulting from hurricanes and storms. The Army Corps of Engineers
partners with coastal communities to share the cost of placing sand on beaches or building structures such as jetties or groins.
Most projects involve regular, recurring sand placement for up to 50 years.

View Similar Programs

NOT PERFORMING
(5] Results Not Demonstrated

. The program lacks necessary information on its success in reducing damages from hurricanes and storms in
communities where the Corps has built projects or placed sand on beaches. Additional funding may be needed to
collect such performance information for completed projects. At this time only anecdotal evidence is available on the
program’s success.

Rating

. The Administration does not support Federal funding for long-term beach renourishment (for up to 50 years);
What This Rating Means it supports a scaled back Federal role instead. The Administration supports Federal funding for the initial placement of
sand on beaches after which states and local communities would finance the long-term, periodic beach renourishment.

. Greater coordination may be needed between the Army Corps of Engineers and other Federal, state and local
entities to help prevent unwise future development in coastal communities, including those where the Cdtps
has partnered to provide long-term beach renourishment.
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We are taking the following actions to improve the performance of the program:

. Collecting performance information on the actual contribution of completed flood damage reduction projects toward
Improvement Plan reducing the Nation's overall flood damages.

. Conducting two pilot projects to improve coordination among Federal and non-Federal programs involved in reducing flood
About Improvement Plans damages.

. Funding an inventory of the Nation's flood and storm damage reduction infrastructure and development of a methodology
for assessing the risk and level of protection provided from completed projects.

. Assessment Details, Funding, and Improvement Plan.
Learn More . How all Federal programs are assessed.

. Learn more about Flood Damage Reduction.

The content on ExpectMore.gov is developed by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget and Federal agencies.

FAQ Privacy Site Map Accessibility FOIA
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INVESTIGATIONS



FLOOD AND COASTAL STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION

INVESTIGATIONS

GREAT LAKES AND OHIO RIVER DIVISION



APPROPRIATION TITLE: General Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008 Great Lakes and Ohio River Division

Total Allocation Tentative Additional
Estimated Prior to Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation to Complete
Study Federal Cost FY 2005 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
Davidson County, Mill Creek Watershed, TN 1,179,000 283,000 266,000 223,000 150,000 257,000 0

Nashville District

Mill Creek is a major tributary of the Cumberland River in southeastern Davidson County and north eastern Williamson County. The Mill Creek watershed is 108
square miles and home to the federally listed endangered Nashville Crayfish. A recurrence of the May 1979 flood of record would cause an estimated $93M in
flood damages today. Over 1,000 homes and businesses are subject to flooding. Corrective measures evaluated during the reconnaissance study include
floodway evacuation combined with wetland restoration and enhancement. These outputs will be further refined during the feasibility phase. The sponsor is the
Metropolitan Government of Nashville and Davidson County. The sponsor understands its cost sharing responsibilities and has expressed an interest in cost
sharing the feasibility phase, by letter of intent dated March 2001. The Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement was executed on April 24, 2003.

FY 2007 funds will be used to continue the feasibility study.

FY 2008 funds will be used to complete the feasibility phase. The estimated cost of the feasibility phase is $2,131,460, which is to be shared on a 50-50 basis by
Federal and non-Federal interests. A summary of study cost sharing follows:

Total Estimated Study Cost $2,245,000
Reconnaissance Phase (Federal) 113,000
Feasibility Phase (Federal) 1,066,000
Feasibility Phase (Non-Federal) 1,066,000

The reconnaissance phase was completed in April 2003. The completion date for the feasibility study is September 2008.

5 February 2007
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: General Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008 Mississippi Valley Division

Total Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Additional
Estimated Thru for for for Requested for  to Complete
Project Federal Cost FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
LOUISIANA
Calcasieu River Basin, LA 1,200,000 185,000 76,000 297,000 247,000 * 395,000 0

New Orleans District

The study area is located in southwestern Louisiana and includes Calcasieu Parish and the southwest portion of the City of Lake Charles. Development in the
study area is subject to repetitive flooding particularly in southwest Lake Charles located in the southern portion of the Calcasieu Basin. Headwater flooding and
backwater flooding from the Calcasieu River occurs within the study area. Fish and wildlife habitat has been lost to development in the upper basin and to erosion,
subsidence, saltwater intrusion, and development in the estuarine areas of the lower basin. The study is addressing the feasibility of measures to reduce flooding
and restore fish and wildlife habitat in the study area. The Calcasieu Parish Police Jury is the cost-sharing sponsor for the feasibility phase. The feasibility cost
sharing agreement was signed on 3 May 2005. The anticipated outputs of flood damage prevention and environmental restoration are in accord with
Administration policy.

Fiscal Year 2007 funds are being used to continue feasibility by completing the hydraulics and hydrology models for base and plan conditions, continuing plan
formulation and public involvement. In addition, an economic analysis including a structural inventory, feasibility level design of alternatives, environmental
compliance documentation, and a real estate plan will be initiated.

Funds requested for Fiscal Year 2008 will be used to complete the feasibility study which includes drafting the report, preparation of the Feasibility Cost Sharing
Agreement and the Project Management Plan and submittal to higher authority for review and approval.

The preliminary estimated cost of the feasibility phase is $2,000,000 and is being shared on a 50-50 percent basis by Federal and non-Federal interests. A
summary of the study cost sharing is as follows:

Total Estimated Study Cost $2,150,000
Reconnaissance Phase (Federal) 200,000
Feasibility Phase (Federal) 1,000,000
Feasibility Phase (Non-Federal) 1,000,000

The reconnaissance phase was completed in May 2005. The feasibility study completion date is scheduled for September 2008.

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

5 February 2007 10



APPROPRIATION TITLE: General Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008 Mississippi Valley Division

Total Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Additional
Estimated To for for for Requested for  to Complete
Project Federal Cost FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
MISSOURI
St. Louis Flood Protection, MO 1,684,000 718,000 145,000 297,000 243,000 * 281,000 0

St. Louis District

The St. Louis Flood Protection project area is located in St. Louis, Missouri, on the right bank of the Mississippi River between Miles 176.3 and 187.2 above the
mouth of the Ohio River. Approximately 3,160 acres of industrial and commercial development are protected from Mississippi River flooding by the completed St.
Louis Flood Protection Project. During the Great Flood of 1993, which was less than the project’'s design, a short section of the project failed and only quick,
extensive emergency actions by the City of St. Louis, Metropolitan St. Louis Sewer District, and Corps of Engineers prevented a large portion of the City of St.
Louis from flooding. Significant potential problems identified with the project during 1993 included under seepage, foundation piping, pipe crossings, inadequate
toe drains, and inadequate relief wells. Based on the Reconnaissance Report dated February 1999, preconstruction engineering and design was resumed and a
final cost-shared Reconstruction Evaluation Report was completed in July 2005. The reevaluation shows that the original project design did not include adequate
closure structures and underseepage protection. The recommended project, estimated to cost $15,615,000 (Federal $10,150,000 and non-Federal $5,465,000),
includes replacing swing gates at 20 closure structures, permanently closing gates at 13 closure structures, installing 70 new relief wells, replacing 103 existing
relief wells needed to improve underseepage control, and planning bottomland hardwoods to mitigate for 0.1 acres of impact. The average annual benefits
amount to $5,863,000, all flood control. The benefit-cost ratio is 4.0 to 1 at 7 percent and the remaining benefit remaining cost ratio is 4.2 to 1 at 7 percent. The
local sponsor, City of St. Louis, understands and is ready to sign a design agreement and have funds available to finance the PED portion of the design of a
project. PED will ultimately be cost shared at the rate for the project to be constructed but will be financed through the PED period at 25 percent non-Federal. Any
adjustments that may be necessary to bring the non-Federal contribution in line with the project cost sharing will be accomplished in the first year of construction.

Total Estimated Preconstruction Total Estimated Preconstruction

Engineering and Design Costs $2,245,000 Engineering and Design Costs $2,245,000
Initial Federal Share 1,684,000 Ultimate Federal Share 1,459,000
Initial Non-Federal Share 561,000 Ultimate Non-Federal Share 786,000

The project is authorized for construction by Public Law 84-256, 9 August 1955. Cost sharing will be 65 percent Federal and 35 percent non-Federal in
accordance with current Administration policy.

Fiscal Year 2007 funds are being utilized to continue plans and specifications for the relief wells.

Funds requested in Fiscal Year 2008 will be used to continue plans and specifications for the relief wells. Completion of preconstruction engineering and design
is scheduled for September 2008.

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

5 February 2007 11
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008 Division: North Atlantic

Total Allocation Tentative Additional
Estimated Thru Allocation Allocation Allocation  Allocation  to Complete
Study Federal Cost FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ 3 $
SURVEYS - (Flood and Storm Damage Reduction)
NEW JERSEY
New Jersey Shore Protection, Hereford to Cape May 1,417,000 200,000 365,000 396,000 200,00C* 256,000 0
Inlet, NJ

Philadelphia District

The study area is located in Cape May County along New Jersey's last coastal barrier island between Hereford Inlet and Cape May Inlet. This area includes the
City of North Wildwood, Wildwood, Wildwood Crest, and a small section of Lower Township. Coastal storms and tidal surges cause major damages to
businesses, residences, and small marinas in these towns due to the low-lying topography cof the beaches and lack of a dune system. Accretion of the shoreline in
Wildwood and Wildwood Crest is choking off a sewer outfall pipe system which is increasing the dredging maintenance cost for these towns to keep the system
clear of sediment. Morecver, aleng the southern end of the barrier island this accretion has also increased the dredging requirements for the Cape May Inlet
Federal navigation channel. This channel is use by the U.S. Ccast Guard Receiving Center. The September 1990 study for the New Jersey Shore recommended
there is a Federal interest to proceed to further feasibility level studies for potential flood and coastal storm damage reduction projects along the Atlantic coast of
New Jersey, which included the Hereford Inlet to Cape May Inlet area.

The feasibility phase is evaluating alternatives for flood and storm damage reductiocn measures, including sand bypassing measures. In addition, the feasibility
study is evatuating opportunities for ecosystem restoration in the back-bay areas tec improve fish and wildlife habitats and restoring wetlands. The feasibility Cost-
Sharing agreement was executed in September 2002 with the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection.

Fiscal Year 2006 funds were used to continue the feasibility phase of the study including data collection economic analysis and plan formulation.

Fiscal Year 2007 funds are being used to continue the feasibility phase of the study including; data collection, economic analysis, hydraulic and hydrclogical
investigations, and plan formulation.

5 February 2007
* Assumed allocation. Final allocations yet to b determined.
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008 Division: North Atlantic

Total Allocation Tentative Additional
Estimated Thru Allocation  Allocation  Allocation  Allocation  to Complete
Study Federal Cost FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2008 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $

SURVEYS - (Flood and Storm Damage Reduction)
NEW JERSEY
New Jersey Shere Protection, Hereford to Cape May
Inlet, NJ
Philadelphia District

Fiscal Year 2008 funds will be used to complete the feasibility study including; selection of the recommended project plan and submission of the final report in
September 2008.

The estimated cost of the feasibility phase is $2,804,000, which is to be cost-shared on a 50-50 percent basis by Federal and non-Federal interests. A summary of
the study cost sharing is as follows:

Total Estimated Study Cost $2,819,000
Reconnaissance Phase (Federal} 15,000
Feasibility Phase (Federal) 1,402,000
Feasibility Phase {Non-Federal} 1,402,000

The reconnaissance phase was completed in September 2002, The feasibility study is scheduled for completion in September 2008.

5 February 2067
* Assumed allocation. Final allocations yet to b determined.
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FLOOD and COASTAL STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION, Fiscal Year 2008 NORTHWESTERN DIVISION

Total Allocation Tentative
Estimated Prior to Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Additional
Study Federal Cost FY 2005 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
Cache La Poudre River Basin, 1,014,000 130,000 93,000 149,000 304,000 338,000 0

Greeley & Vicinity, Colorado
Omaha District

The Cache La Poudre River is a left bank tributary to the South Platte River with headwaters in the Rocky Mountain National Park. The Cache La Poudre River
basin, which drains 1,890 square miles and includes the City of Greeley, is subject to severe flooding caused by intense rainfall from localized thunderstorms in
May through September. The potential for floods is also increased from May through July due to rapid snowmelt from the Rocky Mountains. The City of Greeley
has experienced fifteen major floods over the past 100 years, most recently in 1999 and 1983. The 100-year discharge is 10,800 cfs at Greeley. The 1983
discharge was recorded at 8,200 cfs, however, the 1904 flood event discharge was estimated to be 18,000 cfs. Based upon a 1992 Section 205 report for the 2.7
mile reach of river through the City of Greeley, there were 245 residential and 131 commercial structures in the 100-year flood plain with a corresponding flood
damage estimate of $6,131,000. The expected annual damages for the studied area is $725,600, based upon the 1992 report. No studies have been conducted
recently to determine the estimated current value of structures and contents affected along this portion of the Cache La Poudre River or the estimated annual flood
damages, however, the proposed study is intended to estimate these parameters. The City has incurred considerable expense over the last 20 years in replacing
six bridges, which were constructed to pass the 100 year flood event, however, there are no existing flood control structures in the Greeley reach, leaving the City
vulnerable to continued flooding. Another major concern in the basin is the degradation of habitat in the riparian corridor. As stated in a letter from the Colorado
Department of Natural Resources, biologists describe the Cache La Poudre River that flows through Greeley as low elevation Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Habitat.
This ecosystem provides the most important wildlife habitat in Colorado in terms of species diversity and abundance. The reach of the Cache La Poudre through
Greeley has been designated as critical wildlife habitat by the Colorado Division of Wildlife, and is an indicator of the significance of the lower Cache La Poudre as
key wildlife habitat. Low elevation riparian corridors are also among the most disturbed by humans, and the river as it flows through Greeley is a prime example of
the impacts to low elevation river bottoms. Channel-ization, gravel mining, wetland destruction, water quality issues, and many other human influences have had a
major impact on the quality of riparian habitat along the Cache La Poudre River and the wildlife dependent on this waterway.

The major goals of the study and subsequent project(s) would be to reduce the potential for property damage to existing development in the flood plain, reduce
injuries and deaths caused by river flooding, and to restore riparian habitat in the river corridor. Another goal of the effort would be to provide recreational
opportunities along the channel, including connection with a regional trail system and possible National Park Designation in the existing River Heritage Corridor.
The Cache La Poudre River Floodway Improvement Program has been established by the City of Greeley to explore ways to protect property owners and adjacent
areas from Cache La Poudre River flooding and to develop improved environmental habitat and recreational opportunities along the river corridor. In addition,
flood protection would be of value to property owners who are currently participating in the FEMA Flood Insurance Program by reducing or eliminating the yearly
insurance premiums.

The study area includes the flood plain from the confluence of the South Platte River, upstream approximately 17 miles (which includes the City of Greeley). A
seven mile reach in the City will be the focus of flood damage reduction efforts. Solutions to alleviate flooding may include, channel improvements, acquiring
floodway corridor areas, creating over-bank open space flood areas, and other measures. The report will also include recommendations to improve the riparian

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.
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habitat along the river corridor and the recreational opportunities. It is anticipated that the project Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) will be at least 1.35, but most likely,
much higher. The reconnaissance study identified a sponsor for the feasibility study and determined that there was a Federal interest. The study sponsor, the City
of Greeley, provided a letter of intent on 28 May 2002 and signed the FCSA on 26 December 2005. There is support for this project from Senator Ken Salazar,
Senator Wayne Allard, and Representative Marilyn Musgrave (CO-4). Other state and local agencies that have indicated a commitment are the town of Eaton,
Colorado Department of Transportation, Colorado Division of Wildlife, City of Evans, Greeley Urban Renewal Authority, and the Poudre River Trail Corridor. There
is also widespread support from commercial and residential property owners in the study reach.

The reconnaissance study was completed in April 2004 and was submitted to NWD for certification in July 2005, following scope and budget negotiations. The
feasibility study began during the second quarter of FY 2006, following the signing of the FCSA in December 2005. FY 2006 efforts were concentrated on problem
identification, refinement of the PMP and initiation of the ITR process.

The Fiscal Year 2007 funds are being used to continue the feasibility study. A principal objective of FY 2007 activity is to begin the plan formulation process, build
on the existing public involvement activity and hold the Feasibility Scoping Meeting (FSM). Prior to this stage, initial condition and future condition models will be
built, calibrated, and undergo ITR. Using the initial models, an initial flood damage reduction plan or plans will be formulated and documented. Preliminary
designs and economic benefits will be analyzed and cost estimates prepared for the flood damage reduction methods. The initial ecosystem restoration plan for
the Cache la Poudre River will be formulated and cost estimates prepared.

The funds requested for Fiscal Year 2008 will be used to complete the feasibility phase. This will entail responding to FSM comments, formulating alternative
plans, evaluating the effects of the alternative plans, comparing the plans and selecting a recommended plan. Efforts will proceed towards obtaining approval for
the recommended plan in order to initiate the Plans and Specifications Phase.

The preliminary cost of the feasibility phase is $1,560,000, which is to be shared on a 50-50 percent basis by Federal and non-Federal interests. All or part of the
non-Federal share may be in-kind services. A summary of study cost sharing is as follows:

Total Estimated Study Cost $1,794,000
Reconnaissance Phase (Federal) 234,000
Feasibility Phase (Federal) 780,000
Feasibility Phase (Non-Federal) 780,000

The feasibility study is scheduled for completion in September 2008.

5 February 2007 17



FLOOD and COASTAL STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION, Fiscal Year 2008 NORTHWESTERN DIVISION

Total Allocation Tentative
Estimated Prior to Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Additional
Study Federal Cost FY 2005 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
Kansas Citys, Missouri 5,083,000 3,034,000 464,000 495,000 450,000 589,000 51,000

Kansas City District

The feasibility study and decision documents for this project are organized into an interim and final feasibility report. The interim report established implementation
milestones for Argentine Unit, Fairfax/Jersey Creek Unit, North Kansas City Unit, and the East Bottoms Unit. The final feasibility report will establish
implementation milestones for the remaining work.

The existing Kansas Citys, Missouri and Kansas Local Protection Project consist of seven levee units along both banks of the Missouri and Kansas Rivers in the
Kansas City Metropolitan area. The units extend over 50 miles in length along the rivers. The units have been complete and operating for 30 to 50 years. The
Kansas Citys levee system protects about 32 square miles of mostly urban industrial, commercial and residential areas. More than 94,000 persons work in the
protected area. The project protects approximately 4,800 significant structures and investment estimated at approximately $16 billion. The protected area is vital
to the entire Midwest economy and is a central rail, highway, and warehousing hub for the entire nation.

In July 1993, floodwaters from both the Missouri and Kansas Rivers were near overtopping several of the levee units. Underseepage concerns were also noted
during this event. People, equipment, and aircraft were evacuated from areas behind the levee units. The project has prevented approximately $8.5 billion in
damages through 1996, of which $3.9 billion was prevented in 1993 alone.

The project currently recommends under seepage, retaining wall, and floodwall modifications to improve the reliability of Missouri River units, and a levee raise
and reliability improvements on the Argentine unit located on the Kansas River. The Final Feasibility Report will continue with analysis and recommendations for
the Armourdale and Central Industrial District units respective to a lower Kansas River system solution and other minor improvements in various units. The
Feasibility study is conducted under the authority of Sec 216 of the 1970 Flood Control Act for review of existing civil works. The local sponsors are the City of
Kansas City, Missouri, the North Kansas City Levee District, the Kaw Valley Drainage District, and the Fairfax Drainage District. A FCSA/PMP was executed on
18 Sep 2000.

The funds for FY 2007 will be used to conduct plan formulation on Phase Il feasibility study tasks.
The funds for FY 2008 will be used to continue work on the feasibility report. The estimated cost of the feasibility phase is $8,466,000, which is to be shared on a

50-50 percent basis by Federal and non-Federal interests. All or part of the non-Federal share may be in-kind services. A summary of study cost sharing is as
follows:

Total Estimated Study Cost $9,316,000
Reconnaissance Phase (Federal) 850,000
Feasibility Phase (Federal) 4,233,000
Feasibility Phase (Non-Federal) 4,233,000

The Interim feasibility study was completed Dec 2006. The schedule for completion of the final feasibility study is to be determined.

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.
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FLOOD and COASTAL STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION, Fiscal Year 2008 NORTHWESTERN DIVISION

Total Allocation Tentative
Estimated Prior to Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Additional
Study Federal Cost FY 2005 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
Kansas Citys, Missouri 6,700,000 0 0 0 50,000 100,000 6,550,000

Kansas City District

The existing Kansas Citys, Missouri and Kansas Local Protection Project consist of seven levee units along both banks of the Missouri and Kansas Rivers in the
Kansas City Metropolitan area. The Kansas Citys levee system protects about 32 square miles of mostly urban industrial, commercial and residential areas. More
than 94,000 persons work in the protected area. Nearly 4,800 significant structures and roughly $16 billion of investment are protected. The protected area is vital
to the entire Midwest economy and is a central rail, highway, and warehousing hub for the entire nation. In July 1993, floodwaters from both the Missouri and
Kansas Rivers were near overtopping several of the levee units. Underseepage concerns were also noted during this event. The project has prevented
approximately $8.5 billion in damages through 1996, of which $3.9 billion was prevented in 1993 alone.

Implementation of recommendations from the interim feasibility report is estimated to cost $79.4 million, with an estimated Federal cost of $51.6 million and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $27.8 million. The average annual net NED benefits amount to $36.2 million, all attributable to flood damage reduction. The
benefit-cost ratio is 8.0:1 as reflected in the Chief's Report dated 19 Dec 2006. The local sponsors are the City of Kansas City, Missouri, the North Kansas City
Levee District, the Kaw Valley Drainage District, and the Fairfax Drainage District, the evidence of support is signed letters of intent to move forward with
implementation and continual verbal agreement. The sponsors have assured that they understand and are ready to sign a design agreement and have funds
available to finance the PED portion of the design of the project. Preconstruction Engineering and Design will ultimately be cost shared at the rate for the project to
be constructed but will be financed through the Preconstruction Engineering and Design period at 25 percent non-Federal. Any adjustments that may be
necessary to bring the non-Federal contribution in line with the project cost sharing will be accomplished in the first year of construction. The cost sharing for the
project will be 65 percent Federal and 35 percent non-Federal in accordance with the Water Resources Development Act of 1996.

Total Estimated Preconstruction Total Estimated Preconstruction

Engineering and Design Costs $8,900,000 Engineering and Design Costs $8,900,000
Initial Federal Share 6,700,000 Ultimate Federal Share 5,800,000
Initial Non-Federal Share 2,200,000 Ultimate Non-Federal Share 3,100,000

The funds requested for FY 2007 will be used to develop scope and cost of design efforts in FY 2008.

The funds requested for FY 2008 will be used to continue PED.

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.
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FLOOD and COASTAL STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION, Fiscal Year 2008 NORTHWESTERN DIVISION

Total Allocation Tentative
Estimated Prior to Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Additional
Study Federal Cost FY 2005 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
Lower Platte River and Tributaries, 3,171,000 2,695,000 157,000 59,000 130,000%* 130,000 0

Nebraska
Omaha District

The authorized study area is in the eastern third of the state of Nebraska. The area includes the Lower Platte River from just below the confluence with the Wood
River to the confluence with the Missouri River, the Loup River from Fullerton to the confluence with the Lower Platte, Salt Creek from above Lincoln to the
confluence with the Lower Platte, and the Elkhorn River from Norfolk to the confluence with the Lower Platte. There are two major and seven minor tributaries to
the Platte River in the study reach, 27 communities, and several environmentally sensitive areas yielding a complex study. This area, about 750 square miles, with
over 6,000 square miles of contributing area, is subject to frequent, severe flooding that causes estimated annual damages of nearly $14 million. Existing projects
prevent about $6 million a year in damages. Significant flooding occurred 7-21 March 1993, forcing the evacuation of 1,400 people from their homes. The flood
killed two people and devastated road and bridge systems, public and private utilities, and farm equipment and facilities. Interstate 80 near Lincoln was closed for
more than 24 hours. The water system for the city of Lincoln was seriously damaged; and there was damage in the towns of Norfolk, West Point, Scribner,
Winslow, Nickerson, Arlington, Waterloo, Fullerton, Columbus, Schuyler, and Cedar Creek. Damages totaled over $25 million. The declared disaster area
included 14 counties. All damages occurred outside of the 13 existing flood protection projects in the basin. These projects prevented over $18 million in
damages for this event alone, and prevented an additional $10 million in damages from the summer 1993 flooding.

The completed reconnaissance study reviewed hydrology of the Lower Platte River, including contributions from the Elkhorn and Loup Rivers; reexamined flood
and related erosion and sedimentation damages, and formulated feasible alternative solutions. The Reconnaissance Report was completed in May 1996,
recommending proceeding into the feasibility phase. The feasibility study was initiated with the signing of the Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement in January 1998.
Concurrence was received from HQUSACE to develop a scope of work that merges the Section 503 of WRDA 96, “Lower Platte River watershed, Nebraska,” with
this study. Section 503 provides authority for technical, planning, and design assistance to non-Federal interests for carrying out watershed management,
restoration, and development projects.

The State of Nebraska, the Nebraska Natural Resources Commission (NNRC), the Lower Platte South Natural Resources District (NRD), Papio-Missouri River
NRD, and the Lower Platte North NRD are the cost sharing partners for the feasibility study and any resulting projects. The sponsors have provided $1,427,000 in
cash and $1,044,000 in in-kind services through Fiscal Year 2006. Other stakeholders in this feasibility study effort include Nebraska State Department of Roads,
Nebraska Land Trust, U.S. Geological Survey, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and Metropolitan Utilities District.

The feasibility study will develop a web-based GIS database system that will display natural and manmade resources within the Lower Platte River watershed
(Columbus, Nebraska to the confluence of the Platte and Missouri Rivers). The GIS mapping layers will illustrate watershed resources changes during the past
150 years. The developed GIS database system will be instrumental for evaluating past resource changes and for performing trend analysis of future resource
changes which is essential for watershed management and restoration.

Fiscal Year 2007 funds are being used to continue the feasibility study. The FY 2007 effort involves digitizing and delineating natural and manmade resources
within the study area from past aerial photography series. This effort will produce GIS database mapping layers.

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.
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The FY 2008 funding will be used to analyze the changes in the resources over the past 150 years that are reflected in the GIS database mapping layers, and
perform a trend analysis to predict future resource changes within the watershed. A web-based GIS database system will be available for use by all stakeholders
within the Lower Platte River study watershed. This is essential for future watershed management and restoration planning and implementation.

The preliminary estimated cost of the feasibility phase is $5,030,000, which is to be shared on a 50/50 percent basis by Federal and non-Federal interests. All or
part of the non-Federal share may be in-kind services. A summary of study cost sharing is as follows:

Total Estimated Study Cost $5,686,000
Reconnaissance Phase (Federal) 656,000
Feasibility Phase (Federal) 2,515,000
Feasibility Phase (Non-Federal) 2,515,000

The reconnaissance phase was completed in January 1998. The feasibility study is scheduled for completion in September 2008.
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FLOOD and COASTAL STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION, Fiscal Year 2008 NORTHWESTERN DIVISION

Total Allocation Tentative
Estimated Prior to Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Additional
Study Federal Cost FY 2005 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
Topeka, Kansas 2,025,000 0 0 0 100,000+ 100,000 1,825,000

Kansas City District

Construction of a flood protection project at Topeka was completed in Fiscal Year 1974 at a total Federal cost of $21,175,000. The project has prevented an
estimated $229,280,000 in flood damages through December 1994, with an estimated $57,792,000 prevented in July and August 1993. A Feasibility Study will be
completed in FY 2007 with initiation of PED in FY 2008.

The recommended project to increase the reliability of the levee system is estimated to cost $31.2 million, with an estimated Federal cost of $20.3 million and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $10.9 million. The project includes floodwall, underseepage, foundation, and pump station modifications. Raising the levees is not
included in the proposal. The average annual benefits are $12.0 million, all for flood control. The benefit-cost ratio is 4.5:1 based upon the latest economic
analysis, June 2006. The City of Topeka and the North Topeka Drainage District are the sponsors for the project. Latest evidence of sponsor support is the
udated letter of support agreement dated May 2006. The sponsor has assured that they understand and are ready to sign a design agreement and have funds
available to finance the PED portion of the design of the project. Preconstruction Engineering and Design will ultimately be cost shared at the rate for the project to
be constructed but will be financed through the Preconstruction Engineering and Design period at 25 percent non-Federal. Any adjustments that may be
necessary to bring the Non-Federal contribution in line with the project cost sharing will be accomplished in the first year of construction. The cost sharing for the
project will be 65 percent Federal and 35 percent non-Federal in accordance with the Water Resources Development Act of 1996.

The funds requested for FY 2007 will be used to complete the feasibility phase and gain the Chief's Report approval.

The funds requested for FY 2008 will be used to continue PED.

Total Estimated Preconstruction Total Estimated Preconstruction

Engineering and Design Costs $2,700,000 Engineering and Design Costs $2,700,000
Initial Federal Share 2,025,000 Ultimate Federal Share 1,755,000
Initial Non-Federal Share 675,000 Ultimate Non-Federal Share 945,000

The PED phase completion date is to be determined.

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: General Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008 Division: Pacific Ocean Division

Total Allocation Tentative Additional
Estimated Prior to Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation to Complete
Study Federal Cost FY 2005 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
Hagatna River Flood Control, Guam 900,000 68,000 119,000 0 100,000 * 100,000 513,000

Honolulu District
* Assumed allocation. Final actual allocations are yet to be determined.

The Territory of Guam is located approximately 3,800 miles west of Honolulu. The Hagatna River drainage basin is situated on the west-central section of the island. The
drainage basin is bordered by plateau lands of northern Guam to the east and northeast; the Pago River basin to the south; coastal lowlands to the north; and sloping
mountainous lands of the southwest. The basin is drained by the Agana River, which flows northerly through the downtown area of Hagatna, the political, commercial and
economic center for Guam. Flood damages in the Hagatna River drainage basin result from inadequate channel capacity and flat topography. The flood of record
occurred in May 1976 with estimated damages of $4,000,000. Presently, there are more than 440 structures in the Hagatna River floodplain. Previous investigations
completed before 1989 demonstrated that a flood control project, providing a 100-year level of protection, could reduce average annual flood damages by more than
$730,000. The area to be protected comprises about 215 acres with a total estimated value of more than $145,000,000 for land and improvements. A letter was received
in May 2001 from the Government of Guam requesting the Corps assistance in reinvestigating the feasibility of the Hagatna River flood control project. The project was
authorized under the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (PL 99-662) as Agana River, but since that time, the project was subject to deauthorization. The
Government of Guam was not in a position to implement the project at that time. Since then, conditions have changed allowing the Government of Guam to make this
project a higher priority. The local sponsor fully understands the cost-sharing requirements of the study and is fully committed to active participation with the Corps of
Engineers.

Authority to conduct this study is provided under Section 444 of the 1996 Water Resources Development Act (P.L. 104-303), as amended. The 905(b) report was
approved by HQ in April 2004. The feasibility cost sharing agreement (FCSA) was executed in August 2005 and local sponsor funds were received in September 2006.

Fiscal Year 2007 funds will be used to initiate the feasibility study to include agency scoping meeting; perform topographic survey; and initiate hydrologic and
environmental studies.

Fiscal Year 2008 funds will be used to continue the feasibility study to include economic evaluations, hydraulic design and additional environmental studies.
The total estimated cost of the feasibility phase is $1,200,000, to be shared on a 50-50 percent basis by Federal and non-Federal interests. Section 1156 of P.L. 99-662
provides for a waiver of local cost-sharing requirements up to $200,000. A summary of cost sharing is as follows:

Total Estimated Study Cost $1,300,000
Reconnaissance Phase (Federal) 100,000
Feasibility Phase (Federal) 800,000
Feasibility Phase (Non-Federal) 400,000 (Reflects $200,000 waiver under Sec 1156 of PL 99-662)

The completion date of the feasibility study is yet to be determined.
5 February 2007
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: General Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008 Division: Pacific Ocean Division

Total Allocation Tentative Additional
Estimated Prior to Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation to Complete
Study Federal Cost FY 2005 FY2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
Yakutat Dam Flood Damage Reduction, AK 4,370,000 75,000 548,000 297,000 300,000* 300,000 2,850,000

Alaska District
* Assumed allocation. Final allocations yet to be determined.

The study area is located in and near Yakutat. Yakutat is isolated among the lowlands along the Gulf of Alaska, 225 miles northwest of Juneau and 220 miles
southeast of Cordova. The reconnaissance study determined that there is a Federal interest in participating in a feasibility study to investigate potential flood
damage reduction improvements to protect nearby resources, notably the airport and the world-class fishery resources of the Situk River watershed. Flooding may
result from the continued advancement of the nearby Hubbard Glacier, the largest tidewater glacier in North America. In response to the study authority, the
reconnaissance study was initiated in February of 2004. Local interests for this study include the City and Borough of Yakutat and the Alaska Department of
Transportation and Public Facilities. Likely project collaborators include the U. S. Forest Service, the U.S. Geological Service, the Corps Cold Regions Research
and Engineering Laboratory, and glaciologists from the University of Alaska Fairbanks and other academia.

Fiscal Year 2007 funds are being used to complete the reconnaissance phase and initiate the feasibility study. The study is being done in collaboration with the
U.S. Forest Service and local and state interests.

Fiscal Year 2008 funds will be used to continue the watershed feasibility study. Economic, environmental and engineering data will be collected to evaluate
potential measures that could be taken if Hubbard Glacier surges forward to block Russell Fiord. If the blockage continued for more than a few months, the lake
level of Russell Fiord would rise to point where it would overflow into the Situk River causing major environmental and economic losses to the area. The fisheries
of the Situk River are the economic lifeline of community. The community and the State requested the study be continued under authority of Section 117 of PL
108-447. The Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) approved the application of Section 117 cost sharing authority for the Yakutat feasibility study in
January 2007 which allows the study to be conducted at full Federal cost.

A summary of study cost sharing is as follows:

Total Estimated Study Cost $4,370,000
Reconnaissance Phase (Federal) : 370,000
Feasibility Phase (Federal) 4,000,000
Feasibility Phase (Local) 0

Completion of the feasibility study is to be determined.

5 February 2007
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: General Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008
Division: South Atlantic

Study/Project Total Allocation Tentative Additional
Estimated Prior to Allocation Allocation to Complete
Federal Cost FY 2007 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $

PRECONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING AND DESIGN (PED) ACTIVITIES - FDR

Augusta/Richmond County Flood 1,053,000 0 25,000* 750,000 278,000
Reduction
Savannah District

*Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

The study area is Richmond County and areas contiguous to it in the northeastern part of the state of Georgia, comprising an area of approximately 326 square
miles on the West Side of the Savannah River, and is part of the Savannah River Basin that comprises about 11,000 square miles. The economy of the study area
is highly diversified, including industry, agriculture, and maritime. It is the trade center for 13 counties in Georgia and 5 counties in South Carolina. Because of the
rapid growth of the unincorporated areas, considerable development has occurred in the flood plains of the streams in the study area. This commercial, industrial,
and residential expansion in and adjacent to the flood plains in the Richmond County area has resulted in recent widespread flood problems occurring in many
parts of the county. The 12 October 1990 flood resulted in the loss of four lives and thousands of people were left homeless. Damage estimates, including
damages to water lines, roads and bridges, wastewater systems, a hospital, the Augusta National Golf Course, residences and automobiles, exceeded $47 million.
The feasibility study identified several flood control alternatives that are concentrated in three water basins in Richmond County: Rae’s Creek, Rocky Creek and
Augusta Canal. The recommended project, estimated to cost $17.558M with an estimated Federal cost of $9.523M and an estimated non-Federal cost of $8.035M,
includes construction of 2 flood detention basins, a levee, 2500 feet of ecosystem restoration, 2.6 miles of recreation trail, and a 750 foot weir; removal of five
houses; elevation of four houses; and installation of four or more remote control valves for flood gates. The average annual benefits amount to $2.6 million, all for
flood control. The benefit-cost ratio is 4.5 to 1 at 5 1/8 percent based upon the latest economic analysis dated Oct 2006. The local sponsor, Augusta - Richmond
County, understands and supports the requirements of PED cost sharing. PED will ultimately be cost shared at the rate for the project to be constructed but will be
financed through the PED period at 25 percent non-Federal. Any adjustments that may be necessary to bring the non-Federal contribution in line with the project
cost sharing will be accomplished in the first year of construction.

Total Estimated Preconstruction Total Estimated Preconstruction

Engineering and Design Costs 1,404,000 Engineering and Design Costs 1,404,000
Initial Federal Share 1,053,000 Ultimate Federal Share 1,053,000
Initial Non-Federal Share 351,000 Ultimate Non-Federal Share 351,000

5 February 2007
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: General Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008
Division: South Atlantic

Study/Project Total Allocation Tentative Additional
Estimated Prior to Allocation Allocation to Complete
Federal Cost FY 2007 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $

PRECONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING AND DESIGN (PED) ACTIVITIES - FDR

The project is not yet authorized for construction. Fiscal Year 2007 funds are being utilized to initiate the PED phase for both Rocky Creek and Augusta Canal.

Fiscal Year 2008 funds will be used for completion of PED for both Rocky Creek and Augusta Canal and potentially to initiate PED for Rae’s Creek. PED
completion date is to be determined.

5 February 2007
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: General Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008
Division: South Atlantic Division

Study/Project Total Allocation Tentative Additional
Estimated Prior to Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation To Complete
Federal Cost FY 2004 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $ $
Edisto Island
Charleston District 975,000 0 59,000 18,000 23,000 100,000* 218,000 557,000

*Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

Edisto Island is a barrier island approximately 4.5 miles in length and is located approximately 30 miles southwest of Charleston, South Carolina. The northeastern
portion of Edisto Island is a state park, which includes camping sites and cabins, while the remainder of the island is primarily single-family residential. The Town of
Edisto Beach has developed as a permanent and seasonal residential community with limited commercial development. One commercial structure and 220
residences have been affected by storm damage. It is estimated that seven structures along the 700 block could fail completely and other residential structures
could incur damage from a hurricane. Opportunities exist at Edisto Island to analyze and develop a recommendation that will provide for reduction of hurricane and
storm damages to the beachfront structures located within the Town of Edisto Beach. This would be realized through placement of material along the beachfront
that would sustain a wider beach profile through this reach of the study area. Additionally, environmental restoration and protection opportunities exist through the
entire study area, primarily for protection of the habitat that exists at Edisto Beach State Park and to provide more stable turtle nesting habitat along the entire
Edisto Island shoreline. The Town of Edisto Beach is the cost-sharing sponsor and the Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement was executed on 29 September 2006.

Fiscal Year 2007 funds will be used to initiate the feasibility phase of the study. Activities will consist of acquiring sonar and magnetometer data and partial
vibracores to identify potential borrow sites and determine suitability of material.

Fiscal Year 2008 funds will be used to continue the feasibility phase of the study. Activities will consist of additional vibracores to identify borrow sites, and
determining the suitability of borrow site material. The preliminary estimated cost of the feasibility phase is $1,750,000, which is to be shared on a 50-50 percent
basis by Federal and non-Federal interests. A summary of the study cost sharing is as follows:

Total Estimated Study Cost $1,850,000
Reconnaissance Phase (Federal) 100,000
Feasibility Phase (Federal) 875,000
Feasibility Phase (Non-Federal) 875,000

The reconnaissance phase was completed in September 2006. The feasibility study completion date is to be determined.

5 February 2007
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ILLUSTRATION A-2.2
COST-SHARED FEASIBILITY STUDY

APPROPRIATION TITLE: Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008 Division: South Pacific
Total Allocation Tentative Additional
Estimated Prior to Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation to Complete
Study/GRR Federal Cost FY 2005 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
Berryessa Creek, CA 3,135,000 1,697,000 1/ 367,000 1/ 371,000 1/ 0* 700,000 0

Sacramento District

1/ All General Reevaluation Report (GRR) funds received to date have been from the Construction General Appropriation.
* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

The Berryessa Creek watershed is located in Santa Clara County, California, south of San Francisco Bay. Berryessa Creek is a tributary to the Coyote Creek
system, which flows into the southernmost end of San Francisco Bay. Berryessa Creek flows west out of the Diablo Range and into the residential neighborhoods
of San Jose and Milpitas, finally turning north through industrial portions of Milpitas before joining Lower Penitencia Creek, and then into Coyote Creek. Results of
the GRR to date recommend the use of set back levees. This design is being developed in coordination with resource agencies to provide a more environmentally
sustainable project. The Santa Clara Valley Water District, the local sponsor, signed the Reevaluation Cost Sharing Agreement in June 2001.

No Fiscal Year 2007 funds are scheduled to be received.
Funds requested for Fiscal Year 2008 will be used to complete the GRR including public review and the development of the Locally Preferred Plan. The estimated

cost of the GRR is $6,270,000, which is to be cost-shared on a 50-50 percent basis by Federal and non-Federal interests. A summary of study cost sharing is as
follows:

Total Estimated Study (GRR) Cost $6,270,000
Reconnaissance Phase (Federal) NA
Feasibility Phase (Federal) 3,135,000
Feasibility Phase (Non-Federal) 3,135,000

The reconnaissance phase was completed before 1987. The GRR was initiated in June 2001 and the scheduled completion date is August 2008.
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ILLUSTRATION A-2.4
PRECONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING AND DESIGN

APPROPRIATION TITLE: Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008 Division: South Pacific
Total Allocation Tentative Additional
Estimated Prior to Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation to Complete
Study/GRR Federal Cost FY 2005 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $

PRECONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING AND DESIGN (PED) ACTIVITIES — (NEW)

Berryessa Creek, CA 3,750,000 0 0 0 0 250,000 3,500,000
Sacramento District

The Berryessa Creek watershed is located in Santa Clara County, California, south of San Francisco Bay. Berryessa Creek is a tributary to the Coyote Creek
system, which flows into the southernmost end of San Francisco Bay. Berryessa Creek flows west out of the Diablo Range and into the residential neighborhoods
of San Jose and Milpitas, finally turning north through industrial portions of Milpitas before joining Lower Penitencia Creek, and then into Coyote Creek. Results of
the GRR to date recommend the use of set back levees. This design is being developed in coordination with resource agencies to provide a more environmentally
sustainable project.

Funds requested for Fiscal Year 2008 will be used to initiate Preconstruction Engineering and Design, including execution of the Design Cost Share agreement.
Preconstruction engineering and design will be cost shared at 25 percent non-Federal. The actual or final share will be the same as the non-Federal cost share for
the particular project purpose. The difference, if any, will be paid at the beginning of the construction phase.

Total Estimated Preconstruction Total Estimated Preconstruction

Engineering and Design Costs $5,000,000 Engineering and Design Costs $5,000,000
Initial Federal Share 3,750,000 Ultimate Federal Share 3,250,000
Initial Non-Federal Share 1,250,000 Ultimate Non-Federal Share 1,750,000

Fiscal Year 2008 General Investigations funds will be used to complete the feasibility phase and initiate the preconstruction engineering and design phase. A
completion date is to be determined.
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ILLUSTRATION A-2.2
COST-SHARED FEASIBILITY STUDY

APPROPRIATION TITLE: Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008 Division: South Pacific
Total Allocation Tentative Additional
Estimated Prior to Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation to Complete
Study Federal Cost FY 2005 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
California Coastal Sediment 7,100,000 187,000 29,000 594,000 300,000* 300,000 5,690,000
Master Plan

Los Angeles District
* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

The study area encompasses the entire California coastline, including the nearshore ocean environment and the coastal watersheds. California has approximately 1,100
miles of coastline, 86% of this valuable resource is actively eroding due to natural and human induced alteration in the sediments cycle. Navigation and shoreline
structures, along with implementation of water control projects, have contributed significantly in affecting total yield and movement of sediments to and along the coast.
The purpose of the study is to develop a comprehensive plan, for the management, restoration, protection, and preservation of the sediment resources along the coast of
California. The study will evaluate regional alternatives for reducing damages from coastal storms; increasing the natural sediment supply to the coast through dam
removal and other means; restoring aquatic ecosystems; and identifying potential sources of sediment, such as material dredged from ports and harbors. The Master Plan
will provide Federal and non-Federal entities with an adaptive, programmatic road map to plan and program potential future coastal resources projects. The Master Plan
will allow these entities to develop water resources projects within a system-oriented context where data can be easily shared and technical expertise and tools can be
efficiently directed to solve coastal resources problems on a regional basis. A Geographic Information System (GIS) -based decision support system for economic
optimization will be developed to assist Federal, State, and local decision makers in identifying, ranking, and selecting projects for program investment that would yield
significant regional benefits, relative to costs. Ultimately, the Master Plan will allow for minimizing the number of discrete water resources projects by regionalizing
solutions that holistically address individual problem areas. Any subsequent regionalized projects recommended in the Master Plan will be considered in collaboration
with other Federal and non-Federal agencies, including USEPA, California State Resources Agency, NOAA, regional and local governments, and USGS. The Feasibility
Cost Sharing Agreement was signed in September 2005.

Fiscal Year 2007 funds are being used to continue the feasibility phase of the study, to include inventory and map existing resources, conduct geotechnical field
investigations, develop a comprehensive GIS database, develop GIS based decision support applications and IMS webpage, and hold State-wide multiple public scoping
meetings.

Total Estimated Study Cost $14,000,000
Reconnaissance Phase (Federal) 200,000
Feasibility Phase (Federal) 6,900,000
Feasibility Phase (Non-Federal) 6,900,000
5 February 2007
Division: South Pacific District: Los Angeles, CA California Coastal Sediment Master Plan
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Funds requested for Fiscal Year 2008 will be used to continue the feasibility phase of the study, develop a web-based mapping system, continue building the GIS
database and decision support applications, conduct geotechnical field investigations for sediment sources, develop sediment transportation network analysis tool and
incorporate state-lead efforts and analysis started in Fiscal Year 2006. In addition, the baseline conditions will be established in development of the F3 document.

The feasibility study completion date is to be determined.

5 February 2007
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ILLUSTRATION A-2.2
COST-SHARED FEASIBILITY STUDY

APPROPRIATION TITLE: Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008 Division: South Pacific
Total Allocation Tentative Additional
Estimated Prior to Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation to Complete
Study Federal Cost FY 2005 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
Estudillo Canal 1,861,000 47,000 46,000 743,000 600,000 425,000 0

San Francisco District
*Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

The study area is located in Alameda County, within the city limits of San Leandro, California about 15 miles southeast of San Francisco. The watershed drains into the
San Francisco Bay and has a drainage area of approximately 10 square miles. The watershed is located in San Leandro, California and the majority of the watershed is
developed. A substantial number of parcels within a densely populated area of the watershed are designated as being in a FEMA floodplain. An independently
completed hydrology study indicates that preliminary cost estimates for necessary improvements to protect these parcels may total more than $20 million. The Alameda
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, the local sponsor, signed the Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement in September 2005.

Fiscal Year 2007 funds are being used to continue the feasibility phase of the study to include completing the definition of existing project conditions, identifying feasible
measures to combine as project alternatives and defining the with-project conditions. Additionally, the sponsors have requested we use a portion of our feasibility funds to
study if the existing levees in the study area meet the FEMA Procedure Memorandum 34 (Interim Guidance for Studies Including Levees).

The funds requested for Fiscal Year 2008 will be used to complete the feasibility phase of the study.

The estimated cost of the feasibility phase is $3,540,000, which is to be shared on a 50-50 percent basis by Federal and non-Federal interests. Up to 100 percent of the
non-Federal share may be in-kind services. A summary of study cost sharing is as follows:

Total Estimated Study Cost $3,631,000
Reconnaissance Phase (Federal) 91,000
Feasibility Phase (Federal) 1,770,000
Feasibility Phase (Non-Federal) 1,770,000

The reconnaissance phase was completed in September 2005. The feasibility study is scheduled for completion in September 2008.

5 February 2007
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ILLUSTRATION A-2.2
COST-SHARED FEASIBILITY STUDY

APPROPRIATION TITLE: Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008 Division: South Pacific
Total Allocation Tentative Additional
Estimated Prior to Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation to Complete
Study Federal Cost FY 2005 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
Sutter County 6,558,000 979,000 198,000 337,000 339,000 339,000 4,366,000

Sacramento District

The study area is located within the boundaries of the Sacramento River Flood Control Project in Sutter County, California and includes the Sacramento, Feather
and Bear Rivers, Sutter and Tisdale Bypass, Yuba City and communities of Live Oak, Meridian, Robbins and Nicolaus. Results from levee evaluation studies on
the Sacramento Urban Area, Marysville/Yuba City, Mid-Valley, Lower and Upper Sacramento Area levee reconstruction projects indicate that structural problems
caused by on-going seepage exist. The Corps is addressing levee reconstruction under these projects. The Sutter County reconnaissance study addressed levee
improvements beyond reconstruction in these areas and investigated new areas for flood prevention. As a result of the January 1997 floods, high water caused
seepage and boils, and a levee break occurred threatening the town of Meridian. In addition, seepage and boils were identified on the south levee of the Tisdale
Bypass. The levee was stabilized constructing a stability berm under emergency construction authority. The State of California and Sutter County, the local
sponsors, signed the Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement in March 2000.

Fiscal Year 2007 funds are being used to continue the feasibility phase of the study, to include determination of level of detail of geotechnical explorations required
to complete feasibility. Funds requested for Fiscal Year 2008 will be used to conduct plan formulation of an array of alternatives and select the Nationally
Economic Development plan. The estimated cost of the feasibility phase is $13,000,000, which is to be cost-shared on a 50-50 percent basis by Federal and non-
Federal interests. A summary of study cost sharing is as follows:

Total Estimated Study Cost $13,058,000
Reconnaissance Phase (Federal) 58,000
Feasibility Phase (Federal) 6,500,000
Feasibility Phase (Non-Federal) 6,500,000

The reconnaissance phase was completed in March 2000. The feasibility study completion date is to be determined.

5 February 2007
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ILLUSTRATION A-2.2
COST-SHARED FEASIBILITY STUDY

APPROPRIATION TITLE: Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008 Division: South Pacific
Total Allocation Tentative Additional
Estimated Prior to Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation to Complete
Study Federal Cost FY 2005 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
Upper Penitencia Creek 3,198,000 2,008,000 166,000 514,000 319,000* 191,000 0

San Francisco District
*Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

The study area, extending along 3.6 miles of Upper Penitencia Creek, is located in the northwest portion of Santa Clara County, California in the city of San Jose and
flows into Coyote Creek and the southern end of San Francisco Bay. Flooding has occurred in the watershed from Upper Penitencia Creek flows in 1955, 1958, 1962,
1963, 1973, 1980, 1982 and 1983. The 1982 flood, an approximate 10-year event, resulted in over $2 million in damages. The flood plain contains approximately 1,600
properties that are subject to flood damage. It is estimated that a 100-year flood event would cause $455 million in property damages. A study was initiated by the Soll
Conservation Service, which developed feasibility level plans for flood damage reduction, but the amount of agricultural benefits identified in the analysis was insufficient
to permit Soil Conservation Service participation. The Corps of Engineers was requested by the local sponsor to continue the effort. The improvements proposed by the
Soil Conservation Service include flood proofing, new levees, floodwalls, bypass channels, channel realignment, grade stabilization and vegetative work in order to
provide a 100-year level of flood protection. The reconnaissance study provided a review of the Soil Conservation Service study efforts and identified the remaining tasks
to be performed during the feasibility and design phases. The Santa Clara Valley Water District, the local sponsor, signed the Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement in
February 1998.

Fiscal Year 2007 funds are being used to continue the feasibility phase of the study to include completion of the draft engineering design, endangered species
coordination and reports, and preparation of the benefit cost ratio for the National Economic Development and Locally Preferred Plans.

The funds requested for Fiscal Year 2008 will be used to complete the feasibility phase of the study.

The estimated cost of the feasibility phase is $5,706,000, which is to be shared on a 50-50 percent basis by Federal and non-Federal interests. Up to 100 percent of the
non-Federal share may be in-kind services. A summary of study cost sharing is as follows:

Total Estimated Study Cost $6,051,000
Reconnaissance Phase (Federal) 345,000
Feasibility Phase (Federal) 2,853,000
Feasibility Phase (Non-Federal) 2,853,000

The reconnaissance phase was completed in February 1998. The feasibility study is scheduled for completion in September 2008.
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ILLUSTRATION A-2.4
PRECONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING AND DESIGN

APPROPRIATION TITLE: Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008 Southwestern Division
Total Allocation Tentative Additional
Estimated Prior To Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation To Complete
Federal Cost FY 2005 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $

PRECONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING AND DESIGN ACTIVITIES (PED) — (451)

Dallas Floodway 2,250,000 0 0 0 0 100,000 2,150,000
Upper Trinity River Basin, Texas
Fort Worth District

The project area is located in metropolitan Dallas, Texas. The existing floodway extends along the Trinity River upstream from the abandoned AT&SF Railroad Bridge at
Trinity River Mile 497.37, to the confluence of the West and EIm Forks at River Mile 505.50, then upstream along the West Fork for approximately 2.2 miles and upstream
along the EIm Fork approximately 4 miles. Of the 22.6 miles of levees within this project, the East Levee is 11.7 miles in length and the West Levee is 10.9 miles in
length. In addition to the existing levees, the floodway includes a modified channel within the existing reach and structures including six pumping plants, five pressure
conduits, and seven drainage structures. The original Dallas Floodway levees and interior drainage improvements were completed between 1928 and 1931 by the city of
Dallas and the Dallas County Levee Improvement District. The Trinity River was rerouted by constructing a channel within the leveed floodway. The original channel was
either filled or used for sump storage. Inthe mid 1940's, major floods compounded by continued upstream urbanization in the watershed overflowed the floodway system
and resulted in severe flooding. Subsequently, several Corps of Engineers improvements to the Dallas Floodway were completed in 1959. The improvements included
reinforcing and raising the levees to provide conveyance of the Standard Project Flood (SPF) within the floodway, plus 4-feet of freeboard. To improve interior drainage,
additional pump stations were constructed and the channel within the floodway was further excavated to an average depth of 25 feet with a 50-foot bottom width, to
provide the design capacity of 13,000 cubic feet per second (cfs). The existing Dallas Floodway project removed approximately 10,500 acres from the floodplain, most of
which is now highly developed industrial property.

Major floods occurred 1989 and 1990 in the Upper Trinity River Basin. Subsequent, studies of the existing floodway levees within the project reach estimated their current
level of protection to be approximately a 300-year frequency instead of the original SPF plus 4-feet of freeboard level of protection, due to changed hydrologic and
hydraulic conditions resulting from increased upstream development and the availability of additional rainfall data. Given that the Dallas Central Business District alone
would incur damages of over $7 billion if an overtopping event were to occur, this level of risk is considered to be too great to accept by the sponsor, the city of Dallas.
The recommended project consists of raising the existing levees to provide the SPF level of protection, as originally authorized. Additionally, ecosystem features (channel
meanders and tree reestablishment) and linear recreation features will be added to the existing project. The benefit to cost ratio for the recommended plan is estimated to
be 5.1 to 1 at 5-1/8 percent. The sponsor passed a bond election on 2 May 1998 to fund their portion of project costs and other improvements to the Trinity River within
the city. PED will ultimately be cost shared at the rate for the project to be constructed but will be financed through the PED period at 25 percent non-Federal. The
sponsor understands the non-Federal responsibilities in the PED phase and is ready to sign a Design Agreement. Any adjustments that may be necessary to bring the
non-Federal contribution in line with the project cost sharing will be accomplished in the first year of construction.

6 February 2007
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Dallas Floodway, Upper Trinity River Basin, Texas (continued)

Total Estimated Preconstruction Total Estimated Preconstruction
Engineering and Design Costs $ 3,000,000 Engineering and Design Costs $ 3,000,000
Initial Federal Share $ 2,250,000 Ultimate Federal Share $ 1,950,000
Initial Non-Federal Share $ 750,000 Ultimate Non-Federal Share $ 1,050,000

The project is not authorized for construction. The cost sharing for construction of the project will be in accordance with the Water Resources Development Act of 1986,
as amended. Local interests will be required to provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, borrow and excavated or dredged material disposal areas, modify or relocate
utilities, roads, bridges (except railroad bridges), and other facilities where necessary in the construction of the project; pay five percent of the costs allocated to flood
control in cash during the period of construction; contribute an additional amount in cash or credit to bring the total non-Federal share of costs to a minimum of 35 percent
of flood damage reduction, 35 percent of ecosystem features and 50 percent of recreation features; and bear all costs of operation, maintenance, repair, replacement,
and rehabilitation for the project.

Fiscal Year 2007 funds were appropriated under the Upper Trinity River Basin Feasibility to continue the feasibility phase of the study. The interim feasibility study for the
Dallas Floodway is scheduled to be completed in August 2008. Fiscal Year 2008 funds will be used to initiate Preconstruction Engineering and Design, which includes
execution of the Design Agreement. The schedule for completion of Preconstruction Engineering and Design is to be determined.
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ILLUSTRATION A-2.4
Preconstruction Engineering and Design

APPROPRIATION TITLE: General Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008 Southwestern Division
Total Allocation Tentative Additional
Estimated Prior to Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation to Complete
Project Federal Cost  FY 2005 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $

PRECONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING AND DESIGN ACTIVITIES (PED) - Continuing Flood Control (651)

Greens Bayou, Houston, TX 9,420,000 8,418,000 340,000 74,000 100,000 488,000 0
Galveston District

Greens Bayou, excluding its tributary of Halls Bayou, drains about 154 square miles in the north central area of the Buffalo Bayou watershed. The area is subject to
rainstorms throughout the year and urban flooding is a common occurrence. About 10,967 homes and businesses are currently subject to flooding by the Standard
Project Flood (SPF), and about 7,100 of these properties would be subject to flooding by a 100-year frequency flood. On an average annual basis, stream flooding
could cause about $17,800,000 in damages per year to existing properties. The local sponsor, Harris County Flood Control District, did not support the authorized
plan due to the extensive mitigation requirements and heightened sensitivity to environmental needs. A reevaluation of the project scope was requested to
formulate a different project with reduced environmental impacts. The new plan recommended consists of 3.7 miles of channel improvement in the upper reaches
of the watershed, a detention basin in the downstream portion of the channel improvements. The structural flood damage reduction features are estimated to
provide a ten-year level of protection, at a cost of approximately $41.7 million, with a benefit to cost ratio of 3.2 to 1 based on a 7% interest rate. The Non-Federal
sponsor for the project is the Harris County Flood Control District (HCFCD), a certified agent of the Harris County Commissioners Court in Texas.

The HCFCD is a willing and viable local sponsor, and the cost sharing partner on three major flood control projects, Brays Bayou, Clear Creek, and Sims Bayou,
Texas, which are currently under construction. Preconstruction Engineering and Design (PED) is being conducted at up-front Federal financing. The non-Federal
sponsor’s cost share will be provided in the first year of construction.

The Water Resources Development Act of 1990 authorizes this project for construction. The cost sharing for construction of the project will be in accordance with
Section 103 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, as amended. Local interests will be required to provide lands, easements, rights-of-way and borrow
and excavated or dredged material disposal areas, modify or relocate utilities, roads, bridges (except railroad bridges), and other facilities necessary in the
construction of the project; pay five percent of the costs allocated to structural flood control in cash during the period of construction; contribute an additional
amount in cash or credits to bring the total non-federal share of costs allocated to structural flood control to a minimum of 25 percent; pay fifty percent of the costs
allocated to construction of the recreation facilities, and bear all costs of operation, maintenance, repair, replacement, and rehabilitation of the structural flood
control and recreation facilities. The General Reevaluation Report was completed in April 2005. Benefits from the recommended plan include removal of an
estimated 548 structures from the 100-year floodplain, and 392 structures from the 10-year floodplain, and the attendant reduction in costs to the Nation, including
reduced Federal Emergency Management Agency costs in response to recurring flooding of the bayou.

Fiscal Year 2007 funds will be used to initiate preparation of the first set of plans and specifications. Fiscal Year 2008 funds will be used to complete the first set of
plans and specifications in September 2008, which completes the Preconstruction, Engineering and Design Phase.
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ILLUSTRATION A-2.2
COST-SHARED FEASIBILITY STUDY

APPROPRIATION TITLE: Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008 Southwestern Division
Total Allocation Tentative Additional
Estimated Prior to Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation to Complete
Study Federal Cost FY 2005 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
Guadalupe and San Antonio 7,577,000 1,432,000 666,000495,000 300,000 300,0004,383,000

River Basins, Texas
Fort Worth/Galveston Districts

The study area of the Guadalupe and San Antonio River basins intersects the Edwards Plateau ecological region in south central Texas and extends approximately
110 miles southeasterly from the headwaters in Kerr and Bandera Counties, to the Gulf of Mexico in Refugio and Calhoun Counties. The Guadalupe basin has a
drainage area of 6,700 square miles, and the San Antonio River basin 4,180 square miles. Flooding within various portions of the Guadalupe and San Antonio
River basins was severe in 1972, 1978 and 1997 when portions of the river basins were declared disaster areas. In October 1998, one of the largest of all recent
flood events within the region accounted for at least 31 deaths and caused damages estimated at $800 million. Many communities experienced inundation to
rooftop levels, with water velocities great enough to completely demolish brick homes. Flooding again plagued the region with a near 500—year event in July 2002.
Nine deaths occurred and more than 45,000 homes were damaged or destroyed by floodwaters, with property damage estimates of $1 billion. During the most
recent flood event in June 2004, another three lives were lost and the flooding had a negative impact on the tourism industry, a major generator of income in this
area. The study consists of an investigation of the Guadalupe and San Antonio River basins to address improvements in the interest of flood damage reduction,
ecosystem restoration, water quality, water supply, recreation and other allied purposes. In response to Texas Senate Bill 1 (1997), alternatives to enhance water
supply would include recharge to the Edwards Aquifer. Such alternatives, if adopted, could provide dual benefits of ecosystem restoration and water supply. Both
structural and nonstructural solutions are being investigated. There are currently four on-going interim feasibility studies (Cibolo Creek, Leon Creek, Salado Creek,
and Alamo Heights) under the Guadalupe-San Antonio River Feasibility Study. The Cibolo Creek, Leon Creek, and Salado Creek Interim Feasibility Studies are
multipurpose studies addressing flood damage reduction, ecosystem restoration, water quality and water supply. The Alamo Heights Interim Feasibility Study is
focused on flood damage reduction with a secondary interest in ecosystem restoration. The Lower San Antonio River Basin (Tri-County), Texas, study is budgeted
under its own line item.

Fiscal Year 2007 funds are being used to initiate the plan formulation phase for the Cibolo Creek Interim Feasibility Study, and continue the existing conditions
phase for the Leon Creek Interim Feasibility Study. Fiscal Year 2008 funds will be used to complete the draft interim feasibility report for the Cibolo Creek Interim
Feasibility Study, and initiate the plan formulation phase of the Leon Creek Interim Feasibility Study. The preliminary estimated cost of the overall feasibility study is
$14,082,000, which is to be shared on a 50-50 percent basis by Federal and non-Federal interests. A summary of study cost sharing is as follows:

Total Estimated Study Cost $14,618,000
Reconnaissance Phase (Federal) 536,000
Feasibility Phase (Federal) 7,041,000
Feasibility Phase (Non-Federal) 7,041,000
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Guadalupe and San Antonio River Basins, Texas (continued)
The completion date for the Cibolo Creek Interim Feasibility Study is to be determined. The completion date for the Leon Creek Interim Feasibility Study is to be

determined. The completion dates for the Alamo Heights and Salado Creek Interim Feasibility Studies are to be determined. The completion date for the overall
Guadalupe and San Antonio River Basins, Texas, feasibility study is to be determined.
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ILLUSTRATION A-2.2
COST-SHARED FEASIBILITY STUDY

APPROPRIATION TITLE: Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008 Southwestern Division
Total Allocation Tentative Additional
Estimated Prior to Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation to Complete
Study Federal Cost FY 2005 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
Lower Colorado River Basin, TX 8,144,000 4,413,000 1,116,000 544,000 300,000 300,000 1,471,000

Fort Worth/Galveston Districts

The Lower Colorado River basin encompasses a geographic area of approximately 21,000 square miles, and includes portions of the following counties in central
and south Texas: Bastrop, Blanco, Burnet, Colorado, Fayette, Hays, Lampasas, Llano, Matagorda, Mills, San Saba, Travis and Wharton. The northernmost
reaches of the study area include the Highland Lakes upstream of Austin, while the southernmost boundary is the Gulf of Mexico. The study area is bounded by the
Guadalupe, Lavaca, and Colorado-Lavaca basins on the west, and the Brazos and Brazos-Colorado basins on the east. The major metropolitan areas within the
study boundaries are Austin, Bastrop, Bay City, Columbus, LaGrange, Marble Falls and Wharton. In October 1998, widespread flooding and related damages
occurred throughout the Lower Colorado River basin and served as the impetus for initiating this study in 1999. A major watershed in the basin is the Onion Creek
watershed, which originates in Blanco County, continues through Hays County, and then into Travis County, where the creek flows into the Colorado River. Onion
Creek is the largest creek within the rapidly growing urban area of Austin, with a drainage area of 343 square miles, collecting flows from Williamson, Slaughter,
Bear, Little Bear, Rinard, South Boggy, Marble and Cottonmouth Creeks and their tributaries. The creek has a long history of flooding, dating back to 1869 and
most recently in 1981, 1991, 1998, 2001, 2002 and 2004. The flooding along Onion Creek in November 2001 was near the flood of record, which was in 1921. The
city of Wharton was declared a disaster area in the most recent flood events of October 1998 and September 2002. Eleven flood events have occurred since 1900,
resulting in extensive flood damages and the loss of seven lives. Flows in excess of the 100-year (one percent chance) event have occurred on two separate
occasions, while the 50-year (two percent chance) event has occurred on two other occasions. Flooding in November 2004 caused extensive flooding throughout
the city of Wharton. Onion Creek, Shoal Creek, Walnut Creek, Bastrop County, the Highland Lakes, and the city of Wharton have experienced increased flooding
and alterations to wildlife habitat. An Information Paper, dated October 2003, documented the studies that were conducted to identify the problems, needs and
opportunities of the basin. The study identified approximately 34,000 structures in the Lower Colorado River floodplain with over $25 million in expected average
annual damages. The study also identified 25 potential sites for ecosystem restoration. While most of the problem areas will be addressed in specific interim
feasibility studies, there are sites which await the identification of a cost sharing sponsor. Interim feasibility studies of Onion Creek and the city of Wharton were
completed in December 2006. Interim feasibility studies for Shoal Creek, Walnut Creek, and the Highland Lakes are currently underway. The Highland Lakes
Interim Feasibility Study is approximately midway through its development, while interim studies of Shoal Creek, Walnut Creek, and Bastrop County have local
sponsors identified and are awaiting funding to begin. The Lower Colorado River Authority is the local sponsor for the Lower Colorado River Basin Study and acts
on behalf of the local interests for the various interim studies.

Fiscal Year 2007 funds are being used to complete the final Interim Feasibility Report for the Onion Creek and Wharton studies, to complete the draft Interim
Feasibility Report for the Highland Lakes study, to initiate reformulation efforts for Williamson Creek, and to initiate interim feasibility studies of Shoal Creek, Walnut
Creek, and Bastrop County. Fiscal Year 2008 funds will be used to complete the final Interim Feasibility Reports for the Highland Lakes Interim Feasibility Study,
and to continue interim feasibility studies for Shoal Creek, Walnut Creek, and Bastrop County.

6 February 2007 44



Lower Colorado River Basin, Texas (continued)

The estimated cost of the overall feasibility study is $16,038,000, which is to be shared on a 50-50 percent basis by Federal and non-Federal interests. A summary
of study cost sharing is as follows:

Total Estimated Study Cost $ 16,163,000
Reconnaissance Phase (Federal) 125,000
Feasibility Phase (Federal) 8,019,000
Feasibility Phase (Non-Federal) 8,019,000

The completion date for the interim feasibility study for Onion Creek and Wharton is December 2006. The completion date for the Highland Lakes Interim Feasibility
Study is September 2008. The completion date for the Shoal Creek Interim Feasibility Study is to be determined. The completion date for the Walnut Creek Interim
Feasibility Study is to be determined. The completion date for the Bastrop County Interim Feasibility Study is to be determined. The completion date for the overall
feasibility study is to be determined.
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ILLUSTRATION A-2.2
COST-SHARED FEASIBILITY STUDY

APPROPRIATION TITLE: Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008 Southwestern Division
Total Allocation Tentative Additional
Estimated Prior to Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation to Complete
Study Federal Cost FY 2005 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
Rio Grande Basin, Texas 1,107,000 176,000 40,000 148,000 50,000 123,000 570,000

Fort Worth/Galveston/Albuquerque Districts

The Rio Grande basin is located in the states of Colorado, New Mexico and Texas, and encompasses an area of over 160,000 square miles, from the headwaters
of the Rio Grande in central Colorado to its mouth on the Gulf of Mexico near Brownsville, Texas. The study area includes the Rio Grande basin within the State of
Texas. The reconnaissance study identified ecosystem degradation, flooding, and water conveyance and delivery as major issues in the basin. River flow
regulation by two major international dams, Falcon and Amistad, for flood control and water delivery on the main stem has changed the historical flow regime of the
Rio Grande. The overall basin study will evaluate current conditions and make recommendations for improving water management in the Rio Grande basin in order
to restore aquatic habitat, improve water quality and reduce flood damages. Additionally, there is a need to improve reliability of future municipal, industrial, and
agricultural water supplies in accordance with international treaty requirements, and a need to dedicate water for items such as low flow releases, restoration of fish
and wildlife habitat, and protection of endangered species such as ocelot, jaguarundi, bald eagle, least interior tern, brown pelican and peregrine falcon. The study
will identify ways to integrate the programs, policies, and resources of all concerned agencies into a multi-objective water resources plan. This study is being
closely coordinated with the International Boundary and Water Commission and the stakeholder members of the Consortium of the Rio Grande, in accordance with
the Memorandum of Agreement signed with Federal agencies and the Consortium of the Rio Grande, as part of the American Heritage Rivers Initiative. The city of
Laredo in Webb County is a major port of entry for international trade and tourism between the United States and Mexico. A Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement
with the city of Laredo was signed on 29 September 2004, for an interim feasibility study to be conducted by the Fort Worth District. The study is focusing on the
Chacon Creek watershed where development has caused significant changes in the basin hydrology, resulting in an increased flood risk for approximately 240
homes and 33 businesses along Chacon Creek. The study is evaluating significant and recurrent flooding along the creek from Casa Blanca Lake to the
confluence with the Rio Grande. Ecosystem restoration, passive recreation, and water management opportunities within the Chacon Creek watershed will also be
evaluated.

Fiscal Year 2007 funds are being used to complete independent technical review of existing conditions, conduct a Feasibility Scoping Meeting, and initiate
development of structural and nonstructural flood damage reduction and ecosystem restoration alternatives. Fiscal Year 2008 funds will be used to continue the
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Rio Grande Basin, Texas (continued)

development and analysis of the flood damage reduction and ecosystem restoration alternatives. The estimated cost of the Laredo Interim Feasibility Study is
$1,880,000, which is to be shared on a 50-50 percent basis by Federal and non-Federal interests. A summary of study cost sharing is as follows:

Total Estimated Study Cost $2,047,000
Reconnaissance Phase (Federal) 167,000
Feasibility Phase (Federal) 940,000
Feasibility Phase (Non-Federal) 940,000

The completion date for the Laredo Interim Feasibility Study is to be determined. The completion date for the Rio Grande Basin, Texas, feasibility study is to be
determined.
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008 Division: Southwestern

Total Allocation Tentative Additional
Estimated Prior to Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation to Complete
Study Federal Cost FY 2005 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $
Springfield, Missouri $1,600,000 253,000 372,000 371,000 250,000 354,000 0

SWL District

The study area is along Jordan and Wilson Creeks in the heart of the City of Springfield, Missouri. Jordan Creek is an urban stream, which was
channelized (vertical wall concrete channel in part with a portion in downtown Springfield being underground culverts) in the 1930’s. Development
in the basin has increased flood flows. The capacity of the channel to carry flows above approximately a 10-year event is exceeded, causing flood
damages to businesses, industry, residential, utilities, and transportation. The most recent large flood occurred in July 2000; it was estimated to
be a 100-year event. The value of structures in the 500-year flood plain is estimated at $75,000,000. In addition to flood damage reduction,
ecosystem restoration in the flood plain of previously developed lands and potential hazardous sites would also be addressed. Wetland creation
and fishery habitat will be considered in areas that now or previously had quarries, railroad yards, concrete plants and other development. An
estimated area of 362 acres could be restored. Possible solutions to water resource problems include non-structural flood damage measures,
development of environmental and floodplain buffer zones along the river, creation of floodplain overflow wetlands, channel modification or
clearing and snagging to improve channel capacities, and combinations of those alternatives. The City of Springfield, Missouri, is the local
sponsor and understands cost sharing requirements.

Fiscal Year 2007 funds are being used to continue the feasibility study phase with computation of quantities and plan cost estimates. The funds
requested for Fiscal Year 2008 will be used to continue the feasibility phase with the selection of a recommended plan. The estimated cost of the
feasibility phase is $3,000,000, which is to be shared on a 50-50 percent basis by Federal and non-Federal interests. A summary of study cost
sharing is as follows:

Total Estimated Study Cost $3,100,000
Reconnaissance Phase (Federal) 100,000
Feasibility Phase (Federal) 1,500,000
Feasibility Phase (Non-Federal) 1,500,000

The reconnaissance phase was completed 12 May 2004 with the execution of the Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement with the city of Springfield,
Missouri. The date for completion of the feasibility study is September 2008.
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Flood Control, Mississippi River and Tributaries, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO, and TN - General Investigations, Fiscal Year 2007

Total Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Additional
Estimated To for for for Requested for  to Complete
Study Federal Cost FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
2. SURVEYS — CONTINUING:
LOUISIANA
Alexandria, LA, to the Gulf 2,064,000 370,000 366,000 928,000 200,000 200,000 0

of Mexico, LA
New Orleans District

The study area is located in south-central Louisiana and encompasses an area of about 1,700 square miles extending through nine parishes from Alexandria,
Louisiana, to the Gulf of Mexico. The area is the drainage basin for the West Atchafalaya Basin Floodway Levee intercepted drainage system, a feature of the
Mississippi River and Tributaries project, that prevents overflow from the Atchafalaya Basin Floodway and intercepts flows from the areas major outlets. The
largest urban area in the study area is Alexandria, which has experienced numerous floods in its metropolitan area. There have been extensive flooding problems
in the Alexandria area and widespread flooding throughout the basin in the more rural and agricultural areas. Since 1953 there have been fifteen significant storm
events with rainfall ranging from 5.4 to 18 inches in the study area. The local sponsor is the Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development and the
Rapides Parish Gravity Drainage District No. 1. The sponsors have requested that flooding problems in the Alexandria, Louisiana area be addressed in the
feasibility study. The feasibility cost sharing agreement was executed 14 April 2003 and amended 3 May 2004 to include LADOTD’s signature.

The reconnaissance phase was completed in June 1999. The feasibility study completion is scheduled for 2008.

Fiscal Year 2007 funds are being used to identify the tentatively selected plan. An alternative formulation briefing will be conducted with MVD and HQ. A refined
engineering design and cost estimate will be developed for the recommended plan. A preliminary integrated feasibility report (including all technical appendices)
and EIS will be drafted and reviewed internally. The preliminary document will be revised and released for a NEPA 45-day public and agency review.

Funds requested for FY 2008 will be used to complete the feasibility study.

A summary of the cost estimate break down is provided below:

Mississippi River Commission

Total Estimated Study Cost $4,028,000
Reconnaissance Phase (Federal) 100,000
Feasibility Phase (Federal) 1,964,000
Feasibility Phase (Non-Federal) 1,964,000

New Orleans District
5 February 2007
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Flood Control, Mississippi River and Tributaries, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO, and TN - General Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008

Total Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Additional
Estimated To for for for Requested for  to Complete
Study Federal Cost FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $

c. Shoreline Protection Studies: None.

d. Special Studies: None.

e. Ecosystem Restoration Studies: The amount of $300,000 is required to continue one feasibility study.
MISSISSIPPI

Coldwater River Basin Below 2,119,000 596,000 328,000 470,000 300,000 * 300,000 125,000
Arkabutla Lake, MS
Vicksburg District

The study area is located in northwest Mississippi approximately 30 miles south of Memphis, Tennessee. Increased development has created adverse impacts on
area streams in meeting water quality standards while maintaining flood damage reduction goals. The Yazoo Mississippi Delta Joint Water Management District in
conjunction with Tunica County, Mississippi, has requested assistance in identifying measures to improve water management, water quality, flood control, and the
wetland ecosystem throughout this watershed. The sponsors desire specific projects and guidelines for future development that will improve flood protection and
the aquatic environment and conserve water resources. Projects will also be designed to prevent increases in downstream stages outside the study area. The
sponsors are the Yazoo Mississippi Delta Joint Water Management District and Tunica County Soil and Water Conservation District. The feasibility cost sharing
agreement was executed 18 June 2003.

FY 2007 funds are being used to complete environmental and economic base condition analyses, continue alternative plan formulation and coordination with local,
state and Federal agencies for watershed optimization, and initiate hydrologic and hydraulic modeling and economic and environmental analyses for future
without-project and with-project watershed conditions.

Funds requested for FY 2008 will be used to complete alternative plan formulation, continue hydrologic and hydraulic modeling and economic and environmental
analyses for future without-project and with-project watershed conditions, initiate engineering and design for alternative plans and continue coordination with local,
state, and Federal agencies for watershed optimization.

Mississippi River Commission Vicksburg District Coldwater River Basin Below
5 February 2007 Arkabutla Lake, MS
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The estimated cost of the feasibility phase is $3,924,000, which is to be shared on a 50-50 percent basis by Federal and non-Federal interests. A summary of the
study cost sharing is as follows:

Total Estimated Study Cost $4,081,000
Reconnaissance Phase (Federal) 157,000
Feasibility Phase (Federal) 1,962,000
Feasibility Phase (Non-Federal) 1,962,000

The reconnaissance phase was completed in June 2003. The estimated feasibility study completion date is 30 September 2009.

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

Mississippi River Commission Vicksburg District Coldwater River Basin Below
5 February 2007 Arkabutla Lake, MS
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Flood Control, Mississippi River and Tributaries, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO, and TN - General Investigations, Fiscal Year 2008

Total Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation Additional
Estimated Prior To for for for Requested for  to Complete
Study Federal Cost FY 2005 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 After FY 2008
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
g. Collection and Study of Basic Data N/A N/A 535,000 673,000 400,000 * 400,000 N/A

Surveys, Gages, and Observations.

Fiscal Year 2007 funds are being used for collection of essential basic data which are subsequently used in the planning and design of flood control projects. The
data collected under this activity are for authorized projects or units thereof for which funds have not been appropriated. The data to be collected will consist of
information on stream flow, rainfall, floods, and other items of related hydrologic nature.

Funds requested for Fiscal Year 2008 will be used for collection of essential basic data which are subsequently used in the planning and design of flood control
projects. The data collected under this activity are for authorized projects or units thereof for which funds have not been appropriated. The data to be collected
will consist of information on stream flow, rainfall, floods, and other items of related hydrologic nature.

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

Mississippi River Commission Memphis, Vicksburg, and Collection and Study of Basic Data
New Orleans Districts
5 February 2007
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction — Shoreline Protection

PROJECT: Chicago Shoreline, lllinois (Continuing)

LOCATION: The project is located in northeast lllinois on the southern shore of Lake Michigan within the City of Chicago in Cook County.

DESCRIPTION: The project consists of constructing shoreline protection structures along 9.2 miles of the shoreline. Other project features include: revetments
near the Adler Planetarium; a breakwater to protect the South Water Purification Plant near 78th Street; and beach nourishment of two short reaches of shoreline
near Fullerton Avenue and at 31st Street.

AUTHORIZATION: Water Resources Development Act of 1996, and Water Resources Development Act of 1999.

REMAINING BENEFIT - REMAINING COST RATIO: 3.5to 1 at 7 percent.

TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 6.2 to 1 at 7 percent.

INITIAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 5.5to0 1 at7 3/4 percent (1997).

BASIS OF BENEFIT COST RATIO: Benefits are from the latest available evaluation approved in March 1998, at October 1999 price levels.

PHYSICAL
STATUS: PERCENT COMPLETION

SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (1 JAN 2007) COMPLETE SCHEDULE
Estimated Federal Cost $188,000,000 Entire Project 80% To Be determined
Estimated Non-Federal Cost 142,000,000 PHYSICAL DATA

Cash Contributions 52,000,000

Other Costs 90,000,000 Step Stone Revetment 44,208 feet

Breakwater Reconstruction 2,670 feet

Total Estimated Project Cost $330,000,000 Beach Replenishment 2,000 feet
Division: Great Lakes and Ohio River District: Chicago Chicago Shoreline, IL
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SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (Continued): ACCUM

PCT. OF EST
FED COST
Allocations to 30 September 2004 $134,302,000
Allocations for FY 2005 $11,551,000
Allocations for FY 2006 $18,302,000
Conference Allowance for FY 2007 10,000,000 *
Allocation for FY 2007 10,000,000
Allocations through FY 2007 174,155,000 93
Allocation Requested for FY 2008 9,000,000 97
Programmed Balance to Complete After FY 2008 4,845,000
Unprogrammed Balance to Complete after FY 2008 0

*Assumed allocation, Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

JUSTIFICATION: The project area includes 9.2 miles of the 28 miles of publicly owned shoreline within the City of Chicago. The adjacent land mass and
transportation network are protected by continuous revetments and seawalls, most of which were built in the early 1900's. Those constructed of wood pilings and
stone cribs have begun to fail. As the land behind the structures is lost due to storms, the high capacity road network which runs parallel to the shoreline will be
impacted. These roads carry an estimated 192,000 vehicles per day. Re-routing this traffic will cause serious disruption and significant traffic delay damages. In
addition, facilities located on public property, with a capital investment of several billion dollars, will be destroyed. Over the past several years, significant
degradation of the existing shore structures has occurred. Large sections of revetment have collapsed as a result of medium duration and intensity storm events.
The rate of degradation is increasing, and short-term changes in sections are easily recognizable. The purification plant breakwater had collapsed to the point
where gaps in the structure were visible. The breakwater protects the South Water Purification Plant, which services 2.5 million persons. Federal Government and
local sponsors have invested over $260 million in this project thus far which has benefited over 3 million people. Failure to complete this project will jeopardize
these investments.

Average annual benefits are as follows:

Annual Benefits Amount
Storm Damage Prevention 45,735,000
Recreation 27,718,000
Total $ 73,453,000
Division: Great Lakes and Ohio River District: Chicago Chicago Shoreline, IL
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FISCAL YEAR 2007: The current amount is being applied as follows:

Complete construction 40™ to 41% Street $ 8,000,000
Initiate construction Montrose to Irving 1,000,000
Engineering and Design 300,000
Construction Management 700,000

TOTAL $10,000,000

FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount will be applied as follows:

Continue construction Montrose to Irving $ 8,100,000
Engineering and Design 300,000
Construction Management 600,000

TOTAL $ 9,000,000

NON-FEDERAL COST: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing concepts contained in the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, the non-Federal

sponsor must comply with the requirements listed below.
Annual Operation,

Payment During Maintenance, Repair
Construction and  Rehabilitation, and
Requirements of Local Cooperation Reimbursements Replacement Costs
Pay 35 percent of the costs allocated to hurricane and storm damage $ 104,000,000 $ 500,000
reduction for the Federally supportable plan as reduced for credit
allowed for non-Federal work under Section 215 of the Flood Control
Act of 1968 and/or Section 206 of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1992, and bear all costs of operation, maintenance, repair,
rehabilitation and replacement of hurricane and storm damage reduction
facilities
Pay all the incremental costs of the locally preferred plan over 38,000,000
the Federally supportable plan as reduced for credit allowed for
non-Federal work under Section 215 of the Flood Control Act of 1968
and/or Section 206 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1992.
Total Non-Federal Costs $ 142,000,000 $ 500,000

The non-Federal sponsor has agreed to make all required payments concurrently with project construction.

Division: Great Lakes and Ohio River District: Chicago Chicago Shoreline, IL
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STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: The City of Chicago and the Chicago Park District are the local sponsors for the project. The reimbursement agreement
for protection of the filtration plant (Reach 5) was executed on April 28, 1997. A Project Cooperation Agreement encompassing 31% Street to 33" Street, 1,000
feet of protection at Belmont Avenue, and beach stabilization at 31 Street was executed 7 August 1998. The Project Cooperation Agreement for the remainder of
the project was executed on May 17, 1999. The Chicago Park District currently owns all lands required for the project. The non-Federal cost estimate of
$142,000,000 is an increase of $16,000,000 from the non-Federal cash contribution of $126,000,000 as noted in the PCA. The non-Federal sponsor is financially
capable and willing to contribute the non-Federal share.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATE: The current Federal cost estimate of $188,000,000 is an increase of $14,000,000 from the latest estimate
($174,000,000) presented to Congress (FY 2007) due to increased costs for concrete and steel and higher petroleum prices. In addition, there have been
changes to the design during construction due to differing site conditions, which resulted in increased construction costs.

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: One Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for entire project was signed on July 3, 1993, and another
FONSI , for additional land at Reach 4, 51" to 54" Street was signed on June 25, 1999. EA was completed for Belmont to Diversey South segment in 2002. A
FONSI for the 40"-41%" Street reach was signed in June 2005.

OTHER INFORMATION: Funds to initiate PED were appropriated in FY 1992. Funds to initiate construction were appropriated in FY 1997. The project
authorization provides for reimbursement for the Federal share of construction work performed by the non-Federal sponsor in Reach 5. WRDA 1999 authorized
credit for work that was performed at Reach 3, Solidarity Drive, prior to execution of the Project Cooperation Agreement.

The Federal plan includes rubblemound revetments along 9.2 miles of publicly owned lakefront shoreline. The locally preferred plan substitutes steel sheet pile,
and concrete step-stone revetments for the rubblemound revetments. The non-Federal sponsor will pay the incremental costs of the locally preferred plan.

The scheduled completion date is the same as the latest presented to Congress (FY 2007), “To Be determined”.

Division: Great Lakes and Ohio River District: Chicago Chicago Shoreline, IL
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction - Local Protection (Flood Control)
PROJECT: Des Plaines River, IL (Continuing)

LOCATION: The project area is located in Lake and Cook Counties in northeastern lllinois and has a drainage area of approximately 500 square
miles.

DESCRIPTION: The project consists of six elements: two levee units, expansion of two existing reservoirs, raising of one existing dam to increase
storage, construction of one new lateral storage area, and environmental mitigation. Both levee units are a combination of floodwalls, levees, and
closure structures; and both provide residents with a 100-year level of protection in addition to significant transportation benefits.

AUTHORIZATION: Water Resources Development Act of 1999 (Public Law 106-53).

REMAINING BENEFIT-REMAINING COST RATIO: 2.9 to 1 at 7 percent. (Entire project)
4.11to 1 at 7 percent. (Levee 37)

TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 1.7 to 1 at 7 percent. (Entire project)
2.1to 1 at 7 percent. (Levee 37)

INITIAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 1.6 to 1 at 6 5/8 percent. (Entire project)
3.0to 1 at 6 5/8 percent (Levee 37)

BASIS OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO: Benefits are from the latest approved feasibility report, dated June 1999 at October 1998 price levels.

PHYSICAL
STATUS PERCENT COMPLETION
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (1 Jan 2007) COMPLETE SCHEDULE
Estimated Federal Cost $42,600,000 Entire Project 15 To be determined
Estimated Non-Federal Cost 22,900,000
Cash Contributions 3,275,000 PHYSICAL DATA
Other Costs 19,625,000 Levees and Floodwalls 2 Miles
Total Estimated Project Cost $65,500,000 Reservoirs 1,063 Acre Feet
Dam 500 Acre Feet
Storage Areas 412 Acre Feet
Division: Great Lakes and Ohio River District: Chicago Des Plaines River, IL
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ACCUM.

PCT. OF EST.
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (CONTINUED) FED. COST
Allocations to 30 September 2004 $ 1,594,000
Allocations for FY 2005 1,367,000
Allocations for FY 2006 3,559,000
Conference Allowance for FY 2007 6,000,000
Allocation for FY 2007 6,000,000 *
Allocations through FY 2007 12,520,000 29
Allocation Requested for FY 2008 6,620,000 45
Programmed Balance to Complete After FY 2008 23,460,000
Unprogrammed Balance to Complete after FY 2008 0

* Assumed allocation, Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

JUSTIFICATION: The Des Plaines River has a long history of frequent floods causing significant economic losses in the Chicago metropolitan
area. 1986/1987 flooding of the Des Plaines River inflicted an estimated $100 million in damages to this densely populated area of 10,000
dwellings and 263 business and industrial sites, closed Interstate 90/94 and severely disrupted the entire Chicago metropolitan area transportation
network, including closure of one of the busiest airports, O’Hare International Airport, the first time ever for a non-winter event, for over 24 hours.
The Airport was literally an island. People were able to leave the Airport by walking down Interstate 90. Over 15,000 residents were evacuated from
the flooded area. Portions of the watershed are among the most rapidly developing in the Chicago metro area; while other portions already exhibit
the highest population density of the area. There were 4 fatalities associated with the 1986/1987 flood events on the Des Plaines River including 3
deaths related to basement flooding which included electrocution and 1 death due to drowning during evacuation. Due to density of residential and
commercial development and the glacial lake plain topography, flood depths and velocities result in substantial risk to life and health, as well as
significant damages to 73 municipalities in the watershed from flooding of residential and commercial structures, and impacts to a large, dense
transportation network in this area of 800,000 plus residents. Governor of lllinois declared Lake and Cook Counties area of Des Plaines watershed
a disaster area during May 2004 flooding. This flood caused estimated damages of $2-$3 Million. Flooding caused evacuation of residents and
numerous road closings for over a week. Locals built a sandbag levee around the proposed location of Levee 37 to minimize flooding of residents
and roads. Average annual flood damage prevention benefits estimated at $6,001,000 for the entire Des Plaines River, IL project.

Division: Great Lakes and Ohio River District: Chicago Des Plaines River, IL
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FISCAL YEAR 2007: The amount will be applied as follows:

Initiate construction Levee 37 $ 5,400,000
Engineering and Design 200,000
Construction Management 400,000
Total $ 6,000,000
FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount will be applied as follows:
Continue construction Levee 37 $ 6,000,000
Engineering and Design 210,000
Construction Management 410,000
Total $6,620,000

NON-FEDERAL COST: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing requirements contained in the Water Resources Development Act of

1986, the non-Federal sponsor must comply with the requirements listed below.

Annual Operation,

Payment During Maintenance, Repair
Construction and Rehabilitation, and
Requirements of Local Cooperation Reimbursements Replacement Costs
Provide lands, easements, rights of way, and borrow and excavated or $ 9,025,000
dredged material disposal areas.
Modify or relocate utilities, roads, bridges (except railroad bridges), 10,600,000

and other facilities, where necessary for the construction of the project,
which may be reduced for credit allowed based on prior work (Section 104
of the Water Resource Development Act of 1986) after reductions for such
credit have been made in the required cash payments.

Pay 5 percent of the costs allocated to flood control to bring 3,275,000 $273,200
the total non-Federal share of flood control costs to 35 percent

and bear all costs of operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation

and replacement of flood control facilities.

Total Non-Federal Costs $22,900,000 $273,200

The non-Federal sponsor has agreed to make all required payments concurrently with project construction.

Division: Great Lakes and Ohio River District: Chicago

5 February 2007
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STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: The State of lllinois is the local sponsor for the project. The Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA) is
scheduled to be executed in FY 2007. The non-Federal sponsor is financially capable and willing to contribute the non-Federal share. The local
sponsor has received ASA(CW)'s approval for Section 104 in the amount of $ 14,711,000.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATE: The Federal cost estimate of $42,600,000 is an increase of $1,130,000 over the previously
estimated cost of $41,470,000, last presented to Congress (FY 2007). This increase is due to price levels and inflation adjustments.

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: The final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was filed with the Unite d States
Environmental Protection Agency on 15 July 1999. The Record of Decision was signed on 5 January 2000. A supplemental EIS was filed on 11
May 2006. The Record of Decision was singed on 16 June 2006.

OTHER INFORMATION: Funds to initiate PED were appropriated in FY 1998. Local sponsor initiated and completed construction of gates in FY99

and awarded a pump station contract in June 2003 that was completed in FY 2005. The local sponsor awarded a construction contract of the final
phase of Levee 50 in FY 2006.

Division: Great Lakes and Ohio River District: Chicago Des Plaines River, IL
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction - Local Protection (Flood Control)

PROJECT: Little Calumet River, Indiana (Continuing)

LOCATION: Little Calumet River Basin, Northwest Indiana, Lake County.

DESCRIPTION: The project consists of replacing 9.5 miles of existing spoil bank levees with 12.1 miles of new levees, floodwalls, and closure and appurtenant
structures between the lllinois-Indiana State line and Cline Avenue in Gary, Indiana; constructing 9.7 miles of set-back levees and appurtenant drainage structures
between Cline Avenue and I-65; installing a flow control structure at Hart Ditch; permanent evacuation of 37 structures in the Black Oak area of Gary, Indiana;
constructing a betterment levee from Cline to Clark; modifying 7 miles of channel with 3 accompanying bridge culvert modifications; modifying 1 highway bridge;
constructing 16.8 miles of hiking/biking trails and accompanying recreation support facilities, and preserving 788 acres of wildlife habitat. A Post Authorization
Change Report was approved in May 1999 extending the eastern limit of the project to include the Marshalltown area.

AUTHORIZATION: Water Resources Development Act of 1986. Appropriations for Energy and Water Development of 2006.

REMAINING BENEFIT-REMAINING COST RATIO: 4.7 to 1 at 7 percent.

TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 1.9 to 1 at 7 percent.

INITIAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 2.1to 1 at 8.875 percent

BASIS OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO: Benefits are from the latest available evaluation approved in October 1994 at 1993 price levels. A Post Authorization Change
Report was approved in May 1999.

Division: Great Lakes and Ohio River District: Chicago Little Calumet River, IN
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PHYSICAL

STATUS PERCENT COMPLETION
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (1 Jan 2007) COMPLETE SCHEDULE
Estimated Federal Cost $153,000,000 Entire Project 70 To Be determined
Estimated Non-Federal Cost 51,000,000
Cash Contributions 16,255,000 PHYSICAL DATA
Other Costs 34,745,000
Levees and Floodwalls 21.8 miles
Total Estimated Project Cost $204,000,000 Pumping Plant Modifications 17
Structures Removed 37
Structures Floodproofed 53
Channel Modification 7 miles
Hiking Trails 6.8 miles
ACCUM.
PCT. OF EST.
FED. COST
Allocations to 30 September 2004 $ 92,082,400
Allocations for FY 2005 4,886,000
Allocations for FY 2006 8,435,000
Conference Allowance for FY 2007 14,000,000
Allocation for FY 2007 14,000,000 *
Allocations through FY 2007 119,403,400 78
Allocation Requested for FY 2008 13,000,000 87
Programmed Balance to Complete After FY 2008 20,596,600
Unprogrammed Balance to Complete after FY 2008 0

* Assumed allocation, Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

JUSTIFICATION: Overbank flood damages occur to 10,000 structures, primarily residential, along the Little Calumet River in Indiana within the communities of
Hammond, Munster, Griffith and Gary. The total value of these structures is in excess of $775 million. Continued flood damages occur to commercial and public
buildings, and the transportation network. The major East/West highway transportation link between the Chicago metropolitan area and the eastern United States,
Interstate 80/94, is susceptible to closure during flooding. About 160,000 vehicles per day of which 40% are trucks transit the area on the interstate. Average

Division: Great Lakes and Ohio River District: Chicago Little Calumet River, IN
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JUSTIFICATION (continued) annual benefits are estimated at $18,550,000. Completion of the project will protect residents from flood events up to the 200-year
event. This project benefits 1.2 Million people and 10,000 dwellings. An estimated $35 Million in flood damages were incurred and one life lost in the November
1990 flood, the most recent significant flood event. The communities of Hammond, Highland and Munster, IN were inundated. The President declared the area
inundated by the November 1990 flood a National Disaster Area on December 6, 1990. The State of Indiana continues to rate the flood damage potential along
the Little Calumet River as the most severe in the state. The project avoids the short-and long-term adverse impacts associated with the destruction or
modification of wetlands by designating the existing wetland areas in the Gary reach for overbank flood storage, a vital requirement of the hydraulic operation and
design of the project, and hence required project lands. Environmental attributes are being mitigated for, as well as enhanced along the river corridor.
Construction of the Hart Ditch Control structure is required to meet statutory requirements to minimize flow impacts (for all events up to the 100 year) to the State
of lllinois communities, resultant from changes to the floodplain/floodway in Indiana as part of the Project. Additionally, the Control Structure minimizes impact to
the flow volume attributable to the State of lllinois’ Lake Michigan Diversion, which is regulated by Supreme Court Decree. Also critical is rehabilitation of existing
pump stations to eliminate risks from interior flooding that could result since the existing system is insufficient to provide significant protection from interior runoff
during major storm events along the West Reach of the project. An intense localized rainfall event occurred on September 13, 2006 that was centered over the
communities of Highland and Giriffith, Indiana resulting in widespread flooding and damage to approximately 1,500 homes. The precipitation event was estimated
to be a 600 year event rainfall over these communities. Lake County, Indiana qualifies as an area of persistent and chronic unemployment. A minority plan has
been developed that identifies construction contracts which can be set aside for small business contractors and minority owned/Section 8A contractors in the

project area. A 40 percent minority participation goal has been established for all future construction contracts for the Contractor's aggregate workforce in each
trade.

Average annual benefits are as follows:

Annual Benefits Amount

Flood Damage Prevention 15,917,000
Recreation 411,000
Land Enhancement 2,222,000
Total 18,550,000

The Budget includes funding for this project primarily to addresses a significant risk to human safety. The Corps made this determination based on many factors
such as the likelihood and magnitude of the potential flooding, the number of people living in the flood plain, the likely warning time, the availability of evacuation
routes, and site-specific engineering factors.

Division: Great Lakes and Ohio River District: Chicago Little Calumet River, IN
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FISCAL YEAR 2007: The current amount is being applied as follows:

Complete construction Stage VI-l1 South
Complete construction StageVI-1 North
Complete construction Stage VI-2
Complete construction Landscaping 2
Complete construction Burr St 2
Initiate construction V-2
Initiate construction Pumps 2
Engineering and Design
Construction Management

Total

FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount will be applied as follows:
Continue construction Stage V-2
Continue construction Pumps 2
Engineering and Design
Construction Management
Total

$ 1,175,000
3,025,000
2,125,000

90,000
1,600,000
2,900,000
1,250,000

935,000
900,000
$ 14,000,000

$ 8,200,000

3,500,000
300,000
1,000,000

$ 13,000,000

NON-FEDERAL COST: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing requirements contained in the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, the

non-Federal sponsor must comply with the requirements listed below.

Requirements of Local Cooperation

Provide lands, easements, rights of way, and borrow and excavated or
dredged material disposal areas.

Modify or relocate utilities, roads, bridges (except railroad bridges),

and other facilities, where necessary for the construction of the project,
reduced for credit allowed based on prior work (Section 104 of the Water
Resource Development Act of 1986; $1,667,200) after reductions for such
credit have been made in the required cash payments.

Pay one-half separable costs allocated to recreation and bear all

costs of operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation and replacement

of recreation facilities;

Division: Great Lakes and Ohio River District: Chicago
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Annual Operation,

Payment During Maintenance, Repair
Construction and Rehabilitation, and
Requirements of Local Cooperation Reimbursements Replacement Costs
Pay approximately 5 percent of the costs allocated to flood control (other than 11,343,000 150,000
non-structural measures) to bring the non-Federal share of flood control costs to
25 percent as determined under Section 103 (m) of the Water Resource
Development Act of 1986, as amended; to reflect credit allowed for prior work
(Section 104 of the Water Resource Development Act of 1986; $1,667,200); and
bear all costs of operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation and replacement of
flood control facilities.
Pay 25 percent of the first cost allocated to non-structural flood 2,025,000
control measures.
Pay 25 percent of the costs allocated to fish and wildlife enhancement, 259,000
and pay 25 percent of the costs of operation, maintenance, repair,
rehabilitation and replacement of the fish and wildlife facilities.
Total Non-Federal Costs $51,000,000 $ 150,000

STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: The Little Calumet River Basin Development Commission is the local sponsor for the project. The Local Cooperation
Agreement (LCA) was executed on August 16, 1990. The LCA was supplemented twice to include the East Reach Remediation, 30 July 1999 and Burr Street
Betterment, 26 April 2000. The current non-Federal cost estimate of $51,000,000, which includes a cash contribution of $16,255,000, is an increase of
$27,400,000 from the non-Federal cost estimate of $23,600,000 noted in the Local Cooperation Agreement, which included a cash contribution of $4,800,000. The
non-Federal sponsor is financially capable and willing to contribute the non-Federal share. The local sponsor has received approval for Section 104 credits in the
amount of $1,667,200.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATE: The current Federal cost estimate of $151,000,000 is an increase of $1,000,000 from the latest estimate
($150,000,000) presented to Congress (FY 2007). This change includes the following items:
Item Amount

Price Escalation on Construction Features -$1,000,000
Post Contract Award and Other Estimating Adjustments  $2,000,000

Total $1,000,000

Division: Great Lakes and Ohio River District: Chicago Little Calumet River, IN
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STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: The final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was filed with the United States Environmental
Protection Agency on February 3, 1984. The Record of Decision was signed on July 13, 1990. Environmental Assessments (EA) were subsequently prepared
addressing potential borrow and disposal sites which were not covered in the EIS and the three Findings of No Significant Impact were signed on May 9, 1990,
July 11,1991 and April 21, 1992. A supplemental Environmental Impact Statement was completed for the levee re-alignment, excavated ponding areas and new
borrow sites. The Record of Decision was signed on June 23, 1995.

OTHER INFORMATION: Funds to initiate PED were appropriated in FY 1984 and funds to initiate construction were appropriated in FY 1990. Fish and wildlife
mitigation and enhancement costs for this project are estimated at $5,220,000. A 902 PAC report was approved by HQUSACE on 5 December 2000. Section 127
of the FY 2006 Appropriation Bill raised project authorization cost to $198,000,000.

The scheduled completion date is the same as the latest presented to Congress (FY 2007), “To Be determined”.

Division: Great Lakes and Ohio River District: Chicago Little Calumet River, IN
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction - Local Protection (Flood Control)

PROJECT: McCook and Thornton Reservoirs, lllinois (Continuing)
LOCATION: The project area covers 341 square miles of the combined sewer area in Cook County in Chicago and 48 adjacent s uburban communities.

DESCRIPTION: The authorized project consists of constructing two reservoirs from stone quarries located in McCook and Thornton, Cook County, lllinois

with floodwater storage capacities of 21,400 acre-feet (7 billion gallons) and 14,600 acre-feet (4.8 billion gallons), respectively. The Thornton Reservoir project
authorization was modified to evaluate inclusion of the National Resource Conservation Service Thorn Creek Reservoir with the Thornton Reservoir project. The
combined reservoir at Thornton, determined feasible in a 2003 Limited Re-evaluation Report, has a combined capacity of 24,200 acre-feet (7.8 billion gallons).
McCook and Thornton both will serve as the termini of the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago's TARP project (Tunnel and Reservoir Plan)
Phase | tunnels. TARP was developed by Federal, State, regional and local governments as a regional plan for reducing flood damages and improving water
quality in area waterways. The two reservoirs will capture and store combined sewer flows from the tunnel systems for later treatment after the storm event.
Currently, when the tunnels reach their capacity, the combined flow of raw sewage and storm water backs up through the sewer system into basements of homes
and businesses and on to the roadways and is discharged directly into area waterways. When storm events are severe, the navigation locks on the Chicago River
must be opened to release the combined sewer flow into Lake Michigan - the source of drinking water for millions. Reservoir features include pumps, a cutoff wall,
main and distribution tunnels, gates and valves, hydraulic structures, wall stabilization and aquifer protection, aeration and wash-down systems.

AUTHORIZATION: Water Resources Development Act of 1988, modified by the Water Resources Development Act of 1999.

REMAINING BENEFIT-REMAINING COST RATIO: 3.4to 1 at 7 percent (McCook and Thornton combined).
4.8 to 1 at 7 percent (McCook only)

TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 2.2to 1 at 7 percent. (McCook and Thornton combined)
2410 1 at7 percent (McCook only)

INITIAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 2.0 to 1 at 8 percent.
BASIS OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO: McCook Reservoir benefits are based on the latest available evaluation in the Final Special Reevaluation Report dated

February 1999 at October 1997 price levels. Thornton Reservoir benefits are based on the economic evaluation completed for the Limited Reevaluation Report
dated July 2003 at October 2001 price levels.

Division: Great Lakes and Ohio River District: Chicago McCook and Thornton Reservoirs, IL

5 February 2007
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PHYSICAL

STATUS PERCENT COMPLETION

SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (1 Jan 2007) COMPLETE SCHEDULE
Estimated Federal Cost $ 547,000,000 McCook Reservoir 30 To Be determined
Estimated Non-Federal Cost 182,000,000 Thornton Reservoir 0 To Be determined

Cash Contributions 89,698,000 Entire Project 20 To Be determined

Other Costs 92,302,000
Total Estimated Project Cost $ 729,000,000

ACCUM.
PCT. OF EST.
FED. COST PHYSICAL DATA
Allocations to 30 September 2004 $ 77,138,000
Allocations for FY 2005 27,772,000
Allocations for FY 2006 25,825,000
Conference Allowance for FY 2007 45,000,000 McCook Reservoir
Allocation for FY 2007 45,000,000 * Storage Capacity 21,400 acre-feet
Allocations through FY 2007 175,735,000 32 Thornton Reservoir
Storage Capacity 24,200 acre-feet

Allocation Requested for FY 2008 33,500,000 38
Programmed Balance to Complete After FY 2008 337,765,000
Unprogrammed Balance to Complete after FY 2008 0

*Assumed allocation, Final actual allocations yet to be determined.

JUSTIFICATION: The McCook and Thornton Reservoirs Project covers 341 square miles of the combined sewer area in Chicago and suburban communities.
Within this region, nearly 1,200,000 structures suffer flooding attributable to combined storm sewer outfall submergence caused by inadequate capacity of area
waterways. The McCook Reservoir will provide an additional 7 times the storage capacity of its billion gallon capacity connecting tunnel system and will provide
flood damage reduction benefits to Chicago and 37 suburban communities where 146,000 homes and businesses flood annually. The Thornton Reservoir will
provide an additional 8 times the storage capacity of its half billion gallon capacity connecting tunnel system and will provide flood damage reduction to Chicago
and 13 suburban communities where nearly 200,000 homes and businesses flood annually. The project will also improve water quality in area waterways, reduce
untreated sewage backflow into Lake Michigan and reduce beach closures. The project benefits over 3 million people. The sponsor, the Metropolitan Water
Reclamation District of Greater Chicago (MWRDGC), has been under pressure from the USEPA to have at least Stage 1 of the McCook Reservoir constructed by
CY 2014 when their current NPDES (National Pollution Discharge Elimination System of the Clean Water Act) permit expires. Department of Justice requested

Division: Great Lakes and Ohio River District: Chicago McCook and Thornton Reservoirs, IL
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JUSTIFICATION (continued):MWRDGC to sign an Administrative Order with USEPA on a timeline to get McCook Reservoir constructed and operational. Delays
in completion of the project due to the pace of past Federal funding could force Department of Justice to order enforced settlement to comply with the Clean Water
Act. Risks to human health are high due to continued contaminated flooding. One of the intended purposes of this project is to prevent sewage backflow to Lake
Michigan, impacting drinking water supply and damaging the aquatic ecosystem, including fish tainting, contaminant uptake and degradation of spawning areas.
The elimination of backflows of raw sewage to Lake Michigan is a priority issue of the Great Lakes Governors and Mayors and is a priority issue of the Great Lakes
Regional Collaboration established in response to Executive Order 13340 signed by President Bush in May 04.

Average annual benefits for McCook and Thornton Reservoirs are as follows:

Annual Benefits Amount
Flood Damage Prevention 85,066,000
Water Quality 14,732,000
Water Supply 9,572,000
Recreation 1,030,000
Total $ 110,400,000

FISCAL YEAR 2007: The current amount is being applied as follows:

Complete construction Distribution Tunnels $ 1,700,000
Complete construction Pumps and Motors 300,000
Complete construction Cut-off wall 2 9,000,000
Continue construction Grout 22,000,000
Fully fund construction Wall Stability 7,000,000
Engineering and Design — McCook Reservoir 2,000,000
Construction Management 3,000,000

Total 45,000,000

FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount will be applied as follows:

Continue construction Grout $ 30,000,000
Engineering and Design — McCook Reservoir 1,000,000
Construction Management 2,500,000
Total $ 33,500,000
Division: Great Lakes and Ohio River District: Chicago McCook and Thornton Reservoirs, IL

5 February 2007
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NON-FEDERAL COST: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing concepts reflected in the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, the non-Federal
sponsor must comply with the requirements listed below.

Payment During Maintenance, Repair,
Construction and Rehabilitation, and
Requirements of Local Cooperation Reimbursements Replacement Costs

McCook Reservoir:
Provide lands, easements, rights of way, and borrow and excavated or 5,069,000
dredged material disposal areas.

Modify or relocate utilities, roads, bridges (except railroad bridges), and other 32,833,000
facilities, where necessary for the construction of the project.

Pay 17 percent of the costs allocated to flood control to bring the total non-Federal 76,098,000 4,300,000
share of flood control costs to 25 percent and bear all costs of operation, maintenance,
repair, rehabilitation and replacement of flood control facilities.

Total McCook Reservoir $114,000,000 4,300,000

Thornton Reservoir:
Provide lands, easements, rights of way, and borrow and excavated or 26,882,000
dredged material disposal areas.

Modify or relocate utilities, roads, bridges (except railroad bridges), and 27,518,000
other facilities, where necessary, for the construction of the project, and less credits

allowed for prior work per Section 501 of Water Resources Development Act of

of 1999.

Pay approximately 5 percent of the costs allocated to flood control to bring the total 13,600,000 2,800,000
non-Federal share of flood control costs to 25 percent and bear all costs of operation,
maintenance, repair, rehabilitation and replacement of flood control facilities.

Total Thornton Reservoir $ 68,000,000 $2,800,000
Total Non-Federal $182,000,000 $7,100,000
Division: Great Lakes and Ohio River District: Chicago McCook and Thornton Reservoirs, IL

5 February 2007
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STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: The Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago (MWRDGC) is the local sponsor for the project. The
Project Cooperation Agreement for McCook Reservoir was executed on 10 May 1999, and amended on 10 July 2003. Project Cooperation Agreement for
Thornton Reservoir was executed on 18 September 2003. The non-Federal sponsor is expected to make all required payments concurrently with project
construction. The current non-Federal cost estimate for the McCook Reservoir is $114,000,000, which includes a cash contribution of $ 76,098,000 and is a
decrease of $15,050,000 from the non-Federal cost estimate of $129,050,000 noted in the Project Cooperation Agreement, which included a cash contribution of
$99,978,000. The current non-Federal cost estimate for the Thornton Reservoir is $68,000,000, which includes a cash contribution of $13,600,000 and is a
decrease of $5,000,000 from the non-Federal cost estimate of $73,000,000 noted in the Project Cooperation Agreement, which included a cash contribution of
$14,600,000.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATE: The current Federal cost estimate of $547,000,000 is a decrease of $7,000,000 from the latest estimate
($554,000,000) presented to Congress (FY 2007). This change is due to price levels and inflation adjustments.

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: Public and Agency review of final Environmental Impact Statement and the Special Reevaluation Report
(EIS/SRR) for the McCook Reservoir project was completed in December 1998 and the Record of Decision (ROD) was signed on May 5, 1999. The Thornton
Reservoir Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact were signed in June 2001 and December 2001 respectively. The Thornton Reservoir
Limited Reevaluation Report was completed in July 2003.

OTHER INFORMATION: Funds to initiate PED were appropriated in FY 1988. Funds to initiate construction were appropriated in FY 1994. The scheduled
completion date is the same as the latest presented to Congress (FY 2007), “To Be Determined”.

Division: Great Lakes and Ohio River District: Chicago McCook and Thornton Reservoirs, IL

5 February 2007
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SEPARABLE ELEMENT: McCook Reservair, lllinois

SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA

Estimated Federal Cost $ 343,000,000
Non-Federal Cost 114,000,000
Cash Contributions 76,098,000
Other Costs 37,902,000
Total Estimated Project Cost $ 457,000,000

REMAINING BENEFIT-REMAINING COST RATIO: 4.8 to 1 at 7 percent

TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 2.4 to 1 at 7 percent

SEPARABLE ELEMENT: Thornton Reservoir, lllinois

SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA

Estimated Federal Cost $204,000,000
Non-Federal Cost 68,000,000
Cash Contributions 13,600,000
Other Costs 54,400,000
Total Estimated Project Cost $272,000,000

REMAINING BENEFIT-REMAINING COST RATIO: 1.7 to 1 at 7 percent

TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 1.2 to 1 at 7 percent.

Division: Great Lakes and Ohio River District: Chicago

5 February 2007
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction, General - Local Protection (Flood Control)

PROJECT: Metropolitan Region of Cincinnati, Duck Creek, Ohio (Continuing)

LOCATION: The project encompasses 3.2 miles of stream reach in the City of Cincinnati and the Village of Fairfax, in Hamilton County, Ohio.

DESCRIPTION: The recommended plan consists of 1,200 feet of stream channel relocation; 8,500 feet of streambank protection; 3,300 feet of earth levees; 7,100
feet of concrete floodwalls; 1,250 feet of precast concrete arch culvert, widening of one railroad bridge; demolition of one abandoned highway bridge; one pump
station for interior drainage; one automated floodgate closure; one emergency access road; one flood emergency warning system; 32.1 acres of permanent
easements and 10.0 acres of temporary easements; and environmental mitigation. All work is programmed.

AUTHORIZATION: Water Resources Development Act of 1996 and Water Resources Development Act of 2000.

REMAINING BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 4.9to 1 at 7 percent.

TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 1.4to 1 at 7 percent.

INITIAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 1.26 to 1 at 7 3/4 percent (FY 1997).

BASIS OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO: Project Design Memorandum for Duck Creek, Ohio, dated January 1996, at January 1996 price levels. An economic update

of the Duck Creek, Cincinnati, OH study was completed in September 2000 at October 2000 price levels. An Engineering Document Report was approved in
September 2003 at October 2002 price levels.

PHYSICAL
STATUS PERCENT COMPLETION
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (1 Jan 2007) COMPLETE SCHEDULE
Estimated Federal Cost $39,144,000 Entire Project 62 Sep 2009
Estimated Non-Federal Cost 4,200,000 PHYSICAL DATA
Cash Contribution 2,167,000
Other Costs 2,033,000 Levees 3,300 ft.  Access Road 1
Floodwalls 7,100 ft. ~ Widen R.R. Bridge 1
Total Estimated Project Cost $43,344,000 Channel Relocation 1,200 ft.  Pump Station 1
Streambank Protection 8,500 ft.  Permanent Easements 32ac
Triple Box Culvert 1,250 ft. Demolish Hwy Bridge
Division: Great Lakes & Ohio River District: Louisville Metropolitan Region of Cincinnati, Duck Creek, OH

7 February 2007
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SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (Continued)

Allocations to 30 September 2004
Allocations for FY 2005
Allocations for FY 2006
Conference Allowance for FY 2007
Allocation for FY 2007

Allocations through FY 2007

Allocation Requested for FY 2008
Programmed Balance to Complete after FY 2008
Unprogrammed Balance to Complete after FY 2008

$ 18,376,000
1,638,000
1,633,000
5,650,000
5,650,000

27,297,000 1/

$11,847,000
0
0

1/ Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocation yet to be determined.

ACCUM.
PCT OF EST.
FED. COST

70

100

JUSTIFICATION: Duck Creek suffers from frequent flash flooding affecting people, roads, utilities, 9 residential properties, and 32 commercial/industrial properties
valued at $62.4 million; threatens over 1,000 jobs in manufacturing; and disrupts production. There have been two drownings within the Duck Creek watershed
since authorization of the project in WRDA 1996. During flood conditions, the velocity of the creek, at overbank locations, is approximately 2 feet per second. The
depth of flooding is approximately 5 feet with a warning time for egress of about 20 minutes. Numerous cars and other vehicles have been damaged and swept
away by the flash flooding. Occupants are often forced to climb from vehicle windows and wade to higher ground or await rescue by emergency responders. The
most recent out-of-bank flooding causing property damage occurred in June 1997, July 2001, and May 2003. Threatening flood conditions occurred 3 times in a
two-month period during 2005. The potential for frequent damaging floods and for less frequent but catastrophic flooding exists during any given year. Flood
waters enter existing structures during events as small as a 2-year flood. Additional significant flooding occurred in 1982 and 1985. These two floods are
estimated to have been a 25-year frequency event and a 10-year frequency event, respectively. Average annual damages are estimated at $3.9 million. The
recommended plan reduces average annual flood damages by 94 percent and provides a uniform 100-year level of protection for the three protected areas.

Average annual benefits at 7 percent are as follows

Annual Benefits

Flood Control

Advance Bridge Replacement
Location

Total

Division: Great Lakes & Ohio River

District: Louisville
7 February 2007

Amount

$ 4,213,000
61,000
9,000

$ 4,283,000

Metropolitan Region of Cincinnati, Duck Creek, OH
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JUSTIFICATION (Continued):

The Budget includes funding for this project primarily to addresses a significant risk to human safety. The Corps made this determination based on many factors
such as the likelihood and magnitude of the potential flooding, the number of people living in the flood plain, the likely warning time, the availability of evacuation
routes, and site-specific engineering factors.

FISCAL YEAR 2007: The allocated amount will be applied as follows:

Award Phase 4B contract 3,962,000
Federal Land Acquisition 800,000
Federal Admin of Real Estate 50,000
Continue Planning, Engineering and Design 477,000
Construction Management 361,000
Total $5,650,000

FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount will be applied as follows:

Complete Phase 4B Contract 5,447,000
Award and Complete 4C Contract 3,974,000
Environmental Mitigation Contract 92,000
Complete Federal Land Acquisition 1,096,000
Federal Admin of Real Estate 50,000
Complete Planning, Engineering and Design 154,000
Construction Management 1,034,000
Total $11,847,000

NON-FEDERAL COSTS: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing concepts reflected in the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 and modified by
the Water Resources Development Act of 2000, the non-Federal sponsor must comply with the requirements listed below.

Payments Annual
During OMRR&R
Requirements of Local Cooperation Const/Reimb Costs
Provide lands, easements, rights of way, and borrow and excavated or dredged material disposal areas. $1,787,000
Modify or relocate utilities, roads, bridges (except railroad bridges), and other facilities, where necessary for the 246,000
construction of the project.
Division: Great Lakes & Ohio River District: Louisville Metropolitan Region of Cincinnati, Duck Creek, OH

7 February 2007
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NON-FEDERAL COSTS (Continued)

Pay approximately 5 percent of the costs allocated to flood control to bring the total non-Federal share of flood 2,167,000 $ 55,000
control costs to 25 percent and bear all costs of operation, maintenance, repair, replacement, and rehabilitation.

Total Non-Federal Costs $ 4,200,000 $ 55,000
The non-Federal sponsors have agreed to make all payments concurrently with project construction.

STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: The non-Federal sponsors are the City of Cincinnati, Ohio, and the Village of Fairfax, Ohio. The terms of the Project
Cooperation Agreement (PCA) have been discussed with each sponsor and each understands its responsibilities. The PCA was executed in December 1997. A
PCA amendment to support the new authorized total project cost and maximum non-federal cost was executed in September 2004. In May 1993, the Cincinnati
City Council approved a rate increase by the Cincinnati Stormwater Management Utility that included funds for the city's share of project costs. Construction of
flood damage reduction features is nearing completion in the Village of Fairfax.

The current non-Federal cost estimate of $4,200,000, which includes a cash contribution of $2,167,000, is the same as the last non-Federal cost estimate
presented to Congress (FY 2007). The cost estimate reflects the project’s modified authorization in the Water Resources Development Act of 2000, which capped
the non-Federal sponsor’s costs.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES: The current Federal cost estimate of $39,144,000 is an increase of $2,060,000 from the latest estimate
($37,084,000) presented to Congress (FY 2007). The change includes the following items:

Item Amount
Design Changes $ 1,644,000
Price Escalation on Construction Features $ 416,000
Total $ 2,060,000

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: An Environmental Assessment was conducted and a Finding of No Significant Impact was signed on
14 January 1994.

OTHER INFORMATION: Funds to initiate preconstruction engineering and design were appropriated in FY 1994. Funds to initiate construction were appropriated
in FY 1997. The scheduled completion date has changed from the latest present to Congress (FY 2007) “To Be Determined” to Sep 2009 due to the project being
fully funded with the FY 08 Appropriation.

Division: Great Lakes & Ohio River District: Louisville Metropolitan Region of Cincinnati, Duck Creek, OH

7 February 2007
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction, General — Local Protection (Flood Control)
PROJECT: East St. Louis, lllinois (Continuing)

LOCATION: The project is located in St. Clair and Madison Counties, Illinois, along the left bank of the Mississippi River between river miles 175 and 195 above
the Ohio River.

DESCRIPTION: The project consists of rehabilitation of 21 small gravity drains, 10 large gravity drains (gatewells), 20 closure structures, and 300 relief wells;
minor floodwall and levee rehabilitation work; rehabilitation of 12 pumping stations and 3 drainage control structures; replacement of 3 bridge structures,
abandonment and removal of 4 bridge structures and 6 segments of channel rehabilitation. All work, except bridges, is programmed. The bridge work, which is
unprogrammed, will be performed at 100 percent non-Federal cost.

AUTHORIZATION: Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act of 1988 (PL 100-202).

REMAINING BENEFIT-REMAINING COST RATIO: 8.9to 1 at 7 percent.

TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 6.91to 1 at 7 percent.

INITIAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 4.61to 1 at 8 7/8 percent (FY 1988).

BASIS OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO: Benefits are from the Supplemental Project Report, completed March 1999.

Mississippi Valley Division St. Louis District East St. Louis, lllinois
5 February 2007 86



PHYSICAL

PCT OF EST STATUS PCT COMPLETION
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA FED COST (1 Jan 2007) CMPL SCHEDULE
Estimated Federal Cost $ 39,636,000 Entire Project 93 To Be Determined
Programmed Construction 39,636,000
Unprogrammed Construction 0
PHYSICAL DATA
Estimated Non-Federal Cost 16,956,000
Programmed Construction 13,071,000 Floodwall & Levee Work
Cash Contributions 9,605,000 Small Gravity Drains 21
Other Costs 3,466,000 Large Gravity Drains 10
Estimated Non-Federal Cost Closure Structures 20
Unprogrammed Construction 3,885,000 Relief Wells 300
Other Costs 3,885,000 Pumping Stations 12
Drainage Control Structures 3
Total Estimated Programmed Construction Cost $ 52,707,000 Bridge Replacements 3
Total Estimated Unprogrammed Construction Cost 3,885,000 Bridge Abandonment and Removal 4
Total Estimated Project Cost 56,592,000 Channels 6 segments
Allocations to 30 September 2004 32,750,000
Allocation for FY 2005 436,000
Allocation for FY 2006 990,000
Conference Allowance for FY 2007 TBD
Allocation for FY 2007 2,960,000 *
Allocations to 30 September 2007 37,136,000 94
Allocation Requested for FY 2008 2,500,000 100
Programmed Balance to Complete After FY 2008
Unprogrammed Balance to Complete After FY 2008 0
0

L A cash contribution of $12,504,000 is partially offset by a credit of $2,899,000 for work-in-kind on completed work.

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

St. Louis District East St. Louis, lllinois
5 February 2007 87
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JUSTIFICATION: The original project, authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1936, provides protection for 85,000 acres of business, industrial and residential
areas, including East St. Louis, Granite City, Madison, Venice, Brooklyn, Fairmont and Sauget, lllinois. Urban design flood protection is provided for a Mississippi
River flood stage of 52 feet on the St. Louis, Market Street gage. The project protects the largest urbanized Mississippi River floodplain north of New Orleans.
The rehabilitation project was authorized by the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act of 1988. As a result of failure of a deteriorated roller gate,
localized flooding occurred in 1986 causing the evacuation of 1,200 persons and an estimated $35,000,000 in damages. The need for extensive rehabilitation
work was verified during preparation of a General Design Memorandum for the project during Fiscal Year 1990. The extensive rehabilitation work needed is the
result of several decades of deferral of required project maintenance due to the limited financial capability of the local sponsor, Metro East Sanitary District. A tax
referendum, which was passed in February 1989, provides the Metro East Sanitary District with increased tax revenue necessary to cost share in the rehabilitation
project and to perform the necessary maintenance of the project after the rehabilitation is completed. The average annual benefits, all flood control, are

$30,159,000.

FISCAL YEAR 2007:

FISCAL YEAR 2008:

Current year funds will be used as follows:

Complete:
North Pump Station Triple Box Culvert, Phase 1
Sand Flank Levee Slurry Trench, Phase 2
Planning, Engineering, and Design
Construction Management

Total

The requested amount will be applied as follows:
Complete North Pump Station Triple Box Culvert, Phase 2
Planning, Engineering, and Design

Construction Management

Total

Mississippi Valley Division St. Louis District

5 February 2007

$1,450,000
900,000
350,000
260,000

$2,960,000

$2,000,000
250,000
250,000

$2,500,000

East St. Louis, lllinois
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NON-FEDERAL COST: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing concepts reflected in the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, the non-Federal
sponsor must comply with the requirements listed below.

Annual Operation,
Maintenance, Repair,

Payments During Construction Rehabilitation, and
Requirements of Local Cooperation and Reimbursements Replacement Costs
Provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and dredged material disposal areas. $ 613,000
Pay 23.9 percent of the costs allocated to flood control to bring the total non-Federal share 12,504,000 $ 426,000
of flood control costs to 25 percent, as determined under Section 103(m) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1986 to reflect the non-Federal sponsor’s work-in-kind credit
based on Section 215 of the Flood Control Act of 1968.
Modify or relocate utilities, roads, bridges (except railroad bridges), and other facilities where 3,839,000
necessary for construction of the project.
Total Non-Federal Costs $16,956,000 $ 426,000

Local interests are also required to operate and maintain all works after completion.

STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: The local sponsor, the Metro East Sanitary District, is strongly supportive of the project. A tax referendum passed in
February 1989, provided sufficient funds for local sponsorship of the project. Three Project Cooperation Agreements were executed for this project. The Project
Cooperation Agreement for the first construction item was executed in November 1989. The second Project Cooperation Agreement was executed on

11 December 1990. The third Project Cooperation Agreement was executed on 11 March 1992. Amendment No. 1 to the third Project Cooperation Agreement,
crediting the local sponsor for costs of work-in-kind (Clearing & Excavation of Drainage Channels), was executed on 9 August 1994. Amendment No. 2, executed
on 2 September 1997, allows the Corps to award a contract for the previously identified work-in-kind and adds mitigation as a project cost feature. A Third Party
Agreement, executed in August 1999 between Metro East Sanitary District and Canteen Creek Drainage District, eliminated the requirement for a fourth Project
Cooperation Agreement for this project. The current non-Federal cost estimate of $16,956,000, which includes a cash contribution of $12,504,000, is an increase
of $9,352,000 from the non-Federal cost estimate of $7,604,000 noted in the Project Cooperation Agreement, which included a cash contribution of $7,062,000. In
a financial document dated 19 May 1999, the non-Federal sponsor indicated they are financially capable and willing to contribute the increased non-Federal share.
Our analysis of the non-Federal sponsor's financial capability to participate in the project affirms that the sponsor has a reasonable and implementable plan for
meeting its financial commitment.

Mississippi Valley Division St. Louis District East St. Louis, lllinois
5 February 2007 89



COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COSTS ESTIMATES: The current Federal cost estimate of $39,636,000 is an increase of $219,000 from the latest estimate
($39,417,000) presented to Congress (FY 2007). This change includes the following items:

Iltem Amount
Price Escalation on Construction Features $128,000
Post Contract Award and Other Estimated Adjustments (including

Contingency Adjustments) 91,000
Total $219,000

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: The project consists of rehabilitation of existing facilities and, for the major part of the project, will not
affect environmental conditions except for short-term localized impacts. An environmental assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact was signed by the
District Commander on 1 August 1991.

OTHER INFORMATION: Funds to initiate construction were appropriated in Fiscal Year 1988.

As a result of the drainage ditch clearing and excavation, mitigation was approved as a project cost per amendment Number 2 to the third Project Cooperation
Agreement and was accomplished on project lands.

Fish and Wildlife mitigation costs are $19,000.

Mississippi Valley Division St. Louis District East St. Louis, lllinois
5 February 2007 90
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction, General - Flood and Storm Damage Reduction
PROJECT: Atlantic Coast of New York City, Rockaway Inlet to Norton Point, Coney Island, New York (continuing)

LOCATION: The project is located on the South shore of Long Island in Brooklyn (Kings County), New York, approximately nine miles south of the Battery,
New York City.

DESCRIPTION: Programmed work consists of construction of a 100-foot-wide berm at an elevation of 13 feet above mean low water, a groin at the western end of
the restored beach, and a fillet of beachfill extending westward from the groin at West 37th Street. Also included is the construction of T-groins with beachfill
westward of the groin at West 37" Street. Unprogrammed work includes construction of comfort and lifeguard stations, construction of a groin at east end of project
and extending beach seaward of historic shoreline.

AUTHORIZATION: Water Resources Development Act of 1986 as modified by the Intermodal Surface Transportation and Efficiency Act of 1991, amended by
WRDA 2000, Section 329.

REMAINING BENEFIT-REMAINING COST RATIO: 6.4 to 1 at 7 percent
TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 3.2 to 1 at 7 percent.
INITIAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 2.8 to 1 at 8 7/8 percent (FY 1992).

BASIS OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO: Final General Design Memorandum entitled Atlantic Coast of New York City, Rockaway Inlet to Norton Point (Coney Island
Area), New York, dated April 1992, at October 1990 price levels.

PHYSICAL
STATUS PERCENT COMPLETION
(1 Jan 2007) COMPLETE SCHEDULE
Programmed Work
Initial Construction 85 To be determined
Periodic Nourishment 0 To be determined
Entire Project 20 To be determined
Unprogrammed Work
Comfort and Lifeguard 0 Indefinite
Stations
Groin and additional 0 Indefinite
Beach Berm
Division: North Atlantic District: New York Atlantic Coast of New York City, Rockaway Inlet to

Norton Point, Coney Island, NY
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SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA:

Estimated Federal Cost
Programmed Construction
Initial Construction
Periodic Nourishment
Comfort and Lifeguard Stations

Unprogrammed Construction
Initial Construction
Periodic Nourishment
Comfort and Lifeguard Stations

Estimated Non-Federal Cost
Programmed Construction
Initial Construction

Cash Contribution 11,700,000

Other Costs 0
Periodic Nourishment

Cash Contributions 25,600,000

Other Costs 0

Unprogrammed Construction
Initial Construction

Cash Contribution 15,900,000

Other Costs 0
Periodic Nourishment

Cash Contributions 0

Other Costs 0

Comfort and Lifeguard

Stations

Division: North Atlantic

ACCUM.

PCT. OF EST.
FED COST
105,800,000
71,900,000
21,700,000
47,700,000
2,500,000
33,900,000
15,900,000
0
18,000,000
53,200,000
37,300,000
11,700,000
25,600,000
15,900,000
15,900,000
0
0

District: New York

5 February 2007

PHYSICAL DATA

Berm 100 feet wide at 13 feet NGVD
Extended berm 165 feet wide at

8 feet NGVD.

Groins at the eastern and western
ends of the restored beach.

Fillet of beachfill extending

westward from groin at West 37th St.
Relocation and/or reconstruction

of existing comfort and lifeguard
stations.

Atlantic Coast of New York City, Rockaway Inlet to
Norton Point, Coney Island, NY
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ACCUM.

SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA: (Continued) PCT. OF EST.
FED COST
Total Estimated Programmed Construction Cost 109,200,000
Initial Construction 33,400,000
Periodic Nourishment 73,300,000
Comfort and Lifeguard Stations 2,500,000
Total Estimated Unprogrammed Construction Cost 49,800,000
Initial Construction 31,800,000
Periodic Nourishment 0
Comfort and Lifeguard Stations 18,000,000
Total Estimated Project Cost 159,000,000
Initial Construction 65,200,000
Periodic Nourishment 73,300,000
Comfort and Lifeguard Stations 20,500,000
Allocation to 30 September 2004 17,027,000
Allocation for FY 2005 -700,000
Allocation for FY 2006 800,000
Conference allowance for FY 2007 0
Allocation for FY 2007 2,400,000 *
Allocations through FY 2007 19,527,000 18
Allocation Requested for FY 2008 8,500,000 26
Programmed Balance to Complete
after FY 2008 43,873,000
Unprogrammed Balance to Complete
after FY 2008 33,900,000

*Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

JUSTIFICATION: Erosion had caused serious damage to the shoreline extending through the communities of Coney Island, Brighton Beach, and Sea Gate, New
York. Due to this erosion, residential and commercial developments had become increasingly susceptible to storm damage from wave attack and inundation. In
March 1962, a severe northeast storm caused breaching and failure of the breach and shore protection structures with damages estimated at $18,000,000. A
recurrence of the March 1962 storm would have caused damages of approximating $56,000,000 (October 1989 price levels) without the project in place. A 100
year event would cause storm damage by wave attack in excess of $156,000,000 at October 1993 prices. Project implementation has eliminated these damages.

Fiscal Year 2007: Funds are being used to initiate and complete plans & specifications of the T-Groins downdrift of West 37" Street terminal groins, execute PCA

amendment and award the basic of “base plus option” construction contract.

Division: North Atlantic District: New York Atlantic Coast of New York City, Rockaway Inlet
to Norton Point, Coney Island, NY
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Fiscal Year 2008: The requested amount will be applied as follows:

Continue T-Groins Construction Construction Sea Gate Area $ 8,100,000
Planning, Engineering and Design $ 100,000
Construction Management $ 300,000

Total $ 8,500,000

NON-FEDERAL COSTS: In accordance with the cost sharing and financial concepts reflected in the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, the non-Federal
sponsor must comply with the Requirements listed below:

Payments Annual Operation,
During Maintenance,
Construction and
and Replacement

Requirement of Local Cooperation Reimbursement Costs

Pay 35 percent of the costs of periodic nourishment

allocated to storm damage reduction and 50 percent of the

costs allocated to recreation, bear all costs of operation,

maintenance and replacement of storm reduction facilities $ 53,200,000 $950,000

Total Non-Federal Costs $ 53,200,000 $950,000

STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: The non-Federal sponsor for this project is the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation. The Local
Cooperation Agreement for this project was executed in October 1993.The PCA will be modified in May 2007 .

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATE: The current Federal cost estimate of $105,800,000 is the same as the latest estimate (105,800,000) presented
to Congress (FY 2007).

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: A final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement was filed with the United States Environmental
Protection Agency on 5 June 1992.

OTHER INFORMATION: Funds to initiate preconstruction engineering and design were appropriated in FY 1988 and funds to initiate construction were
appropriated in FY 1992. The budget funds the initial construction phase of beach nourishment projects that reduce storm damages, but does not support follow-
up work for such projects, except to the extent that the operation and maintenance of Federal navigation projects contributed to the erosion of the shoreline.

Division: North Atlantic District: New York Atlantic Coast of New York City, Rockaway Inlet
to Norton Point, Coney Island, NY
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction, General — Flood and Storm Damage Reduction
PROJECT: Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point, New York (continuing)

LOCATION: The overall project area,extends from Fire Island Inlet easterly to Montauk Point along the Atlantic Coast of Suffolk County. The project is about 83
miles long and comprises about 70 percent of the total ocean frontage of Long Island. Fire Island Inlet is located about 50 miles by water East of the Battery, New
York City.

DESCRIPTION: The project provides for beach erosion control and hurricane protection along five reaches of the Atlantic Coast of New York from Fire Island Inlet
to Montauk Point. Work includes widening the beaches along the developed areas to a minimum width of 100 feet at an elevation of 14 feet above mean sea level
and by raising dunes to an elevation of 20 feet above mean sea level from Fire Island Inlet to Hither Hills State Park and at Montauk and opposite Lake Montauk
Harbor, supplemented by grass planting on the dunes, interior drainage structures, construction of up to 50 groins, and subsequent periodic beach nourishment. A
reformulation study is underway to evaluate storm damage protection measures. An interim project at Westhampton Beach has been constructed prior to
completion of an ongoing overall project reformulation effort. This interim project provides for 30 years of periodic nourishment to maintain a beach berm extending
westwardly from Groin 15 to Moriches Inlet at an elevation of 9.5 feet above mean sea level backed by a dune with a height of +15 feet above msl. The
Westhampton Beach Interim project also includes tapering of the existing westernmost two groins, construction of a new groin between groins 14 and 15, and
beachfill as necessary within the existing groinfield to promote sand transport. A Breach Contingency Plan has been developed which permits closing of breaches
of the barrier island with use of a pre-approved Project Cooperation Agreement format, provided that estimated breach costs are no greater than $5 million. A
Decision document was finalized and approved in July 2002 for an interim project to protect the area west of Shinnecock Inlet. This interim project provides for initial
beachfill which was initiated in September 2004, in conjunction with the second nourishment of the Westhampton Interim Project. The study for an interim project
along Fire Island has been discontinued due to lack of a Non-Federal sponsor.

AUTHORIZATION: River and Harbor Act 14 July 1960, modified by the Water Resources Development Act of 1974, the Water Resources Development Act of
1986, and the Water Resources Development Act of 1992.

REMAINING BENEFIT-REMAINING COST RATIO: 1.7 to 1 at 7 percent.
TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 1.3 to 1 at 7 percent.

INITIAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 2.6 to 1 at 2 5/8 percent (FY 1963).

Division: North Atlantic District: New York Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point, NY
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SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA

Estimated Federal Cost

591,100,000
Programmed Construction 201,600,000
Initial Construction 67,000,000
Periodic Nourishment 134,600,000
Unprogrammed Construction 389,500,000
Initial Construction 113,400,000
Periodic Nourishment 276,100,000
Estimated Non-Federal Cost 295,200,000
Programmed Construction 83,200,000
Initial Construction 19,500,000
Cash Contributions 18,800,000
Other Costs 700,000
Periodic Nourishment 63,700,000
Cash Contribution 63,700,000
Other Costs 0
Unprogrammed Construction 212,000,000
Initial Construction 59,200,000
Cash Contributions 48,850,000
Other Costs 10,350,000
Periodic Nourishment 152,800,000
Cash Contribution 152,800,000
Other Costs 0
Total Estimated Programmed Construction 284,800,000
Initial Construction 86,500,000
Periodic Nourishment 198,300,000
Total Estimated Unprogrammed Construction Cost 601,500,000
Initial Construction 172,600,000
Periodic Nourishment 428,900,000
Total Estimated Project Cost 886,300,000
Initial Construction 259,100,000
Periodic Nourishment 627,200,000

Division: North Atlantic

District: New York

5 February 2007

STATUS: PERCENT
(1 Jan 2007) COMPLETE
Reach 2
11 groins 100
4 groins 100
8 groins 0
Westhampton Interim
Initial Construction 100
Periodic Nourishment 20
West of Shinnecock Interim
Initial Construction 100
Periodic Nourishment 30
Balance of Reach 0
Reach 4
2 groins 100
Beach Fill-18.4 mi. 0

Balance of Project
Dune/Beach Fill-39.7mi 0

27 groins 0

Reformulation Study 90
Studies for Interim Projects

Fire Island 90

West of Shinnecock 100

Beach Contingency Plan 100

PHYSICAL
COMPLETION
SCHEDULE

Oct 1966
Nov 1970
1/

Dec 1997
Sep 2027

Mar 2005
Sep 2011
1/

Sep 1965
1/

1
1/
Sep 2008

~

~

2/
Dec 2002
Jan 1996

1/ Schedule is dependent on the outcome of the Reformulation

effort.

2/ Study terminated due to lack of a non-federal sponsor and
environmental issues that will be addressed in the overall

reformulation effort

PHYSICAL DATA
Dunes and beach replenishment:73,5 miles

Dunes: raise to elevation 20 feet above msl Beaches: widen to a
minimum of 100 ft Interior drainage structures: 3 gated culverts

Groins: 52
Periodic nourishment: 480,000 cubic yards/yr

Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point, NY
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SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (continued)

Allocations to 30 September 2004

Allocation for FY 2005

Allocation for FY 2006

Conference Allowance for FY 2007

Allocation for FY 2007

Allocations Through FY 2007

Allocation Requested for FY 2008

Programmed Balance to Complete
After FY 2008

Unprogrammed Balance to Complete
After FY 2008

ACCUM.
PCT. OF EST.
FED. COST

68,137,000
7,547,000
1,856,000
N/A
2,500,000 *
80,040,000 14/
4,150,000 14/

117,410,000

389,500,000

*Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

JUSTIFICATION: Erosion has seriously reduced the width of the shoreline in the study area with consequent exposure of the shore and the mainland to wave
attack and inundation damages. A recurrence of the hurricane tide of record (September 1938) when 45 lives were lost, would cause inundation and wave damage
estimated at $717,000,000 (April 1996 price levels). As a result of the 11 December 1992 storm, in the Westhampton area (Section 1B of Reach 2), over 200
residential structures were destroyed and two breaches of the barrier island occurred. Closure costs for these breaches in 1992 was approximately $6,600,000.

FISCAL YEAR 2007: The allocated amount is being used to continue West of Shinnecock and Westhampton Beach required environmental monitoring, and the

reformulation study.

FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount will be applied as follows:

Continue West of Shinnecock (Required Environmental Monitoring) 400,000
Continue Westhampton Beach(Required Environmental Monitoring) 400,000
Initiate and complete 3™ cycle of Periodic Nourishment for Westhampton 2,600,000
Interim Project
Complete Reformulation Study 750,000
Total $4,150,000
Division: North Atlantic District: New York Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point, NY
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NON-FEDERAL COSTS: Local interests are required to bear 30 percent of the total project cost including periodic nourishment, for the Westhampton Interim
project and 35 percent of the total project cost for the Reformulation project, which includes the value of lands, easements, and rights-of-way.

Payments During
Construction and

Requirements of Local Cooperation: Reimbursements
Provide all lands, easements, and rights-of-way, and $ 11,050,000
relocations.

Pay 30 percent of the first costs for the Westhampton Interim 67,650,000

project and 35 percent of the first costs for the remainder of
the project including creditable lands and easements and rights
of way, and bear all costs of operation and maintenance and
replacement of storm damage reduction facilities.

Pay 30 percent of the periodic nourishment cost for the Westhampton Interim 216,500,000
project and 35 percent of the periodic nourishment cost for the remainder of

the project.

Total Non-Federal Costs $ 295,200,000

Annual Operation
Maintenance and
Replacement Costs

$0

$0

STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: The agency responsible for local cooperation is the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC).

Assurances of local cooperation were executed by the NYSDEC on 14 August 1963 and accepted by the Federal Government on 20 August 1963. A project
cooperation agreement (PCA) for the Westhampton Interim project was executed in February 1996. A PCA for the West of Shinnecock project was executed in

December 2003.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATE: The current Federal cost estimate of $591,100,000 is the same as the latest estimate ($591,100,000) presented

to Congress (FY 2007).
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STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: The final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was filed with the Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) on 28 January 1978. On 7 March 1978, the Department of the Interior (DOI), supported by other agencies referred the EIS to the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) as unacceptable. Subsequent to the strong objections on the projects final environmental impact statement, meetings were held
between September 1978 and January 1980 with DOI, USEPA, U.S. Department of Commerce, and NYSDEC. Two public scoping meetings were held in October
1979. Subsequently, the Federal agencies agreed to a basis for the reformulation of the Fire Island to Montauk Point project, including a general agreement on the
studies necessary to answer the outstanding concerns. An environmental analysis was included in Supplement No. 2 to GDM No. 1 to determine environmentally
acceptable measures of beach protection for the critically eroded areas at Westhampton Beach.

OTHER INFORMATION: Initial planning and construction funds were appropriated in FY 1963. The work remaining to be done is completion of construction of
Reach 2-Moriches Inlet to Shinnecock Inlet, Reach 4-Southhampton to Beach Hampton, initiation of construction of Reach 1-Fire Island Inlet to Moriches Inlet,
Reach 3-Shinnecock to Southhampton, and Reach 5-Beach Hampton to Montauk, as well as the completion of the reformulation effort. The Corps of Engineers
concurred with the request by the State of New York to initially construct 11 groins (Reach 2), and 2 groins (Reach 4) with beach fill to be added as necessary but
not sooner than 3 years after groin completion. In recognition of the critical condition of the beaches due to earlier storms, the Corps recommended to the State in
June 1967 that the 3 year observation period be waived and that construction of urgent hurricane protection be resumed. The State concurred and requested that
work be undertaken on additional groins, replacement of beach fill and dunes in Reach 2, as well as construction of groins, drainage structures and dune fill in
Reach 4. Suffolk county, however, did not endorse the placement of beach and dune fills. Continuing negotiations during FY 1969 resulted in agreement on a plan
for construction for certain groins, drainage structures, beach fill, and dunes to an interim height of 16 feet in Reaches 2 and 4. In December 1973, the State
requested planning for Reach 2 (Section 1b), (Westhampton Beach) and Reach 4 (Georgica Pond), indicating that it would provide funds. Planning resumed and
assurances were requested from the State in October 1974. However, strong opposition developed with Suffolk County and the county legislature refusing to
provide support. Subsequently, erosion of the shoreline downdrift of the groin field at Westhampton Beach accelerated to the point where Dune Road, the only
access to the homes in this area, was under water during normal high tide. In December 1992, two breaches occurred in the barrier island near Westhampton
Beach, which were subsequently closed. An interim plan for the severely eroded Westhampton Beach area was prepared in June 1994, which provides for a lower
level of protection than that provided in the original authorization. This interim plan has been designed such that it could be modified based on future
recommendations in the to-be-completed Reformulation study. The USEPA and DOI agreed in concept to the interim plan, provided that a full environmental
assessment and/or environmental impact study was completed, and the reformulation of the overall project was reinstated. The planning engineering and design
has been completed for an interim project to address the severely eroded shoreline west of Shinnecock Inlet. The initial construction contract for the West of
Shinnecock Interim project was awarded in September 2004. An interim plan for Fire Island barrier island has been discontinued due to the lack of a non-federal
sponsor and environmental concerns which will be addressed during the reformulation study. The cost of these interim studies is $4 million. Additionally, a Breach
Contingency Plan was approved in January 1996 to provide for rapid response to breaches along the islands while awaiting completion of the reformulation study.
In 1984, a lawsuit was brought against Suffolk County, the State of New York and the United States of America, which claimed that the groinfield constructed in the
early 1960's caused erosion and damage to downdrift properties. In October 1994, the Village of West Hampton Dunes intervened and a settlement agreement
was reached between the plaintiffs and the county, state and Federal governments to provide for storm damage protection and the agreed upon monitoring as
described in the Corps 1995 Decision Document, and include periodic nourishment for a period of 30 years
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction, General - Flood and Storm Damage Reduction
PROJECT: Muddy River, Boston and Brookline, Massachusetts (Continuing)

LOCATION: The Muddy River is a 3.5 mile urban waterway located in eastern Massachusetts in the communities of Boston, Brookline and Newton. The Muddy
River originates at Jamaica Pond and flows through the heart of Frederick Law Olmsted’'s famed “Emerald Necklace”, one of the most carefully crafted park
systems in America. The park is located next to several residential neighborhoods and some of the area’s most prominent businesses and institutions such as the
Museum of Fine Arts, Longwood Medical Center, Northeastern University and Wentworth, Simmons and Emmanuel Colleges.

DESCRIPTION: The flood damage reduction portion of the project involves dredging approximately 65,000 cubic yards of sediment to deepen the Muddy River,
removal or replacement of undersized culverts and streambank protection which will provide flood protection against the recurrence of a 20-year event. The
ecosystem restoration portion of the project involves dredging approximately 135,000 cubic yards of sediment and restoration of riparian vegetation to improve
water quality, enhance aquatic and riparian habitat, and promote recreational use of the river and surrounding parklands. Only flood damage reduction work is
programmed. The project would be constructed in two phases. Phase | involves replacement of two undersized culverts, day-lighting two sections of the river and
modification of a bridge and culvert headwall for flood damage reduction. Phase Il involves dredging of the river for both flood damage reduction and ecosystem
restoration.

AUTHORIZATION: Section 552 of the Water Resources Development Act of 2000.
REMAINING BENEFIT-REMAINING COST RATIO: 3.5to 1 at 7 percent.

TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 3.2to 1 at 7 percent.

INITIAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 3.2 to 1 at 6 3/8 percent (FY 2003).

BASIS OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO: Flood damage reduction benefits are based on the economic evaluation contained in the Revised Draft Muddy River Decision
Document, dated September 2003. Benefits are expressed at June 2001 price levels.

Division: North Atlantic District: New England Muddy River, Boston and Brookline, MA
5 February 2007
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ACCUMULATED PHYSICAL

PCT. OF EST. STATUS PERCENT COMPLETION
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA FED COST (1 Jan 2007) COMPLETE SCHEDULE
Estimated Federal Cost $ 43,160,000 Flood damage reduction 0 To be determined
Estimated Non-Federal Cost 26,240,000 Ecosystem Restoration 0 Indefinite
Cash Contribution $ 26,150,000 Entire Project 0 Indefinite
Other Costs 90,000
Total Estimated Project Cost $69,400,000
Allocations to 30 September 2004 $ 1,102,000 PHYSICAL DATA
Allocation for FY 2005 229,000
Allocation for FY 2006 1,485,000 Flood Damage Recudtion
Conference Allowance for FY 2007 1,000,000 Dredging. . ........ ... 65,000 cubic yards
Allocation for FY 2007 1,000,000 * DaylightingRiver. . .. ... ... . ... ...... 700 linear feet
Allocations through FY 2007 3,816,000 9 Replace/lnstall Culverts. . ................ 530 linear feet
Allocation Requested for FY 2008 10,000,000 32 Ecosystem Restoration
Programmed Balance to Complete Dredging. ...t 135,000 cubic yards
After FY 2008 6,194,000 46 Planting Emergent Vegetation. ... ............ 3.5 acres
Unprogrammed Balance to Complete
After FY 2008 23,150,000 100

*Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

JUSTIFICATION: During the past century the Muddy River watershed has experienced the effects of gradual urbanization and is now over 70 percent developed.
Flooding has worsened because there is little natural storage remaining in the watershed and the carrying capacity of the river has been restricted by undersized
culverts, accumulated sediment, vegetation and debris. Several residential neighborhoods and some of the area’s most prominent businesses and institutions are
subject to frequent flood damage. In October 1996 a 20 to 25-year storm, caused widespead flooding along the Muddy River. The Kenmore Square Subway
Station, part of the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority’s Green Line, was flooded with over 30 feet of water causing $51 million in damages and
disrupting service for about 6 months. Average annual damages for the Muddy River are estimated at about $7 million. The proposed project would protect
against damages from all floods up to an average recurrence frequency of once in 20 years, as well as reducing damages from larger, more infrequent floods.
The average annual benefits, all flood damage reduction, are estimated at $6,299,500 at June 2001 prices.

The Muddy River is the only remaining small urban stream in Boston or Brookline that still provides significant aquatic habitat. Its location within one of the
nation’s premier historic park systems and close proximity to internationally known medical, cultural and educational institutions further adds to its significance.
Accumulated sediment from urban runoff has contributed to poor water quality, loss of aquatic habitat, and proliferation of invasive aquatic and emergent wetland
vegetation. Removal of nutrient rich sediment and invasive plant species will significantly improve water quality, restore 8 acres of open water habitat, create more
diverse emergent and riparian habitat, and restore the aesthetic quality of the Muddy River.

Division: North Atlantic District: New England Muddy River, Boston and Brookline, MA
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FISCAL YEAR 2007: Funds are being used to complete design of the flood damage reduction elements of the project. Work includes project surveys,
geotechnical explorations, foundation design, hydrologic and hydraulic modeling, traffic analysis, project layouts and preparation of project plans and

specifications.
FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount will be applied as follows:

Initiate and complete Construction of Phase |
Flood Damage Reduction Measures

Construction Management

Planning, Engineering and Design

Total

$ 9,000,000

950,000
50,000

$ 10,000,000

NON-FEDERAL COSTS: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing concepts reflected in the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, the

non-Federal sponsor must comply with the requirements listed below.

Requirements of Local Cooperation

Provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and suitable borrow and dredged or excavated
material disposal areas, and perform all relocations determined by the Federal Government
to be necessary for the construction, operation and maintenance of the project.

Pay 34.9 percent of the costs allocated to flood damage reduction and ecosystem restoration

to bring the total non-Federal share of these costs to 35 percent, and bear all costs of operation,
maintenance, repair, rehabilitation and replacement of flood damage reduction and ecosystem
restoration facilities.

Pay all additional costs for the locally preferred plan to dredge Wards Pond instead of the
Federally implementable plan of aeration.

Total Non-Federal Costs

Division: North Atlantic District: New England
5 February 2007

Payments During
Construction

and
Reimbursements

$ 90,000

23,150,000

3,000,000

$ 26,240,000

Annual Operation,
Maintenance, Repair,
Rehabilitation and
Replacement Costs

$ 197,000

$ 197,000

Muddy River, Boston and Brookline, MA
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STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: The City of Boston, in cooperation with the Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs and the City of
Brookline, is the local sponsor for the project. The City of Boston signed an agreement for design of the entire project on 13 June 2005. The city understands the
requirements of local cooperation and is prepared to enter into a Project Cooperation Agreement with the Corps in August 2007. The city will obtain all state and
local permits, as well as aquire all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and dredged material disposal areas necessary for project construction.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES: The current Federal cost estimate of $43,160,000 is an increase of $9,750,000 from the latest estimate
($33,410,000) presented to Congress (FY 2003). This change includes the following items:

ltem Amount

Price Escalation on Construction Features $ 6,650,000
Other Estimating Adjustments 3,100,000
Total $ 9,750,000

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: A draft Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact was completed in June 2003.

OTHER INFORMATION: Funds to initiate Preconstruction Engineering and Design (PED) were appropriated in FY 2001. The design agreement was signed on
13 June 2005 with the City of Boston. Funds to initiate construction of the project were first appropriated in FY 2003. In a letter dated 5 July 2004, the Assistant
Secretary for the Army (Civil Works) expressed support for the flood damage reduction elements fo the project, but determined that the ecosystem restoration
elements do not demonstrate environmental significance and are therefore not justified.
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction, General - Flood and Storm Damage Reduction

PROJECT: Raritan River Basin, Green Brook Sub-Basin, New Jersey (Continuing)

LOCATION: The Green Brook Sub-Basin project area is located within the Raritan River Basin in north-central New Jersey in Middlesex, Somerset and Union
Counties. It drains approximately 65 square miles of primarily urban and industrialized area. It includes the following communities: Dunellen, Middlesex Borough,
Piscataway, South Plainfield, Bound Brook, Bridgewater, Green Brook, North Plainfield, Warren, Watchung, Berkeley Heights, Plainfield, and Scotch Plains. The
project area is divided into three sub-areas: the lower, upper and Stony Brook portions of the sub-basin.

DESCRIPTION: The Project plan consists of a system of levees and floodwalls in the lower portion of the basin, channel modifications and dry detention basins in
the upper portion of the basin, and channel modifications in the Stony Brook portion of the sub-basin. The upper portion of the sub-basin has been deferred.

AUTHORIZATION: Water Development Act of 1986.

REMAINING BENEFITS-REMAINING COST RATIO: 2.6 to 1 at 7 percent.
TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 1.4 to 1 at 7 percent.

INITIAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 1.3 to 1 at 7 5/8 percent (FY 1998).

BASIS OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO: Benefits are from the analysis contained in the Final General Reevaluation Report dated May 1997 at April 1996 price levels.

Division: North Atlantic District: New York Raritan River Basin, Green Brook Sub-Basin, NJ
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ACCUM. PHYSICAL

PCT. OF EST. STATUS PERCENT COMPLETION
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA: FED. COST (1 Jan 2007) COMPLETE SCHEDULE
Estimated Federal Cost 309,400,000 Element 1 27 To be determined
Programmed Construction 263,200,000 Element 2 0 Indefinite
Unprogrammed Construction 46,200,000 Element 3 3 To be determined
Entire Project 22 Indefinite
Estimated Non-Federal Cost 104,000,000
Programmed Construction 87,700,000
Cash Contributions 25,500,000 PHYSICAL DATA
Other Costs 62,200,000 Element 1 is lower portion of the basin
Unprogrammed Construction 16,300,000 It consists of levees, floodwalls, closure structures
Cash Contributions 3,100,000 interior drainage facilities, a bridge reconstruction
Other Costs 13,200,000 and non-structural measures
including flood proofing and buyouts
Element 2(Unprogrammed) is the Upper
Total Estimated Programmed Construction Cost 350,900,000 portion of the basin consists of channel
Total Estimated Unprogrammed Construction Cost 62,500,000 modifications and two dry detention
Total Estimated Project Cost 413,400,000 basins. Elements 3 is the Stony Brook Portion
of the basin.
Allocations to 30 September 2004 52,489,000
Allocations to 30 September 2005 7,285,000
Allocations to 30 September 2006 4,950,000
Allocation for FY 2007 5,000,000
Allocations through FY 2007 69,724,000 23/
Allocation Requested for 2008 10,000,000 26/
Programmed Balance to complete after FY 2008 183,476,000
Unprogrammed Balance to complete after FY 2008 46,200,000

*Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

JUSTIFICATION: The project area suffers annual flood damages of $41,000,000 (Apr 96 P.L.) without the project. On August 28, 1971 Hurricane Doria caused
$85,200,000 in damages (Oct 95 P.L.). Another major storm occurred on August 2, 1973 which caused $89,300,000 in damages (Oct 95 P.L.). Flooding was so
extensive that the area was designated a Major Disaster Area. Six deaths were attributed to this storm, thirty four people were injured and there were more than
1,000 people evacuated from their residences. Average annual benefits, all flood control, are $37,773,000 (April 1996 price level).

The Budget includes funding for this project primarily to address a significant risk to human safety. The Corps made this determination based on many factors such
as the likelihood and magnitude of the potential flooding, the number of people living in the flood plain, the likely warning time, the availability of evacuation routes,
and site-specific engineering factors.
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FISCAL YEAR 2007: The allocated amount is being used for the Conrail Bridge Removal Contract; and for the basic of “base plus option” Talmage Avenue Bridge
Raising Contract.

FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount will be applied as follows:

Continue Construction of Talmage Avenue Bridge Contract / (Element 1) $ 5,500,000
Initiate Segment R2 Levee Contract $ 3,500,000
Construction Management $ 500,000
Engineering and Design $ 500,000

Total $ 10,000,000

NON-FEDERAL COSTS: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing concepts reflected in the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, the non-Federal
sponsor must comply with the requirements listed below:

Annual Operation,

Payments During Maintenance, Repair
Construction and Rehabilitation, and
Requirements of Local Cooperation Reimbursements Replacement Costs
Provide lands, easements, rights of way, relocations and $ 62,200,000
borrow excavated or dredged material disposal areas.
Pay 25 percent of cost associated with non-structural flood protection 16,300,000
Pay 6 percent of the costs allocated to flood control, to bring 25,500,000 $1,157,000
the total non-Federal share of flood control costs to 25 percent,
as determined under Section 103 (m) of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1986,and bear all costs of operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation
and replacement of flood control facilities.
Total Non-Federal Costs $104,000,000 $1,157,000

The non-Federal sponsor has also agreed to make all required payments concurrently with project construction.

STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: The State of New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, provided a letter dated 17 April 1997 stating their support
and endorsement of the project. Governor Whitman also provided a letter of support on 26 February 1998. The Green Brook Flood Control Commission has stated
their strong support for the project in a letter dated 4 October 1995. Also, several counties and municipalities have adopted resolutions endorsing and supporting
the project. The Project Cooperation Agreement was executed in June 1999.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES: The current Federal cost estimate of $309,400,000 is the same as the latest estimate ($309,400,000)
presented to Congress (FY 2005).

Division: North Atlantic District: New York Raritan River Basin, Green Brook Sub-Basin, NJ

5 February 2007 111



STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: The final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was filed in August 1980. A Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement with the Final General Reevaluation Report was released in May 1997 and the Record of Decision was issued in July 1998.

OTHER INFORMATION: Funds to initiate preconstruction engineering and design were appropriated in FY 1986 and funds to initiate construction were
appropriated in FY 1998.
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FLOOD and COASTAL STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION, Fiscal Year 2008 NORTHWESTERN DIVISION
APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction, Flood Damage Reduction, Fiscal Year 2008

PROJECT: Antelope Creek, Lincoln, Nebraska (Continuing)

LOCATION: Antelope Creek is a right bank tributary of Salt Creek and is located in the city of Lincoln, which is in Lancaster County, Nebraska.
DESCRIPTION: The flood protection project consists of channel improvements upstream and downstream of an existing 4,060 foot long concrete conduit,
construction of a channel west of the existing conduit (from the conduit entrance to the railroad bridge), railroad bridge modifications and bridge
improvements. The project provides a recreation multipurpose trail to be constructed within the flood protection project limits.

AUTHORIZATION: Sec 101 of WRDA 2000.

REMAINING BENEFIT-REMAINING COST RATIO: 7.8 to 1 at 7 percent

TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 1.34 to 1 at 7 percent

INITIAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 1.35 to 1 at 6.625 percent.

BASIS OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO; Benefits are from the Chief of Engineers Report (December 2000) based on May 2000 price levels.

SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA: ACCUM PHYSICAL
PCT OF EST STATUS PCT COMPLETION

Estimated Federal Cost $28,594,000 FED COST (1 Jan 2007) CMPL SCHEDULE

Estimated Non-Federal Cost $28,594,000

Cash Contribution $ 3,489,000 Entire Project 72 To be determined

Other Costs $25,105,000

Total Estimated Project Cost $57,188,000

Allocations through 30 September 2004 - 5,203,000

Allocations for FY 2005 444,000

Allocations for FY 2006 2,193,000

Allocations for FY 2007 7,500,000 *

Allocations through FY 2007 15,340,000 54

Allocations Requested for FY 2008 9,000,000 85

Programmed Balance to Complete after FY 2008 4,254,000

Unprogrammed Balance to Complete after FY 2008 _ 0

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined
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PHYSICAL DATA

Relocations:
101 utilities,
2 streets (bridge replacements)
5 streets (new bridges),
46 structures (buildings)

Channel:
Length: 2.1 miles
Contains 100-year flood plain

Bridges:
5 new bridges for streets
2 existing bridge replacements

1 existing street bridge modification
1 existing railroad bridge modification

JUSTIFICATION: The flood control project will reduce flood damages and the threat to human life along Antelope Creek. The project will confine the 100-
year flood within the channel banks and conduit by constructing a channel segment west of the existing conduit which will also restore an open water feature
on Antelope Creek that was obliterated when the conduit was constructed in 1915. The existing conduit currently has a capacity of less than a 5-year event.
The residential, downtown urban and University of Nebraska-Lincoln city campus areas are subject to frequent flooding when the conduit capacity is
exceeded above the 5-year event. Significant flooding recently occurred in the Antelope Creek project area in June 2003. Flood damages in excess of $1.5
million occurred as the result of an approximate 5-year rainfall event. Any funding delays in constructing the remainder of the project will subject a major
portion of the Lincoln downtown urban and residential area and the University of Nebraska-Lincoln campus to prolonged exposure to potentially devastating
flood damages. The flood control project will provide annual net benefits of $4,710,000 and total recreation benefits of $176,000. The project would remove
219 commercial, industrial, and public structures, and 202 residential structures out of the existing regulatory 100-year flood plain.

The Budget includes funding for this project primarily to address a significant risk to human safety. The Corps made this determination based on many
factors such as the likelihood and magnitude of the potential flooding, the number of people living in the flood plain, the likely warning time, the availability of

Control Structure:
1 labyrinth weir structure

Multipurpose Trail (Recreation):

Length: 2.3 miles
3 trail bridges

evacuation routes, and site-specific engineering factors.

FISCAL YEAR 2007: The allocation amount of $7,500,000 will be used as follows:

Real Estate Activities $ 200,000
Phase 2 construction 6,800,000
Continue Engineering & Design 200,000
Construction Management Activities 300,000

Total $ 7,500,000
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FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount of $9,000,000 will be used as follows:

Real Estate Activities $ 100,000
Phase 2C/3A Channel Improvements Construction (new contract) 8,000,000
Continue Engineering & Design 100,000
Construction Management Activities (300k continuing contract, 500k new contract) 800,000

Total $9,000,000

NON-FEDERAL TOTAL COST: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing concepts reflected in the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 and

the project authorization, the non-Federal sponsor must comply with the requirements listed below.

Requirements of Local Cooperation

Provide all lands, easements, right-of-ways, and
Dredged material disposal areas.

Relocate utilities, buildings, roads, bridges
(except railroad bridges), and other facilities
required for construction of the project.

Pay 5 percent of the cost allocated to flood control,

and bear all cost of operation, maintenance, repair,
rehabilitation and replacement of flood control facilities.
Pay 50 percent of costs allocated to recreation, and bear all
cost of operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation and
replacement of recreation facilities.

Total Non-Federal Costs

Federal reimbursement of costs in excess of 50 percent of

all flood control project costs.

Ultimate Non-Federal cost

Payments during

Construction

and Reimbursements
$19,034,000

$9,673,000

$ 2,788,000

$ 700,000

$32,195,000

$ 3,601,000

$28,594,000

Annual Operation
Maintenance, Repair,
Rehabilitation and
Replacement Costs

$28,000

$19,000

Communities must agree to adopt additional flood plain management activities, beyond the requirement to participate in the National Flood Insurance
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Program, to qualify for Federal participation in a structural flood damage reduction project. These activities include public information and education on flood
hazards within the community, flood plain regulation to promote sound use and reduce future flood damages, control of storm water runoff, and preservation
of open space.

STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: The City of Lincoln, the University of Nebraska-Lincoln, and the Lower Platte South Natural Resources District are
the non-Federal sponsors. The sponsors formed a Joint Antelope Valley Authority (JAVA) that is sponsoring the project. The sponsors strongly support the
project and are proceeding with project implementation. The Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA) with JAVA to sponsor the Antelope Creek flood control
project was signed on 21 October 2002.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES: The current Federal cost estimate of $28,594,000 is an increase of $786,000 from the latest estimate
($27,808,000) presented to Congress (FY 2007). This change includes the following items:

ltem Amount

Price Escalation on Construction Features
and Changes in Projected Inflation Rates $ 256,000
Other Estimating Adjustments $ 530,000
Total $ 786,000

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: An Environment Assessment was prepared and included in the Feasibility Report released to the
public for review in June 2000. The Environmental Assessment and the Findings of No Significant Impact was filed with the Environmental Protection
Agency on 10 October 2000.

OTHER INFORMATION: Initial funds were appropriated for Pre-construction, engineering and design in Fiscal Year 2000. Congress in the FY02 Energy
and Water Appropriations Act added initial construction funding. A construction contract for the downstream ¥z mile channel of the 2-mile project was
awarded 13 December 2002. The project was not included in the President’s Budget request for FY03, FY04, FY05, or FY06 due to budget priorities and
constraints.

The Transportation Act passed by Congress in 1998 included $5.6 million for work associated with a major component (overpass) of the roadway project
proposed parallel to the flood control project. The flood control project and the roadway project involve joint right-of-way acquisition and easement actions
that benefits both Federal projects.

The sponsor has initiated over $90 million of financial investments (acquisitions, relocation projects, and construction projects compatible with the flood
control project). The sponsors $90 million (of a planned $230 million) of financial investments are dependent upon completion of the flood control project.
This is a major sponsor investment undertaking compared to the $15.3 million that the Federal government has already invested (of a planned $28.6 million)
on the flood control project. Sponsor projects also involve Federal Highway Administration funding and coordination. Any delays will impact the successful
completion of projects that coordinate the use of Federal funding from multiple Federal agencies.
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FLOOD and COASTAL STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION, Fiscal Year 2008

PROJECT: Blue River Channel, Kansas City, Missouri — (Continuing)

LOCATION: The project is located along the Blue River and tributaries in Kansas City, Jackson County, Missouri, and extends from near its mouth (located at
Missouri river mile 358.0) to 63rd Street, channel mile 12.5.

DESCRIPTION: The project plan consists of a channel modification along 12.5 miles of the Blue River channel providing flood protection for a once in 30-year

flood and reducing flooding for less frequent events.

AUTHORIZATION: 1970 Flood Control Act

REMAINING BENEFIT - REMAINING COST RATIO: 5.1 to 1 at 7 percent.

TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 3.0 to 1 at 7 percent.

INITIAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 1.6to 1 at 6 5/8 percent (FY 1979).

NORTHWESTERN DIVISION

BASIS OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO: Benefits are from the Supplemental Report dated 24 October 1990 to the General Design Memorandum and approved

on 14 December 1990 at October 1990 price levels.

SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA:

Estimated Federal Cost
Estimated Non-Federal Other Costs
Cash Contribution
Other Costs
Total Estimated Project Cost
Allocations to 30 September 2004
Allocation for FY 2005
Allocation for FY 2006
$23,868,000
Conference Allowance for FY 2007
Allocation for FY 2007
Allocations to 30 September 2007
$7,502,000
Allocation Requested for FY 2008
Programmed Balance to Complete after FY 2008

$ 0
35,372,000

$244,401,000
35,372,000

$279,773,000
$192,432,000
8,570,000
4,950,000

TBD
9,750,000
215,702,000

3,500,000
25,199,000

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

STATUS
(1 Jan 07)

Entire Project

ACCUM
PCT OF EST

FED COST
88%

90%

PERCENT PHYSICAL
COMPLETE COMPLETION
SCHEDULE
92 To be determined.

PHYSICAL DATA
Bridge Alterations at Federal Cost:
Railroad Bridges - Modify - 15

Bridge Alterations at Non-Federal Cost:
Highway Bridges - Modify - 4

Channel Improvement: Length
Main Stem, Blue River Channel 12.5 miles
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JUSTIFICATION: The Blue River basin lies completely in the Kansas City Metropolitan Region, with a 2000 population of 1,776,000 persons. The basin
drains an area of 272 square miles and is subject to cloudbursts, prolonged rainstorms, floods, and extended drought periods. The maximum flood of record
in the basin occurred in September 1961 and caused an estimated $8 million in damages. An August 1982 flood caused an estimated $3.3 million in
damages, and an October 1986 flood along the Brush Creek tributary of the river caused an estimated $209,000 in damages in the lower flood plain. A
major flood occurred on the lower portion of the river in May 1990 and caused damages estimated at $100.8 million. The July 1993 flood was not severe in
this basin, causing damages estimated at $60,000. The authorized project would have prevented all but minor damages caused by the 1961 event, and all
damages caused by the later events. The channel project provides for about a 30-year level of protection to 3,400 acres in the lower basin, including the
Blue River Valley Industrial District. Estimated annual average benefits, all flood control, based on 1 October 1990 prices, are $57.3 million, of which $53.7
million are existing benefits and $3.6 million are future benefits.

FISCAL YEAR 2007: FYOQ7 funds are being applied as follows:

Iltem Amount
Award Grade Control Structure Contract 8,730,000
Engineering & Design 800,000
Construction Mgmt 220,000
Total 9,750,000

FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount of $3,500,000 will be applied as follows:

ltem Amount
Continue Construction Grade Control Structure $ 3,000,000
Engineering and Design 300,000
Construction Management 200,000
Total $3,500,000

NON-FEDERAL COSTS: Local interests are required to furnish without cost to the United States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way required for
construction and subsequent maintenance of the project; hold and save the United States free from damages due to construction; perform without cost to
the United States necessary highway, highway bridge, and utility alterations required in connection with this project; maintain and operate the project after
completion in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army; and adequately inform all affected persons, at least annually, that the
project will not provide complete flood protection. The investment is broken down as follows:
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Annual

Payments Operation,
During Maintenance
Construction and Replacement
Requirements of Local Cooperation: Costs
Provide lands, easements, rights of way, and borrow and excavated or
dredged material disposal areas. $20,786,000 $50,000
Modify or relocate utilities, roads, bridges (except railroad bridges), and other
facilities. $14,586,000 $32,000
Total Non-Federal Costs $35,372,000 $82,000

STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: The Section 221 Local Cooperation Agreement (LCA) was signed by the Kansas City District Engineer on 8
September 1983. The City of Kansas City, Missouri provided all rights-of-way for Stages 1 and 2 construction that have been completed. Acquisitions for
Stage 3 construction are substantially complete.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES: The current Federal cost estimate of $244,401,000, which reflects actual completed construction costs,
is an increase of $2,697,000 over the estimate last presented to Congress (FY 2007). This change includes the following items.

ltem Amount

Price Escalation on Construction Features $2,187,000
Post Contract Award and Other Estimating Adjustments $510,000
Total $2,697,000

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: Final statement on Blue River Basin plan made in connection with preauthorization studies was
filed with the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) on 13 November 1970. A more complete draft statement on the Blue River Basin plan, including
specific information on the impacts of the Blue River Channel, was filed with the CEQ on 11 April 1974. The final statement was forwarded to HQUSACE on
24 October 1974, and was filed with the CEQ on 8 September 1975.

OTHER INFORMATION: Funds to initiate preconstruction engineering and design were appropriated in FY 1973, and funds to initiate construction were
appropriated in FY 1979.
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction, General - Reservoirs (Flood Control)
PROJECT: Elk Creek Lake, Oregon (Continuing)
LOCATION: In Jackson County, on Elk Creek, a tributary of Rogue River, at river mile 1.7 about 26.5 miles north of Medford, Oregon.

DESCRIPTION: The Elk Creek Lake Project was authorized as one of three multiple-purpose dams in the Rogue River Basin. The three dams were designed to
operate as a system to reduce flooding and to accomplish additional purposes of water supply, irrigation, fish and wildlife enhancement, hydropower, and
recreation. Two of the three dams are complete and operating. Authorized features of the Elk Creek Lake project include a 249-foot high, roller-compacted
concrete gravity dam, a gate controlled concrete chute spillway, regulating outlet conduits, a diversion for power penstock, and a multiple use intake tower
attached to the upstream face of the dam. Based on the selected alternative described in final EIS Supplement Number 2, filed 1 May 1991, the project would be
redesigned for interim operation with no conservation pool and with fish passage.

Elk Creek Dam was partially completed prior to a court injunction halting construction. Fish passage through the partially completed facility remains an issue. The
Corps’ analysis determined that removing a section of the dam to provide a fish passage corridor through the project is the most cost effective and biologically
sound method to provide fish passage with the partially completed project.

AUTHORIZATION: 1962 Flood Control Act

REMAINING BENEFIT - REMAINING COST RATIO: The remaining benefit-remaining cost ratio has not been calculated because the project was enjoined and the
agency decided not to complete dam construction. The portion of the project funded in FYO08 is only for mitigation purposes.

TOTAL BENEFIT - COST RATIO: The total benefit-cost ratio is 0.48 to 1 at 7 percent.

INITIAL BENEFIT - COST RATIO: The benefit-cost ratio for the fiscal year for which Congress appropriated initial construction funds (FY 1971) was 1.01to 1 ata
3 1/4% rate and was based on allocating a share of the system benefits to this project.

BASIS OF BENEFIT - COST RATIO: Benefits are from the latest available evaluation reported in June 1983 at 1983 price levels.

SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA: ACCUM PHYSICAL
PCT OF EST STATUS PERCENT COMPLETION
FED COST (1 Jan 2007) COMPLETE SCHEDULE
Entire Project 63% To Be Determined
Division: Northwestern District: Portland Elk Creek Lake, OR
11 January 2007
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SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (Continued)

Estimated Federal Cost $179,400,000 1/ PHYSICAL DATA (authorized)

Programmed Construction $134,154,000 Dam: Type - Roller compacted concrete

Unprogrammed Construction $ 45,246,000 Height - 249 feet; Length - 2,580;
Estimated Non-Federal Cost $ 0 Concrete Volume - 1,100,000 cubic yards
Total Estimated Project Cost $179,400,000 Spillway: Type - Concrete gravity

Gate Ogee Section: Design discharge- 68,400 cfs;

Allocations to 30 September 2004 111,893,000 Gates - 3 (33 feet x 34 feet) tainter
Allocation for FY 2005 254,000 Lands and Damages: Acres - 3,570
Allocation for FY 2006 297,000 Land Use: Irrigated - 130 acres;
Conference Allowance for FY 2007 Pasture - 182 acres; Wooded - 3,151 acres (of which 841
Allocation for FY 2007 1,440,000 2/ acres are Government owned); Lesser Interests- 67 acres;
Allocations through FY 2007 113,884,000 63% Building Sites - 40 acres
Allocation Requested for FY 2008 11,030,000 70% Relocations: County Road - 7.9 miles;
Programmed Balance to Complete after FY 2008 9,240,000 Power and Telephone lines - 15 miles, Cemetery Reservoir
Unprogrammed Balance to Complete after FY 2008 45,246,000 Capacity: Total storage at elev 1,726 - 101,000 acre feet

Usable Storage - 95,000 acre feet

Flood Control Storage (elev 1726- 1665) - 60,000 acre feet
Conservation Storage (elev 1665 - 1581) - 35,000 acre feet
Inactive Storage (elev 1581-1500) - 6,000 acre feet

1/ Reflects the cost of the selected alternative described in the 1991 EIS Supplement Number 2. Estimate excludes deferred costs for future potential modification
to operate with a conservation pool. This estimate must be significantly updated if the project is completed in the future.
2/ Assumed FY 2007 allocation.

JUSTIFICATION: Passage through the existing diversion tunnel and continued operation of the existing temporary trap and haul facility is not a viable long-term
solution to address the endangered species concerns in the watershed. The Corps biological assessment and NOAA-Fisheries biological opinion found that a fish
passage corridor would be a better option in the long-term, from a biological perspective. The current Biological Opinion concludes that the temporary trap and
haul facility can be operated without jeopardy through 30 September 2008. It is unlikely that NOAA Fisheries will extend a no jeopardy opinion beyond that date.
Elk Creek Lake could be operated without conservation storage on an interim basis together with Lost Creek and Applegate Lakes as the three-dam Rogue River
Basin system to provide flood control. The project would control run-off from about 132-square miles upstream from Elk Creek site. The flood problems occur
principally in discontinuous areas in the 50-mile reach of the Rogue River from the junction of Elk Creek downstream to about ten miles past Grants Pass and in
scattered areas in the lower 100-mile reach of the Rogue River. The major flood plain comprises some 7,400 acres of hay, alfalfa, pasture orchards (peaches,
pears), and hops and affects a population of 14,560. Damages from past floods include agricultural crop losses and land damage due to inundation and erosion,
and destruction of industrial, residential, commercial, and recreation developments. A total of 95,000 acre-feet of usable storage would be available at EIk Creek

Division: Northwestern District: Portland Elk Creek Lake, OR

11 January 2007
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for flood control. The maximum flood that could be completely controlled at the Elk Creek site would have a peak flow of about 19,200 cubic feet per second and a
frequency of occurrence of once in about 40 years. During the flood of 1964, the most severe flood since 1861, damages to the area downstream from Elk Creek
and Lost Creek Lakes amounted to $13,161,000 of which about $2,350,000 would have been prevented by Elk Creek Lake. The peak stage of a flood such as that
of 1964 would be reduced about 5.6 feet at Grants Pass by Lost Creek, and 7.4 feet by Lost Creek and Elk Creek Lakes combined.

FISCAL YEAR 2007: The allocated amount of $1,440,000 will be used to continue operation of the existing temporary fish trap and haul facility, conduct basic
O&M activities of the partially completed dam structure, and continue planning, design, and endangered species consultation for a permanent fish passage
solution.

FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount of $11,030,000 will be applied as follows:

Operate and maintain the temporary trap and haul and the partially completed dam structure........ $ 498,000
Prepare contract procurement dOCUMENTAtION. .. ........ ittt e e e e e e e eens $ 200,000
Award a fully funded contract to notch the dam for fish passage...........ccooveii s i, $10,332,000

NON-FEDERAL COST: N/A
STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: N/A

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES: The current Federal cost estimate of $179,400,000 remains unchanged from the latest estimate submitted to
Congress (FY 2007).

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: The Final Statement was filed with CEQ on September 17, 1971. Supplement No. 1, addressing water
quality effects, was filed with EPA on December 24, 1980, and a Record of Decision was filed with EPA in February 1982. An environmental assessment
addressing design changes (such as roller compacted concrete instead of embankment dam) was completed on October 11, 1983. Supplemental Information
Reports dated September 23, 1985 and January 14, 1986 were provided to the public. These reports described the findings of the 1983 environmental
assessment and other new information that had become available since the 1980 EIS Supplement. Another EIS supplement was prepared as a result of litigation.
This Supplement was completed and filed with the EPA on May 1, 1991. A Record of Decision, selecting the no conservation pool as the interim operating
alternative, was signed on January 24, 1992.

OTHER INFORMATION: Funds to initiate preconstruction planning were appropriated in FY 1965, and for construction in FY 1971. After initiation of construction,
an injunction was placed against completion of the project. Construction of the project was terminated with the project at 83 feet, one-third its design height. After
completion of the final EISS #2, the Department of Justice filed a motion with the Court to remove the injunction. The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals issued a ruling
on April 21, 1995. In a decision, the Court also reversed the District Court decision that EISS #2 met the requirements of the earlier Ninth Circuit opinion and
awarded attorneys fees to the plaintiffs. The case was remanded with instructions to prepare a third supplement adequately addressing all issues raised under the
NEPA process.

Division: Northwestern District: Portland Elk Creek Lake, OR

11 January 2007
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Due to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals decision and status of local support, the Corps did not perform the environmental studies under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) necessary to remove the Federal court injunction against completion of the project. Therefore, an evaluation of the requirements
for long-term management of the project in its partially completed state was required. The Division Engineer notified the Congressional Appropriations
Committees on 6 November 1995 of the Corps’ intention to study options for long-term management of the project in its partially completed state. Temporary fish
passage was initiated until a long-term fish passage solution is implemented.

Consultation began with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) concerning alternatives for long-term fish passage at Elk Creek under the Endangered
Species Act. Four potential upstream fish passage alternatives were evaluated in the Corps biological assessment. Based on this analysis, it was determined that
passage through the existing diversion tunnel and continued operation of the existing temporary trap and haul facility would result in jeopardy to the continued
existence of coho salmon in Elk Creek over a ten to fifty year period. The assessment found that construction of a new trap and haul facility designed to function
effectively with the partially completed project or removal of a section of the dam to provide a fish passage corridor would not impact the continued existence of the
species. Removing a section of the dam would provide long-term passive fish passage and was the most cost-effective method to provide fish passage over the
long term with the project in an partially completed state, even when including the cost to replace the removed section of the dam if it is completed in the future.

NMFS issued a biological opinion in January 2001. The opinion concurred with the Corps’ assessment that passage through the existing diversion tunnel and
continued operation of the existing temporary trap and haul facility would result in jeopardy. They also concurred with the Corps’ assessment that the fish passage
corridor would not result in jeopardy, and would be the best alternative from a biological perspective. Their opinion stated that a new trap and haul facility could
result in jeopardy, but stated that impacts of a new trap and haul facility could potentially be reduced to an acceptable level. The opinion recognized the need to
operate the existing trap and haul facility in the interim until an acceptable, long-term solution is implemented. In FY 2003, 2004, 2005, and 2006 Congress
included language that specifically prohibited use of project funding for the fish passage corridor (notch).

The current Biological Opinion concludes that the temporary trap and haul facility can be operated without jeopardy through 30 September 2008. It is unlikely that
NOAA Fisheries will extend a no jeopardy opinion beyond that date.

Division: Northwestern District: Portland Elk Creek Lake, OR

11 January 2007
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FLOOD and COASTAL STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION, Fiscal Year 2008 NORTHWESTERN DIVISION
APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction, Flood Damage Reduction, Fiscal Year 2008

PROJECT: Mt. St. Helens Sediment Control, Washington (Continuing)

LOCATION: A sediment retention structure on the North Fork Toutle River, 3 miles upstream from its confluence with the Green River; a Fish Collection
Facility located on the North Fork Toutle River, 8,500 feet downstream of the Sediment Retention Structure; levee improvements at Kelso, Washington on
the Cowlitz river (river mile 3 to river mile 8); and dredging in the Cowlitz River (river mile O - to river mile 20); all located in Cowlitz County, southwest
Washington. The river systems impacted by the project include the Toutle, Cowlitz and a portion of the Coweeman River. Most of the population affected
by the problems resides in the communities of Longview, Kelso, Lexington and Castle Rock, Washington.

DESCRIPTION: An earth and rock fill sediment retention structure with a spillway height of 125 feet, length of 1,800 feet and a retention capacity of

258 million cubic yards of sediment; a barrier type fish trap facility with a length of 300 feet and a 210 foot fish ladder; levee raise and improvements on the
Cowlitz River at Kelso, WA, dredging in the Cowlitz River from the mouth to river mile 20; and provide system-wide flood protection throughout the fifty year
life cycle (1985-2035) at congressionally authorized levels.

AUTHORIZATION: Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1985, PL 99-88.

REMAINING BENEFIT - REMAINING COST RATIO: The remaining benefit-remaining cost ratio is 4.1 to 1 at 7 percent.

TOTAL BENEFIT - COST RATIO: The total benefit cost ratio is 1.6 to 1 at 7 percent.

INITIAL BENEFIT - COST RATIO: The benefit-cost ratio for the fiscal year for which Congress appropriated initial construction funds (FY 1986) is 3.0 to 1 at
8-5/8 percent. The benefit to cost ratio is based on the project functioning independently.

BASIS OF BENEFIT - COST RATIO: Benefits are from the latest available evaluation reported in the Chief of Engineers Report, April 1985 at 1988 price
levels.

ACCUM PHYSICAL
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA PCT OF EST STATUS PCT COMPLETION
FED COST (1 Jan 2007) CMPL SCHEDULE
Estimated Federal Cost $202,500,000
Programmed Construction $155,608,000 Sediment Retention
Unprogrammed Construction 46,892,000 Structure 100 Feb 90
Dredging 100 Mar 90
Estimated Non-Federal Cost 24,600,000 Future Dredging 0 To Be Determined
Programmed Construction 24,600,000 Entire Project 60 To Be Determined
Cash Contribution $ 3,600,000
Other 21,000,000
Unprogrammed Construction 0
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SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (Continued)

Total Estimated Programmed Construction Cost
Total Estimated Unprogrammed Construction Cost
Total Estimated Project Cost

Allocations to 30 September 2004
Allocation for FY 2005

Allocation for FY 2006

Conference Allowance for FY 2007

Allocation for FY 2007

Allocations Through FY 2007

Allocation Requested for FY 2008

Programmed Balance to Complete after FY 2008
Unprogrammed Balance to Complete after FY 2008

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocation yet to be determined.

$180,208,000
46,892,000
$227,100,000

117,317,000
301,000

590,000

500,000 *
118,708,000 59%
10,200,000 64%
26,700,000
46,892,000

PHYSICAL DATA

Dam: Type - Earth and Rockfill
Spillway Height - 125 feet
Length - 1,800 feet
Spillway Width - 400 feet

Fish Facility: 300 feet long, concrete

with stilling basin
Fish Ladder: 210 feet long by
6 feet wide, concrete
Lands and Damages: Acres -
5,374 (Sediment Retention Structure)
1,300 (Disposal Sites for Dredging)
25 (Levee Improvements)
Ultimate Sediment Capacity:
258 million cubic yards

JUSTIFICATION: The eruption of Mount St. Helens dramatically altered the hydraulic and hydrologic regimes of the Cowlitz and Toutle River Valleys. The
Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1985 authorized the Corps to construct, operate and maintain a sediment retention structure (SRS) with such design
features and associated downstream actions necessary to provide flood protection to the communities of Longview, Kelso, Castle Rock and Lexington.

About 50,000 people and their property are at risk if the flood protection is not maintained.

Changing hydraulic and hydrologic conditions impact downstream deposition of sediment that is now infringing on the congressionally authorized levels of
flood protection. It is likely that without dredging in the Cowlitz River the authorized level of flood protection will not be maintained through the winter of

2006/07.

The ongoing data collection and sediment management analysis work is a critical step in determining what additional measures should be implemented to

maintain long-term flood protection for these communities. Potential alternatives to regain/maintain the authorized levels of protection through 2035 include:

dredging, improving levee integrity, increasing flood control storage, develop sediment storage sump, establish a main channel above the SRS to reduce

sediment delivery.

The Budget includes funding for this project primarily to address a significant risk to human safety. The Corps made this determination based on many

factors such as the likelihood and magnitude of the potential flooding, the number of people living in the flood plain, the likely warning time, the availability of

evacuation routes, and site-specific engineering factors.

FISCAL YEAR 2007: Continue annual sediment monitoring, interim sediment management measures, and continue analysis of potential follow-on long-

term alternatives for system-wide flood and navigation protection.
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FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount of $10,200,000 will be applied as follows:
Continue annual sediment monitoring; continue analysis of potential follow-on long-term

alternatives for system-wide flood and navigation protection .............c.ccooeiiiiiiiiinnee. $ 500,000
Complete dredging report, initiate and complete incremental dredging ..........ccooeieviiiiine e, $ 8,200,000
Complete fish passage report, initiate and complete fish passage construction ........................... $ 1,500,000

NON-FEDERAL COST: In accordance with the agreement between the United States of America and the State of Washington for local cooperation at,
along and near the Cowlitz and Toutle Rivers, Cowlitz County, State of Washington, the total estimated non-federal cost for construction is $24,600,000
including allowances for inflation. The non-Federal sponsor must comply with the requirements listed below:

Annual Operation

Payments During Maintenance and

Requirements of Local Cooperation Construction Replacement Costs
Provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and dredged material disposal areas. $16,200,000
Modify or relocate buildings, utilities, roads, bridges (except railroad

bridges), and other facilities, where necessary in the

construction of the project. 400,000
Mitigation for dredging operations 4,400,000 $846,000
Sales & Use Tax Offset from the State of Washington 3,600,000
Total Non-Federal Payments During Construction $24,600,000

STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: A local cooperation agreement (LCA) for the Sediment Control project was signed on 26 April 1986. The State of
Washington is the sponsor for the Sediment Retention Structure (SRS) and dredging portions of the project. Consolidated Diking Improvement District No. 3
and Drainage Improvement District No. 1 are sponsors for the Kelso levee improvement.

Land rights have been obtained by the State over the lands required for initial construction of the SRS. All persons residing within the SRS acquisition
boundary have been relocated. The Diking and Drainage Districts have been furnished right-of-way requirements and are continuing their acquisition
program. The State is continuing to acquire rights-of-way for additional dredge disposal areas should future dredging be required to preserve authorized
flood protection levels.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATE: The current Federal cost estimate of $202,500,000 is an increase of $3,000,000 from the latest estimate
submitted to Congress (FY 2006). Increase is due to price leveling.

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: The final EIS was filed with the EPA in December, 1984,

OTHER INFORMATION: Funds to initiate preconstruction planning were allotted in FY 1985 and construction in FY 1986. The project remains open
because of the unique circumstances created by the eruption of Mt. St. Helens. Since the small explosive eruption that occurred 1 October 2004, there have
been several larger eruptions of steam and ash, with some additional growth of the lava dome within the mountain’s existing crater. Sediment deposition in
the lower Cowlitz River is beginning to infringe on the authorized level of flood protection. As a result, the project is at the end of the “natural pause” in
construction work. Resumption of physical construction is appropriate.
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FLOOD and COASTAL STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION, Fiscal Year 2008 NORTHWESTERN DIVISION
APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction, Flood Damage Reduction (Dam Safety Assurance), Fiscal Year 2008
PROJECT: Mud Mountain Dam, Washington (Fish Passage Facilities) (Continuing)

LOCATION: Mud Mountain Dam is located at river mile 29.6 on the White River, 6 miles upstream and southeast of Enumclaw, WA and 38 miles southeast
of Tacoma, WA in western Washington State.

DESCRIPTION: The dam safety project consists of raising and strengthening the dam with a concrete cut-off wall placed at the centerline of the dam, raising
the spillway chute wall to contain spillway discharge during the design flood event, reconstructing access roads, constructing a new outlet tower and
modifying the two existing flood control discharge tunnels. Work is based on supplemental design memorandums (SDM) #1 and #2. After completion of the
two discharge tunnels improvements, inspections identified greater than expected erosion in the concrete invert of the 23-foot tunnel and in the entrance
chamber of the outlet tower. Immediate remedial action was completed in 2001. Follow-on inspections revealed additional erosion damage to concrete
surfaces on the 9-foot and 23-foot tunnel trash racks, the trash rack walls, the mixing chamber walls, the 9-foot tunnel walls and the 23-foot tunnel exit floor
and walls.

The fish facility currently collects salmon and is trucked upstream using the existing fish collection facility. The current facility is deteriorated and unsafe.
Replacement will allow the Corps to continue meeting mitigation requirements for the Mud Mountain Dam Project.

AUTHORIZATION: Flood Control Act of 1936 authorized the Mud Mountain Dam and reservoir on the White River as the main unit of the Puyallup River
flood control project.

REMAINING BENEFIT - REMAINING COST RATIO: Not applicable
TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: THE INITIAL BENEFIT - COST RATIO: Not applicable
BASIS OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO: Not applicable

SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA

Accum. STATUS PERCENT
COMPLETION
Pct. of Est. (1 Jan 2007) COMPLETE
SCHEDULE
Estimated Federal Cost $ 121,537,000 Fed Cost Entire Project 80 TBD
Estimated Non-Federal Cost 0
Total Estimated Project Cost $ 121,537,000
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SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (Continued) Accum.

Pct. of Est.
Fed Cost
Allocations to 30 September 2004 $84,497,227
Allocation for FY 2005 2,836,000
Allocation for FY 2006 4,356,000
Conference Allowance for FY 2007 TBD
Allocation for FY 2007 5,470,000 *
Allocations through FY 2007 97,159,227 80%
Allocation requested for FY 2008 11,500,000 89%
Programmed Balance to Complete after FY 2008 12,877,773 1/
Unprogrammed Balance to Complete after FY 2008 0
* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined
1/ See Other Information
PHYSICAL DATA:
Dam: Type - Rockfill with earth core and concrete cutoff wall Spillway: Type - Uncontrolled Fish Trap
Height - 425 feet above bedrock Previous Design Capacity - 139,000 cfs and Haul Facilities
Crest - 700 feet long New Constructed Capacity - 220,000 cfs Improvements

Width - 1,600 feet at base, 26 feet at crest

JUSTIFICATION: Mud Mountain Dam (MMD) became operational in 1948, and presently provides flood damage protection for about 850 acres of land
along the White River and approximately 6,200 acres along the Puyallup River, with a combined population of more than 80,000 people. These areas are
used for agriculture, residential, industrial, commercial, and transportation developments related to the expanding Port of Tacoma area. Major transportation
facilities include the Burlington Northern and the Tacoma Beltline Railroads, Interstate Highway 5, and U.S. Highways 99 and 410. The project has
prevented more than $300 million in flood damages.

The original spillway was determined inadequate for the Spillway Design Flood (SDF). With an SDF, the dam would have been overtopped resulting in
probable dam failure. Widespread flooding would have resulted in catastrophic damages with a high potential for loss of human life. Potential damages
during SDF conditions without dam failure was estimated at $3.6 billion and with dam failure was estimated at $5.5 billion based on October 2004 prices and
conditions. Should the dam fail, costs to repair the dam structure are estimated at $200 million and yearly flood losses would continue until the dam was
replaced.

Record floods tested the modified dam in November 1995 and February 1996 when the reservoir reached a record elevation of 1198 ft. The dam and new
outlet tower also withstood a magnitude 6.8 earthquake on 28 Feb 2001.
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JUSTIFICATION (continued):

Upstream migratory fish passage is currently provided at the Buckley fish trap & haul facility which is co-located with a privately owned barrier dam 6 miles
downstream of Mud Mountain Dam. The barrier dam is also used to divert water to a recreational lake and a future regional water supply facility and is in
need of replacement. The current owner of the diversion dam, Puget Sound Energy, is terminating operations at the project and the Corps is taking
possession of the facility. Since 2002, funds have been provided to plan and design a replacement facility to meet ESA requirements.

FISCAL YEAR 2007: The current year amount will be used as follows:

DAM SAFETY AND FISH PASSAGE

Complete critical remaining dam safety construction $4,400,000
Initiate Fish Passage Real Estate Acquisition $770,000
Complete Fish Passage Engineering and Design 300,000
Total 5,470,000

FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount will be applied as follows:

FISH PASSAGE

Initiate and complete construction of improvements for right bank hatchery to use as

temporary trap & haul facility during barrier replacement $1,070,000
Award fully funded contract to construct levee (part of fish passage facility) 1,500,000
Award first fully funded contract of the fish passage barrier replacement. 8,930,000
Total 11,500,000

NON-FEDERAL COSTS: N/A. Required dam safety and fish passage improvements are a Federal cost. If fish passage improvements are completed with
local improvements of the diversion structure, costs allocated to the diversion structure will be 100% non-Federal.

STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: N/A.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATE: The current Federal cost estimate of $121,537,000 is unchanged from the last estimate presented to the
Congress in FY 2006 (See Other Information).

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: An Environmental Assessment for the Dam Safety Assurance Program was completed in June
1986 with an additional Environmental assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact completed in June 1999. An Environmental Assessment and draft
Finding of No Significant Impact for the replacement of the barrier dam was completed in March 2005. Final NEPA coordination is on-going. A
programmatic biological assessment under ESA for the Operations and Maintenance of MMD as well as the replacement of the barrier dam was completed
in June 2005.
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OTHER INFORMATION: The Dam Safety Assurance project began in 1986 and the new outlet tower became operational in 1995.

The engineering document for fish passage is currently under review and the project costs will be revised accordingly. The engineering document will
include a more current MCACES cost estimate based on a more detailed design than was used to generate the current total project cost estimate.

Congress added $500,000 to the project in FY 2002 for “the design of fish passage facilities”. In FY 2003, Congress also “provided $2,500,000 to continue

work on dam safety measures and the fish passage facility.” Funding for FY 2004 and FY 2005 included appropriations for the fish passage facility but no
specific language. FY 2006 funding included specific language for the fish passage facility.
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FLOOD and COASTAL STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION, Fiscal Year 2008 NORTHWESTERN DIVISION
APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction, Flood Damage Reduction, Fiscal Year 2008

PROJECT: Turkey Creek Basin, Kansas City, Kansas and Missouri — (Continuing)

LOCATION: The 23 square mile urban Turkey Creek basin drains Johnson and Wyandotte Counties in Kansas, and a portion of Kansas City, Missouri. Turkey
Creek parallels Interstate Highway 35 for much of its length and flows through a tunnel into the Kansas River approximately three miles upstream of its confluence
with the Missouri River.

DESCRIPTION: The plan of improvement consists of approximately ten thousand feet of urban channel modification, a levee section, the raising of two railroad
bridges, 12.7 acres of riparian planting and four large drainage interceptor pipelines. A dual flood threat exists in the affected area, which consists of Turkey Creek
over-bank flow and localized hillside runoff. Either flood source can cause considerable damage. The channel modification addresses the channel flooding threat,
and the interceptors address the hillside component. All work is programmed.

AUTHORIZATION: Section 101 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1999 and Section 123 of the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2003.
REMAINING BENEFIT — REMAINING COST RATIO: 1.4to 1 at 7 percent.

TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 1.2to 1 at 7 percent.

BASIS OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO: Benefits are from the General Reevaluation Report dated January 2003 at October 2003 price levels.

ACCUM PHYSICAL
PCT. OF EST. STATUS PERCENT COMPLETION
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA: FED COST (1 Jan 07) COMPLETE SCHEDULE
Estimated Federal Cost $56,852,000
Estimated Non-Federal Cost 35,695,000
Cash Contribution 23,956,000 Entire Project 8 To be determined.
Other Costs 11,739,000
Total Estimated Project Cost 92,547,000
Allocations to 30 September 2004 2,729,000
Allocation for FY 2005 207,000
Allocation for FY 2006 2,970,000 PHYSICAL DATA
Conference Allowance for FY 2007 TBD Channel Modification: 10,000 feet
Allocation for FY 2007 4,000,000 * Levee: 2,800 feet
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* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.
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SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (continued):

Allocations through FY 2007 9,906,00017%Railroad Bridge Raises: 2 each
Allocation Requested for FY 2008 9,000,00033%lInterceptors: 16,000 feet
Programmed Balance to Complete after FY 2008 37,946,000Riparian Planting: 12.7 Acres

JUSTIFICATION: The Turkey Creek basin is a 23-square-mile area within Kansas City, Kansas and suburbs in Johnson and Wyandotte Counties. The
basin is nearly 100 percent urbanized, and a significant amount exists within the flood plain. Commercial and industrial investment, valued at over $139
million, along with residential and other property valued at approximately $9 million are subject to flood damage. There are almost 500 businesses within
the project area accounting for more than 6,000 jobs. Phasing of channel construction to coincide with widening of Interstate Highway 35 by the Kansas
Department of Transportation (KDOT) will result in significant project cost savings. KDOT work on the channel is nearly complete. A dual flood threat exists
in the study area that consists of Turkey Creek over-bank flows and localized hillside runoff. Either flood source can cause considerable damage. Average
annual damages without the project are estimated at $11.7 million and with the project at $3.2 million. Six damaging floods have occurred since 1977. The
flood of record occurred in July 1993 causing one fatality and damages estimated at $20 million in 1993 or $28 million at current price level. Another flood of
similar magnitude to the 1993 event occurred in October of 1998. The recent severe floods have occurred at night and on weekends when the commercial
industrial corridor was inactive. A flood of similar magnitude occurring during normal business hours has the potential to result in multiple fatalities. The
recommended project will include construction of channel modifications with a one-percent level of protection and tributary floodwater diversion. Average
annual benefits are $8,487,000.

The Budget includes funding for this project primarily to address a significant risk to human safety. The Corps made this determination based on many
factors such as the likelihood and magnitude of the potential flooding, the number of people living in the flood plain, the likely warning time, the availability of
evacuation routes, and site-specific engineering factors.

FISCAL YEAR 2007: FYO07 funds will be used as follows:

Continue Tunnel Contract $1,200,000
Continue Construction of Railroad Bridge 2,000,000
Engineering and Design 600,000
Construction Management 200,000
Total $4,000,000

FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount will be applied as follows:

Complete Tunnel Contract $3,200,000
Continue Construction of Railroad Bridge 4,300,000
Engineering and Design 1,000,000
Construction Management 500,000
Total $9,000,000
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NON-FEDERAL COSTS: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing concepts reflected in the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, as
amended, the non-Federal sponsor must comply with the requirements listed below.

Annual
Operation,

Payments Maintenance,
During Repair,
Construction Rehabilitation,
And and
Reimbursements Replacement

Requirements of Local Cooperation Costs

Provide lands, easements, rights of way, and borrow and excavated

material disposal areas. 4,976,000

Modify or relocate utilities, roads, bridges (except railroad bridges), and other facilities,

where necessary for the construction of the project. 6,763,000

Pay 100% of the cost allocated to the Mission Road Interceptor and increasing the level of protection

of the Missouri Interceptor from 10 years to 15 years (Locally Preferred Plan). 4,587,000

Credit allowed based on prior work. 5,082,000

Pay 22 percent of the costs allocated to flood control to bring the non-Federal share of flood control

costs to 35 percent, as determined under Section 103 (m) of the Water Resources Development Act

of 1986, as amended, to reflect non-Federal sponsor’s ability to pay as reduced for credit allowed

based on prior work, or pay 5 percent of the costs allocated to flood control, and bear all costs of

operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation and replacement of flood control facilities. 14,287,000 112,000

Total Non-Federal Costs 35,695,000 112,000

STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: The City of Kansas City, Missouri and the Unified Government of Wyandotte County and Kansas City, Kansas
expressed their intent to sponsor the project and a statement of financial capabilities in letters provided in January 2003 and November 2002 respectively.
The Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA) was signed 17 July 2006, following completion of tunnel work initiated by the Sponsor.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATE: The current Federal cost estimate is $56,852,000, an increase of $5,885,000 over the cost last presented
to Congress (FY 2007). This change includes the following items.

Item Amount

Price Escalation on Construction Features $5,885,000
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Total $5,885,000
STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: A Revised Environmental Assessment, dated January 2003, concluded that no significant impacts,
which would adversely affect the quality of the environment, were identified for the plan for flood protection measures for the lower Turkey Creek Basin. The
District Commander signed a Finding of No Significant Impact February 4, 2003.

OTHER INFORMATION: Funds to initiate preconstruction engineering and design were appropriated in FY 1998. Preconstruction Engineering and Design
(PED) was completed in September 2004. Funds to initiate construction were first appropriated in FYO04.
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FLOOD and COASTAL STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION, Fiscal Year 2008 NORTHWESTERN DIVISION

APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction, Flood Damage Reduction (Dam Safety Assurance), Fiscal Year 2008

PROJECT: Tuttle Creek Dam, Manhattan, Kansas — (Continuing)

LOCATION: Tuttle Creek Dam is located in northeastern Kansas on the Big Blue River, 12.3 miles above its confluence with the Kansas River and 6 miles
upstream of the City of Manhattan, Kansas.

DESCRIPTION: The Tuttle Creek Dam Safety Assurance project will provide for increased safety to the existing Tuttle Creek Dam and Lake during seismic
and flood events through construction of foundation treatment, flood wave run-up barriers, and spillway gate improvements. As an interim measure, a dam
failure warning system was installed for the period of construction. The system provides warning for the area from the dam to the confluence of the Big Blue
and Kansas Rivers where the highest population density and lowest warning times exist.

To withstand ground motions from the Maximum Credible Earthquake, soil stabilization will be performed on the liquefiable foundation (alluvial sands)
beneath the dam using deep soil mixing beneath the downstream slope. Treatment of the downstream foundation will require temporary removal of the
existing downstream berm. The implementation of soil stabilization will include conducting additional exploratory borings and soil testing, a soil stabilization
technology demonstration, replacement of upstream slope protection due to construction damage and disturbance, and general road and park modifications
to accommodate construction and mitigate impacts.

The Probable Maximum Flood (PMF) creates a static pool, which would be within 2 feet of the crest of the dam. Wave action of 5 feet could overtop the
dam by 3 feet. Concrete traffic barriers will be installed in place of the upstream guardrail to withstand wave action. The ability of the project to safely pass
the PMF is dependent upon the reliability of the spillway tainter gates. The original spillway gate design did not fully consider friction in the bearings for all of
the appropriate load cases. Reanalysis indicates that the gate structure is not adequate under all loading conditions. The inability to open two gates would
result in overtopping of the dam during a Probable Maximum Flood. In order to ensure the ability to safely pass these flows and avoid overtopping of the
dam by the static pool, the structural integrity of the spillway gates must be ensured. As such, general spillway rehabilitation and spillway gate modification
are critical to the safety of the dam and will be performed.

AUTHORIZATION: Flood Control Acts of 1938, 1941, and 1944.

REMAINING BENEFIT — REMAINING COST RATIO: Not applicable.

TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: Not applicable.

INITIAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: Not applicable.

BASIS OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO: Not applicable.
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SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA: STATUS PERCENT PHYSICAL

(1 Jan 07) COMPLETE COMPLETION
SCHEDULE

Estimated Federal Cost $209,215,000
Estimated Non-Federal Cost 0 Construction Initiated 20 To be determined.
Total Estimated Project Cost 209,215,000
Allocations to 30 September 2004 9,190,000
Allocation for FY 2005 6,858,000 ACCUM
Allocation for FY 2006 26,730,000 PCT. OF EST.
Conference Allowance for FY 2007 TBD FED COST
Allocation for FY 2007 38,000,000 *
Allocations to 30 September 2007 80,778,000 39%
Allocation Requested for FY 2008 28,500,000 52%
Programmed Balance to Complete after FY 2008 99,937,000
* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.
PHYSICAL DATA (All Federal):
Dam: Type - Rolled earth and rock fill and hydraulic fill Spillway: Type - Controlled 952 feet wide chute

Height - 137 feet above valley floor Gates: 18 Tainter gates 20 feet (high) x 40 feet (wide)

Crest - 7,500 feet long Design Capacity — 600,000 cfs

Width - 1,200 — 1,600 feet at base, 50 feet at crest

JUSTIFICATION: Tuttle Creek Dam became operational in 1962 and has prevented more than $3.9 billion in flood damages. The project provides flood
protection for the Big Blue, Kansas and Missouri River valleys, as well as the other authorized purposes of fish and wildlife, water quality, water supply, and
supplemental releases for navigation, on the Missouri River downstream of Kansas City.

Tuttle Creek Dam was evaluated for adequacy, considering the design earthquake (Maximum Credible Earthquake, moment magnitude 6.6 at 20 km from
the site). The design earthquake is capable of inducing liquefaction of the foundation sands, failure of the embankment slopes, significant deformation of the
entire embankment, and probable release of the lake within 2 to 6 hours. A 5.7 magnitude earthquake could induce limited liquefaction beneath the
downstream toe, and damage to the relief wells due to slope deformation. With the loss of the relief wells, uncontrolled release of the pool initiated by piping
through the foundation could occur. A damaging earthquake in the 5.7 to 6.6 magnitude range that could impact Tuttle Creek Dam would most likely
originate from the Humboldt Fault Zone, near Wamego, Kansas. The 6.6 magnitude earthquake is the largest possible earthquake that is believed to be
possible and the approximate probability of the 5.7 magnitude earthquake is 3 percent over 50 years. The consequences of an earthquake induced dam
breach would include the loss of the project, loss of all project benefits ($56.2 million), extensive downstream damage (estimated $458 million), and high
potential for loss of life (estimated at 384 of the 13,000 population at risk).
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FISCAL YEAR 2007: The FY07 amount of $38,000,000 will be applied as follows:

ltem Amount
Continue QA Lab Testing $ 800,000
Continue Ground Modification 33,000,000
Engineering and Design 3,100,000
Construction Management 900,000

Continue Operating Dam Failure Warning System 200,000

Total $38,000,000

FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount of $28,500,000 will be applied as follows:

NON-FEDERAL COSTS: Not applicable.

STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: A cost sharing agreement is not required for the proposed dam safety improvements. However, there is an existing
water supply contract with the State of Kansas for water supply storage and the State has provided reimbursement for 0.3735 percent of the original cost of
construction and is continuing annual reimbursements for operation and maintenance. Accordingly, the State will be required to reimburse 0.3735 percent
of costs of scheduled dam safety improvements, or approximately $770,000. The state has been formally notified of the requirement and concurs with

scheduled work.

Item Amount
Continue QA Lab Testing $ 800,000
Complete current phase of Ground Modification 23,500,000
Engineering and Design 3,000,000
Construction Management 1,000,000

Continue Operating Dam Failure Warning System 200,000

Total $28,500,000
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COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATE: The current Federal cost estimate of $209,215,000 is an increase of $3,500,000 over the cost last
presented to Congress (FY 2007). This change includes the following items.

ltem Amount
Price Escalation on Construction Features $3,500,000
Total $3,500,000

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: The Environmental Impact Statement and associated Evaluation Report were completed in July
2002. The final National Environmental Policy Act public comment period ended on November 2002, and Northwestern Division and Headquarters USACE
approved the documents in December 2002. The Record of Decision was signed at Headquarters USACE on 06 January 2003.

OTHER INFORMATION: The Dam Safety Evaluation Report was approved in December 2002. Construction funds were first provided in FY 2003 though
the Construction General, Dam Safety and Seepage/Stability Correction Program account. Based on recent analysis and National Risk Ranking criteria, the
schedule and scope of work is currently under review. Efforts in FY07 and FO8 will be used to complete ongoing work.
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FLOOD AND COASTAL STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION

CONSTRUCTION

SOUTH ATLANTIC DIVISION
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction, General - Local Protection (Flood Control)

PROJECT: Cedar Hammock (Wares Creek), Florida (Continuing)

LOCATION: The project area is located in Bradenton and unincorporated Manatee County on the southwest coast of Peninsular Florida.

DESCRIPTION: The project provides for clearing and snagging from approximately 500 feet upstream of Manatee Avenue bridge and extending 17" Avenue
West; trapezoidal grass-lined channel, 1V:2H side slopes, 26-foot-bottom width from 17" Avenue West to 21 Avenue West; Vertical Sheet Pile Wall channel from
just upstream of 21* Avenue West to 14" Street West (B.R. 41) with a 40-foot-bottom; and trapezoidal grass-lined channel, 1V:2H side slopes, 26-foot-bottom
width from upstream of 14the Street West (B.R. 41) and extending to just downstream of 44" Avenue West (Cortez Road) bridge.

AUTHORIZATION: Water Resources Development Act of 1996

REMAINING BENEFIT-REMAINING COST RATIO: 4.1to 1 at 7.000 percent.

TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 3.3to 1 at 7.000 percent.

INITIAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 3.3to 1 at 7.125 percent.

BASIS OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO: Benefits are included in the Cedar Hammock (Wares Creek) Final Detailed Project Report and Environmental Assessment
Report completed in April 1995 revised in 1996 at October price levels.

Division: South Atlantic District: Jacksonville Cedar Hammock (Wares Creek), Florida

5 February 2007
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ACCUM.

PCT OF PHYSICAL
EST FED STATUS PERCENT COMPLETION
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA COST (1 January 2007): COMPLETE SCHEDULE
Estimated Federal Cost 13,700,000
Channels & Canals 43 TBD
Estimated Non-Federal Cost 10,600,000
Cash Contribution 4,354,000 Total Project 61 TBD
Other 6,246,000
Total Estimated Project Cost 24,300,000
Allocations through 30 September 2004 1,504,500
Allocation for FY 2005 10,000
Allocation for FY 2006 742,000
Conference Allowance for FY 2007 6,000,000
Allocation for FY 2007 6,000,000 *
Allocations through FY 2007 8,256,500 60%
Allocation Requested for FY 2008 5,000,000 97%
Scheduled Balance to Complete After FY 2008 443,500
Unscheduled Balance to Complete After FY 2008 0

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

JUSTIFICATION: The Cedar Hammock (Wares Creek) are is urban, and existing development has encroached upon the channel in several areas. Heavy rains in
September 1988 and June 1992 caused extensive flooding to the area and impacted residential as well as commercial development. Under existing conditions,
average annual flood damages are estimated at $6,725,000.

Annual Benefits Amount
Flood Protection 3,735,000
Total 3,735,000

FISCAL YEAR 2007: Fiscal Year 2007 funds will be used to continue construction of the project channels; engineering during construction; and construction
management.

Division: South Atlantic District: Jacksonville Cedar Hammock (Wares Creek), Florida

5 February 2007
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FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount will be applied as follows:

Continue Work under Excavation $ 4,400,000
Contract

Engineering and Design 270,000
Supervision & Administration 330,000
Total $ 5,000,000

NON-FEDERAL COST: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing concepts reflected in the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, the non-Federal
sponsor must comply with the requirements listed below:

Annual Operation,

Payments During Maintenance, Repair,
Construction and Rehabilitation, and
Requirements of Local Cooperation Reimbursements Replacement Costs

Provide lands, easements, rights of way, and borrow and excavated

or dredged material disposal areas. 5,718,000

Modify or relocate utilities, roads, bridges, and other facilities,

where necessary for the construction of the project. 528,000

Pay 8.2 percent of the costs allocated to flood damage reduction

during construction. 4,354,000

Total Non-Federal Costs 10,600,000

STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: Manatee County, Florida strongly supports this project. The Project Cooperation Agreement will be executed in the 3rd
quarter of FY 2007.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATE: The current Federal (Corps of Engineers) cost estimate of $13,700,000 is an increase over the latest estimate
($13,300,000) presented to Congress (FY 2007). This change includes the following items:

Item Amount
Price escalation on construction features $ 400,000
Total $ 400,000

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: Final Environmental Assessment was signed April 13, 1995.

OTHER INFORMATION: Preconstruction, Engineering, and Design was initiated in August 1997 and is scheduled for completion in the 3" quarter of FY 2007.

Division: South Atlantic District: Jacksonville Cedar Hammock (Wares Creek), Florida

5 February 2007
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CLEARING AND
SNAGGING

VERTICAL SHEET PILE
WALL, 40 FT. BOTTOM
WIDTH

TRAPEZOIDAL GRASS-
LINED CHANNEL, 1V:2H,
26 FT.BOTTOM WIDTH
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction, General - Major Rehabilitation
PROJECT: Herbert Hoover Dike, FL (Continuing)

LOCATION: The Herbert Hoover Dike system encircles Lake Okeechobee entirely, except in the vicinity of Fisheating Creek on the western shore. The existing
embankments total about 143 miles in length with typical crest elevations rising about 25 feet above adjacent land elevations. Reach 1 extends 22 miles from the
Hillsboro Canal to the St. Lucie Canal in the southeast quadrant of the dike and Reaches 2 and 3 extend from Hillsboro Canal westward to C-43 (Caloosahatchee
River).

DESCRIPTION: The Major Rehabilitation Report (MRR), approved in November 2000, divided the dike into 8 Reaches and included a detailed analysis of
alternatives in the 1 Reach. The MRR proposed construction of a seepage/drainage berm along the landside toe of the dike for Reach 1. Following recent input
from a variety of expert sources and, in consideration of lessons learned following Hurricane Katrina, the Jacksonville District convened an independent Technical
Review (ITR) panel to further evaluate the design of the HHD rehabilitation project. Subsequently, the HHD rehabilitation project was redesigned. The new
design concept includes toe-ditch fill, cut-off wall at the center of the dike, and seepage berm.

AUTHORIZATION: Herbert Hoover Dike is a component of the Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project for Flood Control and Other Purposes. The C&SF
Project was authorized in the Flood Control Act of 1948, 1954, 1958, 1960, 1965 and 1968; Authorization in 1970 under Section 201 of the Flood Control Act of
1965, the Water Resources Development Acts of 1986, 1988, 1990, 1992 and 1996 and the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1930.

REMAINING BENEFIT - REMAINING COST RATIO: .94 to 1 at 6 1/8 percent.

TOTAL BENEFIT - COST RATIO: .96 to 1 at 7 percent.

BASIS OF BENEFIT - COST RATIO: Benefits are from the latest economic analyses performed for the November 2000 Major Rehabilitation Evaluation Report at

October 2000 price levels. The Benefit Cost Ratio and Remaining Benefit Remaining Cost Ratio do not reflect the new design concept, and do not reflect the
benefits of reduced human suffering and loss of life, since these cannot be quantified nor included in the calculation.

Division: South Atlantic District: Jacksonville Herbert Hoover Dike Major Rehabilitation, FL

5 February 2007
154



SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA

Estimated Federal Cost

Estimated Non-Federal Cost
Cash Contributions 0

Other Costs 31,300,000

Total Estimated Project Cost

Allocation to 30 September 2004

Allocations for 2005

Allocations for 2006

Conference Allowance for 2007

Allocations for 2007

Allocations through 2007

Allocation Requested for 2008

Programmed Balance to Complete after 2008
Unprogrammed Balance to Complete after 2008

ACCUM

PCT OF
EST
FED STATUS
COST (1 January 2007)
855,900,000 Levees Reach 1
31,300,000 Levees Reaches 2 thru 8
Total Project
887,200,000
3,548,000
1,384,000
16,221,000
39,884,000
39,884,000 *

61,037,000 7%

55,776,000 14%
152,285,000 1/
586,802,000

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

1/ Reflects funding for Reach 1 only.

Division: South Atlantic

PHYSICAL DATA

Levees — Miles — Reach 1 22.4
Levees — Miles — Reaches 2-3 27.1
Levees — Miles — Reaches 4-8 85.3

District: Jacksonville

5 February 2007

PHYSICAL
PCT COMPLETION
CMPL SCHEDULE

0 TBD
0 Unscheduled
0 Unscheduled
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JUSTIFICATION: The Major Rehabilitation of Reach 1 involves the construction of a cutoff wall with seepage berm and toe-ditch fill. Currently, there is a serious
risk of catastrophic dike failure due to piping. Such an event, with subsequent flooding would result in extreme socio-economic and environmental damages;
however, of paramount importance is the real potential for significant human suffering, including loss of life, which is not quantified in the benefit-cost analysis.

The average annual benefits are as follows:

Item Amount
Flood Damage Reduction 4,986,977
Total Annual Benefits 4,986,977

FISCAL YEAR 2007: Fiscal Year 2007 funds will be used to complete design for Reach 1, award construction contracts of toe-ditch fill, seepage berm and cut-off
wall on Reach 1, complete Supplemental Major Rehabilitation Report (MRR) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on Reaches 2 & 3, initiate design for
Reaches 2 & 3. Supplemental MRR 2 & 3 is scheduled for completion by June 2007.

FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount of $55,776,000 will be applied as follows:

Continue Reach 1 Construction Cnt $ 48,037,000
Planning, Engineering, and Design 3,943,000
Construction Management 3,796,000
Total $ 55,776,000

NON-FEDERAL COST: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing concepts reflected in the authorizing legislation, the non-Federal sponsor must comply
with the requirements listed below.

Annual Operation,
Payments During Maintenance, Repair,

Construction and Rehabilitation, and
Requirements of Local Cooperation Reimbursements Replacement Costs
Provide lands, easements, and rights of way 31,300,000
Total Non-Federal Costs 31,300,000
Division: South Atlantic District: Jacksonville Herbert Hoover Dike Major Rehabilitation, FL
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STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: A Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA) is not required for the Herbert Hoover Dike Project. There are resolutions through
which the sponsor, South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) commits to items of local cooperation. This consists of Resolutions 12 (1948) and
398(1949).

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES: The current Federal (Corps) cost estimate of $855,900,000 is an increase of $562,300,000 from the latest
estimate ($293,600,000) submitted to Congress (FY2007). This change includes the following items:

Iltem Amount
Design Changes $539,100,000
Price Escalation on Construction Features 8,808,000
Schedule Changes 14,392,000
Total $562,300,000

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: The draft EIS for the project was completed December 1998. A Supplemental EIS was prepared and
completed in January 2005. Environmental Assessment (EA) for Reach 1 toe-ditch fill was released for public review on 11 December 2006. Draft Supplemental
EIS for Reaches 2 & 3 will be published in federal register on 22 December 2006.

OTHER INFORMATION: A value engineering (VE) study was done on design for Reach 1 described in the 2000 MRR. The VE recommendation was a modified
plan of the recommended plan in the MRR. Subsequently, a Detailed Design Report (DDR) analyzed the VE plan and determined it permitted too much seepage
flow through the section and impacted local flood control. Following review by an outside expert panel, the design was modified to include toe-ditch fill, cut-off
wall at the center of the dike, and seepage berm. The most recent approved MCASES is contained in the 2000 MRR. Cost estimates for the recently revised
design of Sub-Reach 1A have been extrapolated to the remainder of the dike to provide a conservative estimate of costs. Supplemental reports will be prepared
to review seepage and stability in other reaches of the dike. Preliminary analyses indicate that similar construction of a cut-off wall with seepage berm will be
required in the 27-mile stretch of Reaches 2 and 3, which would completely rehabilitate the southern boundary. The plan would also implement tailwater control
measures in Reaches 5 and 7, and portions of Reaches 4, 6, and 8. The total length of embankment along which tailwater control measures are proposed is 54.5
miles; therefore, the comprehensive rehabilitation plan involves some type of rehabilitation effort along 91 miles of the 143-mile long dike system.
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SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA: HHD REACH 1

Estimated Federal Cost 269,098,000"
Estimated Non-Federal Cost 10,300,000
Cash Contributions
Other Costs 10,300,000
Total Estimated Project Cost 279,398,000

1. Cost is estimated based upon recent design changes for sub-reach 1A.
REMAINING BENEFIT-REMAINING COST RATIO: N/A

TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: N/A

Division: South Atlantic District: Jacksonville

5 February 2007
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction, General - Local Protection Projects (Flood Control)

PROJECT: Portugues and Bucana Rivers, Puerto Rico (Continuing)

LOCATION: Flood control improvements related to Portugues and Bucana Rivers are in, and near, the Municipality of Ponce, on the south coast of Puerto Rico.
DESCRIPTION: The SPF flood protection project involves construction of 9.1 miles of channel improvements, two multi-purpose dams with uncontrolled
emergency spillways, a dependable water supply for the Ponce area, and recreational facilities on the lakes and channels. The Cerrillos Dam is located on the
Cerrillos (Upper Bucana) River 9.5 miles above its mouth. The Cerrillos Dam is 323 feet high and its reservoir will provide 47,900 acre-feet of flood control and
water supply storage. The estimated water supply yield of Cerrillos is 22 m.g.d. The Portugués Dam flood control structure will be located on the Portugués River
8.3 miles above its mouth. The Portugués Roller Compacted Concrete (RCC) Dam will be 219 feet high. The final reservoir will provide a total storage of 12,325
acre-feet. All work is programmed except the water supply increment of Portugues Dam.

AUTHORIZATION: Flood Control Act of 1970 and Water Resources Development Act of 1986.

REMAINING BENEFIT - REMAINING COST RATIO: 2.7 to 1 at 7 percent.

TOTAL BENEFIT - COST RATIO: 2.1to 1 at 7 percent.

INITIAL BENEFIT - COST RATIO: 2.0to 1 at 5.625 percent.

BASIS OF BENEFIT - COST RATIO: Benefits are from the July 1973 Design Memorandum Phase 1, Plan Formulation and Site Selection Report at July 1973
prices levels except for Portugues Dam where benefits are from the Post Authorization change report dated April 2004 and approved by MSC in July 2005.

Division: South Atlantic District: Jacksonville Portugues and Bucana Rivers, PR
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ACCUM PHYSICAL
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA PCT OF EST STATUS PCT COMPLETION
FED COST (1 Jan 2007) CMPL SCHEDULE
Estimated Total Appropriation Requirement $531,900,000 Channels and Canals
Programmed Construction 531,900,000 Lower Channels 100 Aug 1978
Unprogrammed Construction 0 Upper Bucana Channel 100 Jun 1983
Upper Portugues Channel 95 TBD
Future Non-Federal Reimbursement 182,300,000 Bucana River Debris Basin 100 Jun 1987
Programmed Construction 182,300,000 Portugues Debris Basin 100 Mar 1987
Unprogrammed Construction 0 Dams
Cerrillos 100 Sep 1994
Estimated Federal Cost (Ultimate) 349,600,000 Portugues (Flood Control) 30 TBD
Programmed Construction 349,600,000 Portugues (Water Supply) 0 Indefinite
Unprogrammed Construction 0 Recreation
Channels 60 TBD
Estimated Non-Federal Cost 396,274,000 Cerrillos 45 Nov 2007
Programmed Construction 372,387,000 Portugues 0 TBD
Cash Contributions 53,700,000
Other Costs 104,713,000 Entire Project 85 TBD
Reimbursement
Water Supply 213,974,000
Unprogrammed Construction 23,887,000
Cash Contributions 23,887,000
Other Costs 0
Reimbursement 0
Total Estimated Programmed Construction Cost 690,313,000
Total Estimated Unprogrammed Construction Cost 23,887,000

Total Estimated Project Cost $714,200,000

Division: South Atlantic District: Jacksonville Portugues and Bucana Rivers, PR
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161



SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (Continued)

Allocations to 30 September 2004

Allocations for FY 2005

Allocation for FY 2006

Conference Allowance for FY 2007

Allocation for FY 2007

Allocations through FY 2007

Allocation Requested for FY 2008

Programmed Balance to Complete After FY 2008

Unprogrammed Balance to Complete After FY 2008

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

Dam

Type

Height
Crest Length
Spillway Type
Reservoir Capacity (Acre-Feet)

Flood Control

Water Supply

Sediment

Total

Portugues River Channel Enlargement
Bucana River Channel Enlargement
Diversion Channel Connecting
Portugues River to the Lower Bucana
River

Division: South Atlantic

ACCUM
PCT OF EST
FED COST

$403,402,000
2,619,441
12,219,000
2,500,000
2,500,000 *
420,740,441 79%
35,000,000 86%
$76,159,559

0

PHYSICAL DATA
Portugues

Roller Compacted Concrete
220 feet
1,317 feet

Ungated concrete 150 feet wide

9,484
12,858
2,841
25,183

District: Jacksonville
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Cerrillos

Earth and rock-fill
323 feet
1,555 feet

Ungated rock cut 400 feet wide

17,065
25,200
5,635
47,900
2.1 miles
5.7 miles
1.3 miles
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JUSTIFICATION: The completed components of the project (lower channels of Cerrillos Dam) provides over 100 year flood event level of protection to the eastern
urban side of the city but less than 25 years to the city’s main residential, commercial, public and industrial areas. Only with completion of the Portugues Dam will
these areas receive the SPF level of protection as designed and authorized. There are over 15,000 families and several billion dollars worth of property subject to
flooding due to the un-completed Portugues Dam. This component is an integral part of the entire Portugues and Bucana project, and without it, the lower
channels will not perform effectively. Close to $10 million has been expended during the last 10 years to repair the lower channels and lower area due to high
velocities and erosion from flood waters that are designed to be held back by the Portugues Dam. Potential annual flood damages in the area are still over $25
million, and this is seriously undermining the economic base of the city and holding back its redevelopment into a service oriented (education, health, financial,
information management, trade) economy. The additional investment of about $125 million to complete the Portugues Dam is holding back, to a large extent, the
beneficial economic development impact of the already invested $500 million of the lower channels and Cerrillos Dam. The construction of the Portugues Dam
will provide annual benefits of over $25 million. Average annual benefits for the total project are as follows:

Annual Benefits Amount
Flood Control 43,387,000
Water Supply 13,968,000
Recreation 2,418,000
Area Redevelopment 1,116,000
Total 60,889,000

FISCAL YEAR 2007: Fiscal Year 2007 funds will be used to award a geotechnical drilling contract in the quarry, complete engineering and design activities, and
associated construction management.

FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount will be applied as follows:

Continue Portugues Dam Construction Contract  $30,000,000

Engineering During Construction 1,400,000
Construction Management 3,600,000
Total $35,000,000
Division: South Atlantic District: Jacksonville Portugues and Bucana Rivers, PR
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NON-FEDERAL COST: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing concepts reflected in the Flood Control Act of 1970 and the Water Resources Act of

1986, the non-Federal sponsor must comply with the requirements listed below.

Requirements of Local Cooperation

Provide lands, easements, and rights-of-way.

Modify or relocate buildings, utilities, roads, bridges, and other facilities, where necessary in the construction of the

project.

Pay additional cash required to bring the total Non-Federal share of the flood control costs to 25 percent and bear

all costs of operation, maintenance, and replacement of flood control facilities.

Pay one-half of the separable costs allocated to recreation and bear all costs of operation, maintenance, and

replacement of recreation facilities.

Pay all costs allocated to municipal and industrial water supply and bear all costs of operation, maintenance, and

replacement of municipal and industrial water supply facilities.
Reimbursement for water supply on Cerrillos Dam

Total Non-Federal Costs

Payments During Annual Operation,
Construction and Maintenance, and
Reimbursements  Replacement Costs

$83,325,000

21,388,000
37,721,000 249,900
15,779,000 258,300
23,887,000 85,700

213,974,000
$396,274,000 593,900

STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: The Commonwealth of Puerto Rico Department of Natural and Environmental Resources is the local sponsor. The
following contract agreements are required pursuant to Section 221 of the River and Harbor and Flood Control Act of 1970 and the Water Resources Development

Act of 1986:
Contract Actual or Anticipated Execution Date
Section 221 — Cerrillos Reservoir 15 Mar 1982
Channels 22 Jul 1974
Water Supply — Cerrillos Reservoir 15 Mar 1982
Recreation — Cerrillos Reservoir 15 Mar 1982
Channels 24 Jun 1987
Project Cooperation Agreement —
Portugues Reservoir 9 Aug 1993
Division: South Atlantic District: Jacksonville Portugues and Bucana Rivers, PR
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STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION (Continue):

Portugues Dam is a roller compacted concrete dam. The dam is designed as a multi-purpose dam to be constructed in two phases. The Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico has requested that the dam be constructed as soon as possible for flood control and recreation, but to defer the water supply feature to a later date.
By letter dated May 2003, the Commonwealth restated their commitment to the full and complete multi-purpose Portugues Dam, and agreed to pay the additional
costs required for the phased construction.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES: The current Federal (Corps) cost estimate of $531,900,000 is a decrease of $4,500,000 from the estimate
($536,400,000) last presented to Congress (FY 2006). This change includes the following items:

Item Amount
Price Escalation on Construction Features $2,500,000
Design Changes -7,000,000
Total $-4,500,000

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: The final EIS was filed with CEQ on 25 February 1974. A Supplemental EIS for the Portugues Dam was
submitted in November 1992.

OTHER INFORMATION: Funds to initiate preconstruction planning were appropriated in Fiscal Year 1972. Funds to initiate construction were appropriated in
Fiscal Year 1975.

SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA FOR PROGRAMMED SEPARABLE ELEMENTS

Channels and Canals
Estimated Federal Cost $118,752,000
Programmed Construction 118,752,000 62,107,000

Estimated Non-Federal Costs

Programmed Construction 62,107,000
Cash Contributions 3,726,000
Other Costs 58,381,000
Total Estimated Programmed Construction Cost $180,859,000
Total Estimated Project Cost $180,859,000

REMAINING BENEFIT - COST RATIO: Not applicable because construction is substantially complete.

Division: South Atlantic District: Jacksonville Portugues and Bucana Rivers, PR
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SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA FOR PROGRAMMED SEPARABLE ELEMENTS (Continued)

Cerrillos Dam

Estimated Total Appropriation Requirement
Future Non-Federal Reimbursement (Water

Supply)
Estimated Federal Cost Ultimate

Estimated Non-Federal Cost Ultimate

Cash Contributions 9,713,000
Other Costs 23,880,000
Reimbursement;

Water Supply 213,974,000

Total Estimated Project Cost

REMAINING BENEFIT-REMAINING COST RATIO:

Division: South Atlantic

$230,648,000
213,974,000

16,674,000

247,567,000

$264,241,000

Not applicable because construction is substantially complete.

District: Jacksonville

5 February 2007
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SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA FOR PROGRAMMED SEPARABLE ELEMENTS (Continued)

Portugues Dam

Estimated Total Appropriation Requirement $182,500,000
Programmed Construction 182,500,000
Unprogrammed Construction 0
Estimated Non-Federal Cost 86,600,000
Programmed Construction 62,713,000
Cash Contribution 41,439,000
Other Costs 21,274,000
Unprogrammed Construction 23,887,000
Cash Contributions 23,887,000
Other Costs 0
Total Estimated Programmed Construction Cost 245,213,000
Total Estimated Unprogrammed Construction Cost 23,887,000
Total Estimated Project Cost $269,100,000

REMAINING BENEFIT-REMAINING COST RATIO: 2.7to 1 at 7 percent.

TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 2.1to 1 at 7 percent.

Division: South Atlantic District: Jacksonville Portugues and Bucana Rivers, PR
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Caribbean Sea
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction, General - Local Protection Project (Flood Control)

PROJECT: Rio Puerto Nuevo, Puerto Rico (Continuing)

LOCATION: The Rio Puerto Nuevo drainage basin is located within the San Juan Metropolitan Area along the northern coast of Puerto Rico. The basin joins the
southeast side of San Juan Harbor and extends south and up into the foothills of the central mountains of Puerto Rico. The Rio Piedras, Rio Puerto Nuevo,
Quebrada Margarita, Quebrada Josefina, Quebrada Dona Ana, Quebrada Buena Vista, and Quebrada Guaracanal traverse the basin. The Rio Puerto Nuevo
Basin drains 24 square miles, 75 percent of which is highly developed with a population of 250,000 persons.

DESCRIPTION: The plan of improvement protects against the 100-year flood by the construction in the Puerto Nuevo River and its tributaries of 1.7 miles of earth
lined channel, 9.5 miles of concrete lined channels (of which 5.1 miles are high velocity) and two debris basins. The plan will also require the construction of five
new bridges, the replacement of 17 bridges, and the modification of eight existing bridges.

AUTHORIZATION: Water Resources Development Act of 1986.

REMAINING BENEFIT - REMAINING COST RATIO: 5.2to 1 at 7 percent.

TOTAL BENEFIT - COST RATIO: 3.2to 1 at 7 percent.

INITIAL BENEFIT - COST RATIO: 4.5to 1 at 8.000 percent.

BASIS OF BENEFIT - COST RATIO: Benefits are from the economic analyses performed for the revised General Design Memorandum dated June 1991 at
October 1989 price levels.

Division: South Atlantic District: Jacksonville Rio Puerto Nuevo, PR
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ACCUM

PCT OF PHYSICAL
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA EST FED STATUS PERCENT COMPLETION
COSsT (1 Jan 2007) COMPLETE SCHEDULE
Estimated Federal Cost 347,000,000 Relocations 39 TBD
Roads, Railroads, Bridges 45 TBD
Estimated Non-Federal Cost 130,500,000 Channels and Canals 46 TBD
Cash Contributions 53,423,000 Recreation 0 TBD
Other Costs 77,077,000
Entire Project 43 TBD
Total Estimated Project Costs 477,500,000
Allocations thru 30 September 2004 119,667,000
Allocation for FY 2005 15,450,000
Allocation for FY 2006 18,800,000
Conference Allowance for FY 2007 25,000,000
Allocation for FY 2007 25,000,000 *
Allocations through FY 2007 178,917,000 52%
Allocation Requested for 2008 11,500,000 55%
Programmed Balance to Complete after FY 2008 156,583,000
Unprogrammed Balance to Complete after FY 0
2008

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

PHYSICAL DATA

Relocations - Bridges (Replacement) 17
Relocations - Bridges (Modification) 8
Relocations - Bridges (Construction) 5
Canals - Miles 11.2
Debris Basins 2
Stilling Areas 2
Division: South Atlantic District: Jacksonville Rio Puerto Nuevo, PR
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JUSTIFICATION: The Rio Puerto Nuevo flows thru the middle of the San Juan Metropolitan area. The intense development in the basin has altered the natural
discharge patterns, significantly increased the runoff rates and restricted the flows in the floodplain. In very short time, discharges reach over 30,000 cfs with
stages of over 4 ft and velocities approaching 12 — 15 ft per second. There are over 250,000 people living in the 25 square mile drainage basin and over a quarter
of a million people commute every day to work, study and visit the area. The area is 100% developed. About 125,000 persons are directly or indirectly affected by
the 100-year flood. Property subject to flooding includes over 8,000 housing structures, several hospitals, police stations, dozens of schools and higher
education colleges, San Juan Harbor ports facilities, electric power plants, wastewater treatment plant, main highways and bridges, the financial district and
several regional shopping centers valued at over $10 billion. Overflow of Rio Puerto Nuevo, even from very small floods resulting from frequent rainfalls of 2
inches or more in a few hours, bring the San Juan area to a stand still situation for hours several times per year. This results in millions of dollars of damages.
San Juan is always part of Presidential Disaster Declarations for Puerto Rico associated with floods. There have been 8 of these during the last 20 years.
Recently, Tropical Storm Jeanne, in 2004, resulted in FEMA expending over $350 million in damage relief over the Island. Average annual inundation damage in
the Rio Puerto Nuevo area is estimated at over $75 million, over 90% of these damages will be reduced by the proposed flood control measures. Average annual
benefits are as follows:

Annual Benefits Amount
Flood Control 66,750,000
Total 66,750,000

FISCAL YEAR 2007: Fiscal Year 2007 funds will be used to continue the De Diego Bridge contract, the Bechara Channel contract, engineering during
construction and construction management for the two construction contracts.

FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount will be applied as follows:

Continue de Diego Bridge contract $ 4,785,000
Continue Bechara Channel contract 5,220,000
Planning, Engineering, and Design 575,000
Supervision and Administration 920,000
Total $ 11,500,000
Division: South Atlantic District: Jacksonville Rio Puerto Nuevo, PR
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NON-FEDERAL COST: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing concepts reflected in the authorizing legislation, the non-Federal sponsor must comply
with the requirements listed below for programmed work.

Annual Operation,
Payments During  Maintenance, Repair,
Construction and Rehabilitation, and
Reimbursements Replacement Costs

Requirements of Local Cooperation

Provide lands, easements, right-of-way, and dredged material disposal areas. 31,782,000 0
Modify or relocate buildings, utilities, roads, bridges (except railroad bridges), and other facilities, where 45,295,000 0
necessary in the construction of the project.

Pay one-half of the separable costs allocated to recreation and bear all costs of operation, maintenance, 449,000 0
and replacement of recreation facilities.

Pay 12.37 percent of the first costs allocated to flood control, and bear all cost of operation, maintenance, 52,974,000 0

repair, rehabilitation, and replacement of flood control structures.
Total Non-Federal Costs 130,500,000 0
The non-Federal sponsor has also agreed to make all required payments concurrently with project construction.

STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: The Commonwealth of Puerto Rico Department of Natural and Environmental Resources is the local sponsor. A Project
Cooperation Agreement for the project was executed in March 1994,

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES: The current Federal (Corps) cost estimate of $347,000,000 is an increase of $7,500,000 over the last
estimate ($339,500,000) presented to Congress (FY 2007). This change includes the following items:

Item Amount
Price escalation on construction features $ 5,425,000
Post contract award and other estimating 2,075,000
adjustments
Total $ 7,500,000

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: Environmental Impact Statement for the project was filed on 6 December 1985. The Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) was approved in July 1992.

OTHER INFORMATION: Funds to initiate preconstruction, engineering and design were appropriated in Fiscal Year 1987. Funds to initiate construction were
appropriated in Fiscal Year 1994.

Division: South Atlantic District: Jacksonville Rio Puerto Nuevo, PR
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction, General - Local Protection (Flood Control)

PROJECT: Roanoke River Upper Basin, Virginia, Headwaters Area (Continuing)

LOCATION: The project is located on the Roanoke River in the City of Roanoke, Virginia.

DESCRIPTION: The project includes about 6.2 miles of channel widening along the 10 miles of river through the City of Roanoke, Virginia. Channel widening will
be accomplished with the construction of a benched channel above the elevation of the average stream flow. Other flood damage reduction features include flood
proofing at two locations, training walls to prevent floodwater intrusion into low areas along the river, replacement of two low-level bridges that constrict stream
flows, and a flood warning system. Recreation facilities consist of a 9.5-mile recreation trail along the project reach and access and parking areas. All work is
programmed.

AUTHORIZATION: Water Resources Development Act of 1986, Energy and Water Development Appropriation Act of 1990 and Energy and Water Development
Appropriation Act of 2004.

REMAINING BENEFIT - REMAINING COST RATIO: 2.5to 1 at 7 percent.
TOTAL BENEFIT - COST RATIO: 1.6to 1 at 7 percent.
INITIAL BENEFIT - COST RATIO: 1.1to 1 at 8-7/8 percent (FY 1990).

BASIS OF BENEFIT - COST RATIO: Benefits are from the General Design Memorandum approved in January 1990 at 1988 price levels.

Division: South Atlantic District: Wilmington Roanoke River Upper Basin, VA, Headwaters Area
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ACCUM

PCT OF PHYSICAL
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA EST STATUS PERCENT COMPLETION
FED (1 Jan 2007) COMPLETE SCHEDULE
COST
Estimated Federal Cost $45,300,000 Entire Project 46 TBD
Estimated Non-Federal Cost $19,700,000
Cash Contributions 8,357,150
Other Costs 11,342,850
Total Estimated Project Cost $65,000,000
Allocations to 30 September 2004 $12,390,000
Allocation for FY 2005 2,782,000
Allocation for FY 2006 5,250,000
Conference Allowance for FY 2007 8,300,000
Allocation for FY 2007 8,300,000 *
Allocations through FY 2007 28,722,000 63
Allocation Requested for 2008 10,150,000 86
Programmed Balance to Complete after FY 2008 6,428,000
Unprogrammed Balance to Complete after FY 2008 0

* Assumed allocation — Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

PHYSICAL DATA

Project Features: Relocations:
Channel Excavation 27,000 linear feet Utility 3,880 linear feet
Training Wall 6,300 linear feet Roads 2,000 linear feet
Paved Recreation Trall 50,160 linear feet Overhead Line 6,350 linear feet
Parking/Access Areas 3 each Buildings 13 each
Riprap 28,000 tons
Division: South Atlantic District: Wilmington Roanoke River Upper Basin, VA, Headwaters Area
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PHYSICAL DATA - Continued

Land Acquisition (acres):

Total Rights of Way Requirement 195
Flood Control Rights of Way 185
Disposal Areas (Temporary) 40
Recreation Rights of Way (Separable) 20
Right of Way Underwater 110

JUSTIFICATION: The project will provide improvements for flood protection and recreation. Most of the property that would be protected is industrial and
commercial with a value of $680,000,000. The average annual damages in the project area are estimated at $5,777,000 at October 1988 price levels and 1988
level of development over the next 50 years if no flood control facilities are provided. The project would reduce these damages by $3,126,200. The maximum flood
of record, November 1985, caused damages estimated at $112,424,000 under 1985 conditions of development and price levels. Damages at 1988 levels of
development and October 1988 price levels would be $119,997,000. Floodplain development is not promoted by the project. Return on investments by local
businesses is adversely affected by the flood problem. Firms have to use resources to repair and attempt flood proofing that could be used for expansion and
modernization. In this respect, return on investment is suppressed. The project will have a beneficial effect on a variety of firms and increase return on investment
throughout the floodplain. Average annual benefits are as follows:

Annual Benefits Amount
Flood Damage Prevention $5,111,000
Recreation 1,642,000
Total $6,753,000

FISCAL YEAR 2007: The allocated amount of $8,300,000 will be used to continue construction, continue monitoring of endangered species, planning, engineering
and design and construction management.

FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount of $10,150,000 will be applied as follows:

Complete work under Contract for Bench Cuts between Wasena Park and Walnut Street $3,000,000
Award and Complete Contract for Bench Cuts between Wasena Park and Blue Ridge Industrial Park 5,900,000
Continue Monitoring of Endangered Species 300,000
Planning, Engineering and Design 500,000
Construction Management 450,000
Total $10,150,000
Division: South Atlantic District: Wilmington Roanoke River Upper Basin, VA, Headwaters Area
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NON-FEDERAL COSTS: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing concepts reflected in the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, the non-Federal
sponsor must comply with the requirements listed below:

Annual Operation,
Payments During  Maintenance, Repair,
Construction and  Rehabilitation, and

Requirements of local Cooperation Reimbursements  Replacement Costs
Provide all lands, easements, and rights of way including suitable spoil disposal areas $ 6,220,000
Modify or relocate buildings, utilities, roads and other facilities except railroad bridges, where necessary for 5,122,850

construction of the project.

Pay 25 percent of the cost of the flood warning system (partially offset by a credit for lands, easements, rights of way, 10,000
and relocations).

Pay 5 percent of the total cost allocated to flood control in cash in addition to all lands, easements, rights of way and 2,680,150 $101,000
relocations, and bear all costs of operation, maintenance, and replacement of flood control facilities.

Pay one-half of the separable cost allocated to recreation (partially offset by a credit for land, easements, rights of way 5,300,000 9,000
and relocations) and bear all costs of operation, maintenance and replacement of recreation facilities

Pay 25 percent of the cost of the non-structural flood proofing (partially offset by a credit for lands, easements, rights of 367,000
way and relocations).

Total Non-Federal Costs $19,700,000 $110,000

The non-Federal sponsor has also agreed to make all required payments concurrently with project construction.

Division: South Atlantic District: Wilmington Roanoke River Upper Basin, VA, Headwaters Area
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STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: The City of Roanoke is the project sponsor. On 11 April 1989 the voters of the City of Roanoke approved the sale of $7.5
million worth of bonds to pay Roanoke's required cash contribution, acquire lands that are not currently owned and pay for relocation of bridges and utilities. The
Local Cooperation Agreement was executed on 25 June 1990. A supplement to the Local Cooperation Agreement addressing the reimbursement for the flood
proofing of the hospital was executed in January 1993. Design and construction of the project had been deferred for eight years due to concerns the sponsor
had over assuming liability for potential HTRW issues that might arise during project construction. The City in conjunction with the Corps, EPA and the Virginia
Department of Environmental Quality conducted an extensive investigation and review of the project right of way to alleviate these concerns. Hazardous material
was found at two sites. The landowner has cleaned these sites. Soil contamination was found at 14 other sites. A project action plan for the screening and
disposal of this material has been prepared and reviewed by the sponsor and the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES: The current Federal (Corps) cost estimate of $45,300,000 is an increase of $1,100,000 over the latest estimate
($44,200,000) presented to Congress (FY 2007). This change includes the following items:

Iltem Amount
Price Escalation on Construction Features $ 388,000
Post Contract Award and Other Estimating Adjustments 712,000
Total $1,100,000

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: The final environmental impact statement was filed with the Environmental Protection Agency in February
1985. A Finding of No Significant Impact for design changes was signed on 30 June 1989.

OTHER INFORMATION: Funds to initiate preconstruction engineering and design were appropriated in FY 1986 and funds to initiate construction were
appropriated in FY 1990. The project was modified by the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act of 2004 to increase the total estimated project
cost to $61,700,000 (October 2004 price levels). The Roanoke Logperch, which is located in the project area, was listed as an endangered species effective
18 September 1989 and will be monitored during project construction. Reimbursement for the Federal share of the flood proofing of Roanoke Hospital, as
authorized by Section 102cc of the Water Resources Development Act of 1990, in the amount of $501,000, was made in February 1993.

Division: South Atlantic District: Wilmington Roanoke River Upper Basin, VA, Headwaters Area
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction, General - Local Protection (Flood Control)

PROJECT: Alamogordo, New Mexico (Continuing)

LOCATION: The project is located in Otero County, in and near Alamogordo, New Mexico. The city of Alamogordo is situated at the foot of the Sacramento
Mountains near the eastern edge of the Tularosa (Closed) Basin.

DESCRIPTION: The authorized project consists of two concrete and rip-rap lined diversion channels and a flood detention structure which will intercept flood flows
from canyons and arroyos in the Sacramento Mountains east of the City.

AUTHORIZATION: Flood Control Act of 1962 Energy and Water Appropriations Act (PL 108-137, Section 105) of 2004.

REMAINING BENEFIT - REMAINING COST RATIO: 6.2to 1 at 7 percent.

TOTAL BENEFIT - COST RATIO: 2.2to 1 at 7 percent.

INITIAL BENEFIT - COST RATIO: 5.8 to 1 at 7 percent (FY 1988).

BASIS OF BENEFIT - COST RATIO: Benefits are from the General Reevaluation Report, approved in March 1999, using October 1998 price levels.

SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA

Estimated Federal Cost
Estimated Non-Federal Cost
Cash Contribution

Other Costs

$11,600,000
2,200,000

Total Estimated Project Cost

Allocations through 30 September 2004
Allocation for FY 2005

Allocation for FY 2006

Conference Allowance for FY 2007
Allocation for FY 2007

Allocations through FY 2007

ACCUM.
PCT. OF EST.
FED. COST

$41,400,000
13,800,000

$55,200,000

$14,591,000
4,464,000
4,158,000
N/A
4,200,000 *
27,413,000 66

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined

Division: South Pacific

District: Albuguerque
5 February 2007

PHYSICAL
STATUS PERCENT COMPLETION
(1 Jan 2007) COMPLETE SCHEDULE
Entire Project 54 TBD

PHYSICAL DATA
Concrete Lined Channel: 47,500 ft.

Sediment Basins: 5
Detention Basins: 1
Stilling Basin: 1
Relocation 3 (RR Bridges)

Alamogordo, NM
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ACCUM.

PCT. OF EST.
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (continued) FED. COST
Allocation Requested for FY 2008 $ 4,200,000 76
Programmed Balance to Complete after FY 2008 9,787,000

JUSTIFICATION: There are no well-defined watercourses in the Tularosa (Closed) Basin. Several arroyos flow westward from the Sacramento Mountains through
the city of Alamogordo, causing extensive damage to residential and business properties, schools and churches, utilities, streets, highways, roads, and other public
properties. The major problem arroyos from north to south are Dry, Beeman, Marble, and Alamo Canyons. In addition, several minor unnamed arroyos in the
vicinity contribute to the problem. Estimated total property valuation of the area in the 100-year flood plain is $535,000,000 (1 October 2006). Estimated damages
from an occurrence of the one percent chance flood under present conditions are $95,000,000. Records indicate that from 1935 through 1959, eleven floods
exceeded the capacity of railroad drainage structures in the area, overtopping the tracks by as much as two feet. Floods on 17 and 26 August 1959 caused
estimated damages of $240,000 and $57,000, respectively. These damages, based on 1 October 2005 price levels, would be $2,900,000 and $710,000,
respectively. Other minor flooding, occurring as recently as 1979 and 1984, caused City officials to be concerned about the flood threat. The most recent flooding
occurred in Alamogordo on 1 and 22 June 2006 and were considered 100 year and 250 year flood events, respectively. These events, which occurred on only one
of the arroyos, caused damages estimated at $7,000,000. The average annual benefits are $8,276,000,all flood control, based on October 1998 price levels.

FISCAL YEAR 2007: Current year funds will be used to:
Continue Construction of South Channel
Planning, Engineering and Design
Construction Management
Total
FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount will be applied as follows:
Continue work under contract for South Channel
Phase IV
Planning, Engineering and Design

Construction Management

Total

Division: South Pacific District: Albuguerque
5 February 2007

$ 3,100,000
600,000
500,000

$ 4,200,000

$ 3,000,000
700,000
500,000

$ 4,200,000

Alamogordo, NM
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NON-FEDERAL COST: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing concepts reflected in the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, the non-Federal
sponsor must comply with the requirements listed below.

Payments Annual Operation,
During Maintenance, Repair
Construction Rehabilitation and
Requirements of Local Cooperation and Reimbursements Replacement Cost
Provide lands, easements, rights of way, and borrow and
excavated or dredged material disposal areas. $ 1,600,000
Modify or relocate utilities, roads, bridges
(except railroad bridges), and other facilities, where
necessary for the construction of the project. 600,000
Pay 21 percent of the costs allocated to flood control to
bring the total non-Federal share of flood control costs
to 25 percent, and bear all costs of operation, maintenance,
repair, rehabilitation and replacement of flood
control facilities. $11,600,000 $143,000
Total Non-Federal Cost $13,800,000 $143,000

The non-Federal sponsor has also agreed to make all required payments concurrently with project construction.

STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: The Project Cooperation Agreement with the city of Alamogordo, New Mexico, was executed in July 1999. The current
non-Federal cost estimate of $13,800,000, which includes a cash contribution of $11,600,000 is the same as the non-Federal cost estimate noted in the Project

Cooperation Agreement. Our analysis of the non-Federal sponsor’s financial capability to participate in the project affirms that the sponsor has a reasonable and
implementable plan for meeting its financial commitment.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES: The current Federal cost estimate of $41,400,000 (1 October 2006) is the same as the latest estimate
presented to Congress (FY 2007).

Division: South Pacific District: Albuguerque Alamogordo, NM
5 February 2007
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STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: The Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the current plan of
improvement were signed in October 1998.

OTHER INFORMATION: The city of Alamogordo has been working with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the New Mexico Congressional delegation for over
thirty years seeking a solution to the flood threat from the Sacramento Mountains located east of the City. Funds to initiate construction of the diversion channel
were appropriated in Fiscal Year 1988. Work was discontinued in September 1988, without a contract being awarded, because the City could not give assurances
of local cooperation due to the failure of a bond issue. To satisfy the concerns expressed by the City Commissioners and area residents, alternative solutions were
investigated and outlined in an Interim Letter Report dated August 1992. The letter report recommended reevaluation of the project through the preparation of a
General Reevaluation Report. The General Reevaluation Report addressed alternatives to the authorized Standard Project Flood protection plan. The new
alternatives are being constructed in phases to accommodate the sponsor's financial plan. To that end, the City provided a letter of intent emphasizing their
commitment and support for further analysis. The General Reevaluation Report was completed in April 1999. The General Reevaluation Report’s recommended
plan consists of construction of two new diversion channels and upgrading an existing earthen channel which will intercept flows from the Sacramento Mountains.
Appurtenant project features include 5 sediment basins, 1 detention basin, and a stilling basin. The Local Sponsor requested that the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers consider a flood detention basin in place of the authorized channel to protect Alamogordo’s north side from flooding. Section 105 of the Energy and
Water Development Act, 2004 modifies the original project authority by authorizing and directing the Secretary “to construct a flood detention basin to protect the
north side of the City of Alamogordo, New Mexico, from flooding. The flood detention basin shall be constructed to provide protection from a 100-year flood event.
The project cost share for the flood detention basin shall be consistent with section 103(a) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, notwithstanding
section 202(a) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1996.” The Project Cooperation Agreement will be amended to incorporate this design modification.

Division: South Pacific District: Albuguerque Alamogordo, NM
5 February 2007
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: General - Local Protection (Flood Control)
PROJECT: American River Watershed, California (Continuing)

LOCATION: The project is located in Placer, El Dorado and Sacramento Counties. Itis comprised of three principal streams, the North, Middle and South Forks
of the American River, which flow westward into Folsom Lake, through the city of Sacramento and into the Sacramento River, and includes Folsom Dam and
Reservoir, located on the American River, about 29 miles upstream of the city of Sacramento, California. The American River watershed drains about 2,100
square miles northeast of Sacramento. Runoff from this basin flows through Folsom Reservoir and passes through Sacramento to the confluence with the
Sacramento River.

DESCRIPTION: Recent evaluations indicated that the level of flood protection along much of the American River is less than 100-year level. Several flood control
projects have been authorized for construction for the American River to reduce the risk of flooding to Sacramento. American River Watershed Common Features
consists of modifications to the lower American River levees and Sacramento River east levee in the Natomas Basin; modification of the Natomas Cross Canal
levees; telemetered gages above Folsom Dam; and improving the flood warning system for the lower American River. Currently, Folsom Dam is designed to
release up to 115,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) during flood operations, however the existing outlets limit releases to 36,000 cfs until approximately one half of
the reservoir’s flood control space is filled. Additional work is scheduled for Folsom Dam and related facilities to increase flood protection. Authorized work for
Folsom Dam Modifications, which will allow releases much earlier, consists of enlarging the eight existing river outlets; adding two new outlets; modifying the
existing stilling basin; and modifying the auxiliary spillway gates and dikes to raise the surcharge elevation four feet to allow for an additional 48,000 acre-feet of
storage. The authorization to raise Folsom Dam seven feet makes the need for the surcharge component unnecessary. The authorized project to raise Folsom
Dam includes raising related dikes and auxiliary dam, temperature shutter modifications, modifications to L. L. Anderson Dam/spillway on the middle fork of the
American River, construction of a permanent bridge downstream of Folsom Dam, and ecosystem restoration projects. The Folsom Dam Madification project is
currently undergoing reanalysis to provide functionally equivalent flood protection more cost effectively and for greater compatibility with related Folsom Dam
safety work being pursued by the Bureau of Reclamation. Other alternatives, including construction of an auxiliary spillway, are being considered and evaluated as
part of a Joint Federal Project. The Folsom Dam Raise is being reevaluated as part of the design refinements of the auxiliary spillway and Joint Federal Project to
determine the optimum height of the raise that achieves, in combination with the other components of the Joint Federal Project, the overall project performance
objectives in a cost effective manner.

AUTHORIZATION: Water Resources Development Acts of 1996 and 1999; Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act, 2004; Energy and Water
Development Appropriations Act, 2006, Sec. 134 (permanent bridge).

REMAINING BENEFIT-REMAINING COST RATIO: 2.6 to 1 at 7 percent
TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 2.2to 1 at 7 percent
INITIAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 1.95t0 1 at 7 percent

BASIS OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO: Common Features — Initial benefits are from the Supplemental Information Report (SIR) approved June 1996 at 1995 price
levels for work authorized in the Water Resources Development Act of 1996 (WRDA 96). Benefits and costs are originally from the Second Addendum to the SIR
approved October 2002 at October 2001 price levels. Benefits were updated to current price levels in the Engineering Documentation Report, June 2006; the new
benefit to cost ratio is 3.6 to 1. Remaining Benefit — Remaining Cost Ratio updated to 2007 price levels is 5.58 tol. Folsom Dam Madifications — Initial benefits
are from the American River Watershed Information paper dated August 1999 at October 1998 price levels, based on the Supplemental Information Report

Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento American River Watershed,
5 February 2006 California 186



BASIS OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO (Continued)

approved June 1996 at 1995 price levels. Folsom Dam Raise — initial benefits are from the American River Watershed Long Term Study (Appendix B,
Alternative 8) dated February 2002. Benefits and costs are associated with flood damage reduction only, and do not include the permanent bridge.

SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA

Common Features
Estimated Federal Cost
Estimated Non-Federal Cost
Cash Contribution
Other Costs
Total Common Features

Folsom Dam Modifications
Estimated Federal Cost
Estimated Non-Federal Cost
Cash Contribution
Other Costs
Total Folsom Dam Maodifications

Folsom Dam Raise
Estimated Federal Costs
Estimated Non-Federal Costs
Cash Contribution
Other Costs
Total Folsom Dam Raise

Folsom Bridge
Estimated Federal Costs

Estimated Non-Federal Costs
Cash Contribution
Other Costs

Total Folsom Bridge

$49,300,000
15,500,000

$80,600,000
0

$93,660,000
4,940,000

$15,800,000
22,000,000

$195,400,000
64,800,000

$260,200,000

$149,800,000
80,600,000

STATUS
(1 JAN 2007)

WRDA 96 Features
WRDA 99 Features
Entire Project

Entire Project

$230,400,000 1/

$185,400,000
98,600,000

$284,000,000

Entire Project

$ 71,800,000 2/

37,800,000

$109,600,000

1/ Reflects maximum allowable cost in accordance with Section 902 limits.
2/ Includes $39,700,000 for permanent bridge not subject to cost sharing requirements with non-Federal interests.

Division: South Pacific

District: Sacramento

5 February 2006
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SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (cont'd)

Project Summary
Estimated Federal Costs
Estimated Non-Federal Costs
Cash Contribution
Other Costs
Total Estimated Project Costs

$239,360,000
42,440,000

Allocations to 30 September 2004
Allocations for FY 2005

Allocations for FY 2006
Conference Allowance for FY 2007
Allocation for FY 2007

Allocations through FY 2007
Allocation Requested for FY 2008
Balance to Complete after FY 2008

$602,400,000
281,800,000

$884,200,000

ACCUM
PCT OF EST
FED COST
$134,407,000
19,618,000
27,235,000
0
46,800,000 *
228,060,000 38
36,500,000 44

$337,840,000

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

Division: South Pacific

District: Sacramento
5 February 2006

PHYSICAL DATA

COMMON FEATURES -
Streamflow Gages — Install 3 new
telemetered gages upstream of
Folsom Lake (WRDA 96)
Flood Warning System — Install on
lower American River (WRDA 96)
Closure Structure — Install at Mayhew
Drain (WRDA 99)
Levees:
- Construct slurry and jet grout cutoff
wall on 19.7 miles of lower American
River levees (WRDA 96)
- Modify 4.4 miles of American River levees
(WRDA 96)
- Modify 12.1 miles of Sacramento River
levees (WRDA 96)
- Modify 10 miles of Natomas Cross Canal
levees (WRDA 99)

Authorized FOLSOM DAM MODIFICATIONS -
Enlarge eight existing river outlets

Construct two new outlets

Modify existing stilling basin

Authorized FOLSOM DAM RAISE -
Raise Folsom Dam, wing walls & dikes
Modify LL Anderson Dam spillway
Construct Bridge

Accomplish ecosystem restoration

American River Watershed,
California
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JUSTIFICATION: This flood and storm damage reduction project warrants a high funding priority in the because it addresses significant risk to human safety in
accordance with the Army Corps of Engineers performance-based guidelines for the construction account. Folsom Dam and Reservoir are key features in the
flood control system protecting Sacramento. Folsom Reservoir has a capacity of 975,000 acre-feet, which includes a minimum of 400,000 acre-feet of space
seasonally dedicated to flood control. Significant rainfall in recent years has filled Folsom Lake and necessitated record releases in excess of design flow
downstream. The levees along the American River are designed to accommodate releases from Folsom dam of up to 115,000 cfs. Downstream levees would
likely fail with sustained flows above this level. Levee failure along the lower American River and Sacramento River could result in flooding of more than 100,000
acres, affecting approximately 330,000 residents. Damages could range from $7 billion to $16 billion, depending on the magnitude of the event. The Common
Features project, consisting of levee improvements along the American and Sacramento River and Natomas Cross Canal, installation of new and telemetering
existing streamflow gages and implementing a new flood warning system on the lower American River as authorized in WRDA 96 and WRDA 99 would decrease
the probability of flood damage to about a 1 in 100 chance in any one year. With completion of construction features at key sites in FY2006, the levees are
designed, constructed, and certified to convey the 100-year event. Average annual benefits for the Common Features portion amount to $49,500,000, all flood
control, escalated to October 2005 price levels. The authorized Folsom Dam Modifications project would enlarge eight existing river outlets, construct two new
outlets and modify the existing stilling basin. This would further reduce the risk of flood damage to a 1 in 140 chance in any one year. Average annual benefits
amount to $34,900,000, all flood control, at October 2004 price levels. The Folsom Dam Raise Project would further reduce the risk of flood damage to a 1 in 213
chance in any one year. Average annual benefits amount to $20,100,000, all flood control, at October 2004 price levels.

The Budget includes funding for this project primarily to address a significant risk to human safety. The Corps made this determination based on many factors
such as the likelihood and magnitude of the potential flooding, the number of people living in the flood plane, the likely warning time, the availability of evacuation
routes, and site-specific engineering factors.

FISCAL YEAR 2007: Current year funds will be applied as follows:

Folsom Dam Modifications

Continue Engineering and Design $ 6,000,000

Total Folsom Mods $ 6,000,000
Folsom Dam Raise

Continue Engineering and Design $ 8,400,000

Total Folsom Dam Raise $ 8,400,000
Folsom Bridge

Initiate Bridge Construction $11,000,000

Engineering and Design 1,500,000

Construction Management 2,500,000

Total Folsom Bridge $ 15,000,000

Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento American River Watershed,
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FISCAL YEAR 2007 (Cont.):
Common Features
Continue Construction of Slurry Walls and Floodwalls
Engineering and Design
Construction Management
Total Common Features
Grand Total, American River Watershed

FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount will be applied as follows:

Folsom Dam Modifications
Continue Engineering and Design

Total Folsom Mods

Folsom Dam Raise
Continue Engineering and Design

Total Folsom Dam Raise

Folsom Bridge
Continue Bridge Construction
Engineering and Design
Construction Management

Total Folsom Bridge

Common Features
Continue Construction of Slurry Walls and Floodwalls
Engineering and Design
Construction Management

Total Common Features

Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento

5 February 2006

$ 6,943,000
9,757,000
700,000
$17,400,000

$46,800,000

$ 6,000,000

$ 6,000,000

$ 4,500,000

$ 4,500,000
$12,500,000
500,000
1,000,000
$14,000,000
$10,200,000
600,000
1,200,000

$12,000,000

American River Watershed,
California
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Grand Total, American River Watershed $36,500,000

NON-FEDERAL COSTS: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing concepts reflected in the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, the non-Federal
sponsor must comply with the requirements listed below.

Annual
Operation,
Maintenance,
Payments Repair,
During Rehabilitation,
Construction and
and Replacement
Reimbursements Costs
Requirements of Local Cooperation:
Common Features
Provide lands, easements, rights of way, and borrow and excavated or dredged $14,950,000
material disposal areas.
Modify or relocate utilities, roads, bridges (except railroad bridges), and 550,000
other facilities, where necessary for the construction of the project.
Pay 20 percent of the costs allocated to flood control to bring the total non-Federal 49,300,000 $ 53,000
share of flood control costs to 25 percent, as determined under Section 103 (m) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1996, as amended, and bear all costs of operation,
maintenance, repair, rehabilitation and replacement of flood control facilities.
Total Common Features Non-Federal Costs $64,800,000 $ 53,000
Folsom Dam Modifications
Pay 35 percent of the costs allocated to flood control, and bear all costs of $80,600,000 $60,000 3/
operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation and replacement
of flood control facilities.
Total Folsom Dam Modifications Non-Federal Costs $80,600,000 $60,000 3/
Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento American River Watershed,
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3/ The operation and maintenance (O&M) would continue to be performed by the Bureau of Reclamation. An initial cost-sharing agreement has been negotiated
between the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency and the Bureau of Reclamation to pay the portion of O&M costs related to the new flood control features.

Subsequent agreements are to be negotiated as project information is further defined.

NON-FEDERAL COSTS (contd)

Folsom Dam Raise — Raise Component

Provide lands, easements, rights of way, and borrow and excavated or dredged
material disposal areas.

Modify or relocate utilities, roads, bridges (except railroad bridges), and
other facilities, where necessary for the construction of the project.

Pay 33 percent of the costs allocated to flood control to bring non-Federal share to 35 percent,
and bear all costs of operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation and replacement of flood
control facilities.

Pay 32 percent of the costs allocated to ecosystem restoration to bring non-Federal share
to 35 percent.

Total Folsom Dam Raise Component
Folsom Dam Raise — Bridge Component

Provide lands, easements, rights of way, and borrow and excavated or dredged material
disposal areas (City of Folsom).

Modify or relocate utilities, roads, bridges (except railroad bridges), and other facilities,
where necessary for the construction of the project (City of Folsom).

City of Folsom’s share of costs associated with bridge construction.

Pay 21 percent of the costs allocated to flood control to bring non-Federal share to 35 percent,

Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento
5 February 2006

Payments
During
Construction

and
Reimbursements

$ 2,136,000

2,804,000

82,585,000

11,075,000

$98,600,000

$ 6,550,000

4,000,000

11,450,000

15,800,000

Operation,
Maintenance,
Repair,
Rehabilitation,
and
Replacement
Costs

$293,000 4/
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and bear all costs of operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation and replacement of flood
control facilities.

NON-FEDERAL COSTS (cont'd)

Operation,
Maintenance,
Payments Repair,
During Rehabilitation,
Construction and
and Replacement
Reimbursements Costs
Total Folsom Bridge Component $37,800,000
Total Folsom Dam Raise (including Bridge) Non-Federal Costs $136,400,000 $293,000 4/
Total American River Watershed Non-Federal Costs $281,800,000 $406,000

4/ The operation and maintenance (O&M) would continue to be performed by the Bureau of Reclamation. An initial cost-sharing agreement would be negotiated
between the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency and the Bureau of Reclamation to pay the portion of O&M costs related to the new flood control features.

STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: The California State Reclamation Board and the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) are the non-Federal
sponsors for the Common Features and Folsom Dam Modifications. The Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA) for the Common Features was executed in July
1998 for implementation of features authorized by WRDA 1996. On 12 September 2001, the Reclamation Board and SAFCA agreed to cost share the increase in
cost to the then authorized maximum project cost of $120.6 million. The non-Federal sponsor has indicated it is financially capable and willing to contribute the
increased non-Federal share of the costs. The PCA for the Folsom Dam Modifications was executed on 30 March 2004. The California State Reclamation Board,
SAFCA, Placer County Water Agency (LL Anderson Dam component) and the city of Folsom (Bridge component) are the non-Federal sponsors for the Folsom
Dam Raise. The PCA for the Bridge was executed November 2006. The PCA for the Dam Raise is scheduled for execution in August 2008. The non-Federal
sponsors are financially capable and willing to contribute the non-Federal share. The non-Federal sponsors have also agreed to make all required payments
concurrently with project construction.
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COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES: The current Federal cost estimate of $602,400,000 is an increase of $22,600,000 from the latest estimate
($579,800,000) presented to Congress (FY 2007). This change includes the following:

Item Amount
Price Escalation or De-escalation on Construction Features $ 8,600,000
Design Changes 14,000,000

Total $ 22,600,000

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: Folsom Dam Raise - A Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
(SEIS/EIR) was filed with the Environmental Protection Agency on 8 March 1996 for the American River Watershed Project. An Environmental Assessment was
completed and published in the American River Watershed, California (Folsom Mods) Interim Limited Reevaluation Report (LRR) dated August 2001. The Finding
of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was signed 16 August 2001. The final LRR dated November 2003 replaces previous interim LRRs and resulted in no change in
the 16 August 2001 FONSI. Folsom Bridge — An SEIS/SEIR has been prepared to address the change in the Bridge component from a temporary to a
permanent bridge. The Record of Decision was signed 27 October 2006.

OTHER INFORMATION: Common Features - Funds used to initiate preconstruction engineering and design of the common elements were allocated in FY 1996.

The American River Watershed Feasibility Report was completed in December 1991 and the Supplemental Information Report (SIR) was completed in March
1996. The SIR identified three candidate plans which would help reduce the flood risk facing Sacramento: modifying Folsom Dam and increasing the dedicated
flood space; modifying Folsom Dam and the downstream system to allow increased objective releases; and constructing a detention dam upstream of Folsom
Dam. In June 1996, the Chief of Engineers deferred a decision on a comprehensive flood control plan, but recommended that features common to all three plans
be authorized as the first component of a comprehensive plan. WRDA 1996 authorized construction of the Common Features. Funds were appropriated in Fiscal
Year 1998 to initiate construction. Additional flood control improvements along the lower American River and Natomas Cross Canal were authorized by Section
366 of WRDA 1999 as part of the overall project. The cost of slurry wall construction authorized by WRDA 1996 has increased significantly due to increased slurry
wall quantities, the technical requirement for the more costly jet grout construction method for slurry wall construction around bridges and deep utilities, and
several high-cost contract modifications due to slurry leaks during construction. The cost of planning, engineering and design has also increased. Project
reauthorization was required to increase the project cost estimate to complete most of the remaining WRDA 1996 and WRDA 1999 features. The Second
Addendum to the SIR, dated March 2002 and revised July 2002, serves as the decision document/post-authorization change (PAC) report. Based on this report,
Section 129 of the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act, 2004 increased the authorized first cost to $205 million. For implementation of the
Natomas Basin features a separate decision document/PAC is being prepared to address the previously unknown levee under-seepage problem along the
Sacramento River and the associated increased cost. A General Re-evaluation Report is being prepared.

Construction of the first contract on the lower American River levees was initiated in July 1998. Relief well construction at Pioneer Reservoir and utility cutoffs at
Miller Park is scheduled to complete in summer 2006. Construction on the Pocket geotech sites (underseepage) was initiated in August 2006. Fish and wildlife
mitigation costs are currently estimated at $3,691,000.
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OTHER INFORMATION (cont'd)

Folsom Dam Modifications — Funds used to initiate preconstruction engineering and design on the Folsom Modifications were allocated in FY 2000. Funds to
initiate construction were appropriated in FY 2001.

SAFCA prepared the Folsom Dam Modification Report New Outlets Plan dated March 1998 (SAFCA Outlet Report), which identified some proposed changes to
the Folsom Modification Plan described in the 1996 SIR. The 1996 SIR as modified by SAFCA Outlet Report was the basis for the project authorized under the
Water Resources Development Act of 1999. The LRR, dated November 2003, documents the 1996 SIR plan as modified by the SAFCA Outlet Report.

Fish and wildlife mitigation costs are currently not expected to be significant.

Current costs and benefits shown are based on the final LRR, dated November 2003. Average annual costs and flood control benefits for the outlet works
component were revised to $15.6 million and $34.9 million, respectively, based on October 2004 price levels.

Information in FY 2007 budget submittal indicated that the project, as originally designed, would exceed the maximum authorized cost per Section 902 of WRDA
1986. Action was taken to conduct engineering evaluations and to develop a Post Authorization Change and Engineering Documentation Report (PAC/EDR)
document recommending a functionally equivalent performance project that involves a new gated auxiliary spillway on the left embankment of Folsom Dam. The
PAC/EDR will be done in parallel with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Mod Report in FY 2007 recommending the Joint Federal Project and addressing flood
damage reduction improvements and dam safety needs at Folsom Dam. Engineering and design effort on the Folsom Dam Modifications portion of the Joint
Federal Project will continue in FY 2008. Recent analysis in conjunction with the Folsom Dam Modifications auxiliary spillway design refinements indicate that a
dam raise less than 7 feet may achieve the combined design objective of 1-in-200 year flood protection. The PAC/EDR will present the findings of that analysis
and the recommendations for both the Folsom Dam Raise and Joint Federal Projects.

Folsom Dam Raise — The Long Term Study (Feasibility Report) for the entire American River Watershed was completed in February 2002. The Chief's Report,
dated 5 November 2002, was followed by the Division Engineer’s Public Notice issued on 22 March 2003. Funds to initiate construction were appropriated in FY
2004. The draft Post Authorization Change (PAC) Report was completed 1 Dec 2006. Fish and wildlife mitigation costs are currently not expected to be
significant.

Folsom Bridge - Total Project cost (including only the temporary bridge component) was authorized at $257,300,000 in PL108-137, Section 128. Section 128
also modified the cost sharing of the permanent bridge feature and required status reports to Congress.

Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento American River Watershed,
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction - Local Protection (Flood Control)
PROJECT: Sacramento River Flood Control Project, Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District, CA (Continuing)

LOCATION: The project is located between Sacramento River Miles 202 and 206 near the Glenn-Tehama county line, approximately 100 miles north of
Sacramento, California. Additional work is also being performed near River Mile 208.

DESCRIPTION: Since 1970, flood flows in the Sacramento River have altered the river channel and lowered the water surface at the Glenn-Colusa Irrigation
District (GCID) Hamilton City pumping plant. Changing conditions cause significant adverse impacts to river stability, water supply and anadromous fishery
resources in the area. The proposed plan for a gradient facility includes use of multiple sheet piles coupled with stone to replicate a natural riffle in the river to
restore river hydraulic gradient to approximate pre-1970 conditions, and bank protection in the vicinity of the water intake facility. Concurrently, GCID, the State of
California, and the U. S. Bureau of Reclamation have designed and constructed a new fish screen at the GCID pumping facilities. Although the Corps is not
participating financially in the fish screen project, design and construction of the Corps’ gradient facility is necessary for the proper operation of the GCID/State fish
screen proposals. Project features also included proposed bank stabilization work in the riverbed gradient facility in the vicinity of River Mile 208. This bank
stabilization work was deleted from the project when technical evaluation determined that the additional work was not required.

AUTHORIZATION: Flood Control Act of 1917, Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act of 1990, Water Resources Development Acts of 1996 and 1999,
and Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act of 1999.

REMAINING BENEFIT-REMAINING COST RATIO: Not applicable because project construction is complete.
TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 1.0 to 1 at 7 percent (See OTHER INFORMATION)
INITIAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: (See OTHER INFORMATION)

BASIS OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO: (See OTHER INFORMATION)
PHYSICAL
STATUS PERCENT COMPLETION
(1 JAN 2007) COMPLETE SCHEDULE

Gradient Facility 100 Dec 2005

Entire Project 100 Dec 2005
Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento Sacramento River Flood Control Project,
5 February 2007 Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District, CA
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SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA:

Estimated Federal Cost

Estimated Non-Federal Cost

Cash Contribution $ 4,265,000
Other Costs 1,000,000
Sec. 215 Credit/Reimbursement 1,515,000

Total Estimated Project Cost

Allocations to 30 September 2004 $19,231,000
Allocation for 2005 500,000
Allocation for 2006 0
Conference Allowance for 2007 0
Allocation for 2007 0*
Allocation through 2007 19,731,000
Allocations requested for 2008 500,000
Programmed Balance to complete after 2008 0
Unprogrammed Balance to complete after 2008 119,000 1/

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

1/ Balance to complete project as scheduled.

Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento
5 February 2007

$20,350,000

6,780,000

$27,130,000
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JUSTIFICATION: The flood of 1969-1970 caused changes in the alignment of the Sacramento River. A cutoff occurred in 1970 at River Mile 205. This cutoff
reduced the length of the flows in the river from two miles to approximately 1,400 feet, thus greatly increased the energy gradient and erosive capacity. Flood flows
since then have caused the continued periodic degradation of the river hydraulic gradient. The elevation of the main river water surface at the mouth of the
diversion channel to the Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District’'s pumps has been reduced about 3 feet. Lower water surface on the fish screens has resulted in losses to
the anadromous fishery population. The most significant losses have occurred to the endangered winter-run salmon. The Gradient Facility is an integral part of
proposed improvements that include a fish screen and fish bypass. These improvements will minimize losses to fish near the pumping plant diversion and will
maximize Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District’'s capability to divert entitled water to meet delivery obligations. The Water Resources Development Act of 1999
authorized the Secretary to carry out bank stabilization work in the riverbed gradient facility, particularly in the vicinity of River Mile 208. Upon completion of
technical evaluation, the work to RM 208 was found to be not required.

FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount will be applied as follows:

Complete Gradient Facility Mitigation Contract $150,000

Planning, Engineering, and Design 350,000

Total $500,000
Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento Sacramento River Flood Control Project,
5 February 2007 Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District, CA
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NON-FEDERAL COST: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing concepts reflected in the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, as amended, the
non-Federal sponsor must comply with the requirements listed below:

Annual
Operation,
Maintenance,
Payments Repair,
During Rehabilitation,
Construction and
and Replacement
Requirements of Local Cooperation Reimbursements Costs
Provide lands, easements, rights of way, and borrow and excavated or dredged $ 1,000,000
material disposal areas.
Pay 21 percent of the costs allocated to flood control to bring the total 5,780,000 $ 66,800
non-Federal share of flood control costs to 25 percent, as determined under
Section 103 (m) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, as amended to
reflect the non-Federal sponsor’s ability to pay as reduced for credit allowed
based on prior work ($1,515,000 authorized under Section 215 of the Flood Control
Act of 1968) and bear all costs of operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation and
replacement of flood control facilities.
Total Non-Federal Costs $ 6,780,000 $ 66,800

The non-Federal sponsor has also agreed to make all required payments concurrently with project construction.

STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: A Project Cooperation Agreement with the Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District was executed in December 1999. The non-
Federal cost estimate of $6,780,000, which includes a cash contribution of $4,265,000, is an increase of $1,330,000 from the non-Federal cost estimate of
$5,450,000 noted in the Project Cooperation Agreement, which included a cash contribution of $4,450,000. The sponsor claims that a deficiency exists at the
gradient facility, but has refused to pay for deficiency analysis and remediation. This compromises ability to complete closeout actions even with additional Federal
funding.

A Section 215 Agreement for construction of a portion of the authorized project by the local sponsor was executed on February 10, 2000 and limits Federal
credit/reimbursement to no more than $5,000,000, or 1 percent of total project costs, whichever is greater. Work to be accomplished by the sponsor includes
installation and monitoring of off-site plantings and transplanting of elderberry bushes and hydraulic, biological, ecological and fish monitoring and evaluation.

Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento Sacramento River Flood Control Project,
5 February 2007 Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District, CA
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COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES: The current Federal cost estimate of $20,350,000 is a decrease of $2,650,000 from the latest estimate
($23,000,000) presented to Congress (FY 2003). This change includes the following items:

ltem Amount
Design Changes (Deletion of Bank Stabilization as RM 208) - $2,650,000
Total - $2,650,000

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: A combined Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) meeting criteria of
the National Environmental Policy Act and California Environmental Quality Act, respectively, was prepared by Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District with the U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation and Corps as co-lead Federal agencies. The EIS/EIR addresses impacts of the fish screens and the gradient facility. The final EIS/EIR is
complete and the Record of Decision was executed in April 1998. Additional environmental documentation that would have been completed prior to initiating
construction of bank stabilization work at River Mile 208 was deferred along with the actual stabilization.

OTHER INFORMATION: Funds to initiate preconstruction engineering and design (PED) were appropriated in FY 1990, and funds to initiate construction were
appropriated in FY 1991.

The Gradient Facility project was authorized by the Fiscal Year 1990 Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act at $6.0 million, based on a local report
prepared jointly by California Department of Fish and Game and Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District. The estimate was for construction only. The estimate excluded
PED, lands costs, and features for boat passage and fish migration. The project was reauthorized by the Water Resources Development Act of 1996 at $14.2
million. Subsequent to reauthorization, the local sponsor selected the flat screen design for fish screen improvement and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
determined the size of the gradient facility required for proper operation of the fish screens. A Limited Reevaluation Report reflecting a larger gradient facility was
approved in April 1998. The Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act of 1999 increased the authorized total project first cost to $20.7 million ($22
million fully-funded). Section 305 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1999 authorized a total project cost of $26 million and included bank stabilization
work in the riverbed gradient facility in the vicinity of River Mile 208. Although this work is intended to protect the overall integrity of the project, the local sponsor
has requested additional time to monitor the site for actual bank stability. The Act directed that additional environmental review of the project will be conducted
prior to carrying out the work. The bank stabilization work is currently unprogrammed.

Project benefits were last addressed in a feasibility report prepared by GCID and the State Department of Fish and Game dated November 1989. The annualized
fishery and ancillary benefits ranged from $3.2 million to $6.5 million. While this project was authorized as flood damage reduction, in reality it is an environmental
restoration project that does not require monetary benefit-cost analysis normally required for flood damage reduction.

The fish and wildlife mitigation cost is currently estimated at $3.25 million.

Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento Sacramento River Flood Control Project,
5 February 2007 Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District, CA
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction - Local Protection (Flood Control)
PROJECT: Napa River, California (Continuing)

LOCATION: The project is located in the city and county of Napa, California. The Napa River drainage basin, comprising 426 square miles, is just north of San
Pablo Bay and approximately 40 miles northeast of San Francisco, California.

DESCRIPTION: The project consists of channel modifications to provide the project area with 100-year level of flood protection from Napa River and Napa Creek.
Channel modifications include overbank excavation, vertical walls, floodwalls, levees, bridges, pumping stations, and flowage easements. The project also
includes recreation trails and major ecosystem restoration including restoration of over 730 acres of scarce San Francisco Bay estuary hatibats.
AUTHORIZATION: Flood Control Acts of 1965 and 1976.

REMAINING BENEFIT-REMAINING COST RATIO: 2.6to 1 at 7 percent.

TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 1.5to 1 at 7 percent.

INITIAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 1.3to 1 at 7 percent (FY 2000).

BASIS OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO: Benefits are from the latest available evaluation in the Final Supplemental General Design Memorandum, October 1998, at 1

October 1997 price levels. Incidental ecosystem restoration benefits are excluded in calculating the benefit cost ratios. The Final Supplemental General Design
Memorandum was approved in May 1999.

PHYSICAL
STATUS PERCENT COMPLETION

SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (1 JAN 2007) COMPLETE SCHEDULE
Estimated Federal Cost $156,900,000 Entire Project 65 TBD
Estimated Non-Federal Cost $153,800,000

Cash Contributions $ 16,050,000

Other Costs 136,650,000

Section 215 Credit 1,100,000
Total Estimated Project Cost $310,700,000
Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento Napa River, California
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SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (Continued)

ACCUM PCT
OF EST
FED COST PHYSICAL DATA
Allocations to 30 September 2004 $48,571,000 Channel Modifications along Napa River from
Allocations for FY 2005 11,964,000 Highway 29 to Trancas Street - 6.9 miles:
Allocations for FY 2006 11,880,000 excavation - 1.63 Mil cy
Conference Allowance for FY 2007 0 widening - 16,900 ft
Allocation for FY 2007 9,000,000 * vertical walls - 1,600 ft
Allocations through FY 2007 81,415,000 52 floodwalls - 13,200 ft
Allocation Requested for FY 2008 7,500,000 57 levees - 9,900 ft
Balance to Complete after FY 2008 67,985,000 training dikes - 7,000 ft
bypass channel - 1,300 ft
Channel Modifications along Napa Creek Main
* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined. Street to Earl Street - 4,000 ft:
excavation length - 1,100 ft
Pumping stations 3 each
Bridges
roadway 6 each
pedestrian 3 each
Recreation Trails - 19,000 ft
Flowage easement - 418.2 acres
Ecosystem Restoration - 60 acres

JUSTIFICATION: The Napa River Basin, ranging from tidal marshes to mountainous terrain, is subject to severe winter storms and frequent flooding. In the lower
reach of the river, flood conditions are aggravated by high tides from San Pablo Bay and local runoff. The population in the city of Napa was approximately 76,700
in January 2006. Many residential, business and industrial buildings are located by the Napa River within the City limits. Excluding public facilities, the present
value of damageable property within the project floodplain is over $500 million. Flooding in the Napa area has occurred in 1955, 1958, 1963, 1965, 1986 (flood of
record) and 1995. The 1986 flood (estimated to be a 55-year event) resulted in 3 people dead, 27 injured, an estimated $50-$100 million in property damages
throughout Napa County, and the evacuation of approximately 3,500 residents. The 1986 flood crested at 30.2 feet. The predicted crest for a 100 year flood is 32
feet. During the January 1995 flood (estimated to be a 50-year event) the Napa River crested at about 27 feet, and during the March 1995 flood the river crested
near 31 feet. Although the March 1995 river crest was higher than the 1986 flood, fewer damages were incurred during the 1995 flood due to a rain stoppage
three to four hours before the crest arrived, allowing the tributaries to partially subside. The damage assessments for the January and March 1995 floods report
property damages of $10 million and $75 million, respectively. The floods resulted in 227 businesses and 843 residences being damaged county-wide. The
project will provide 100-year level of flood protection. Ecosystem restoration includes the creation of tidal and seasonal wetlands and marshes, thus enhancing the

Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento

5 February 2007
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JUSTIFICATION (Cont.):

San Francisco Bay estuary, which provides both nationally and regionally scarce habitat. Average annual benefits (October 1997 price levels) are as follows:

Annual Benefits Amount

Flood Damage Prevention $16,074,000
Recreation 310,000
Ecosystem Restoration 3,293,000
Total $19,677,000

FISCAL YEAR 2007: Current year funds will be applied as follows:

Continue Contract 2W Hatt to First $ 7,500,000
Engineering and Design During Construction 1,000,000
Construction Management 500,000
Total $ 9,000,000

FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount will be applied as follows:

Complete Contract 2W Hatt to First 6,200,000
Engineering and Design During Construction 900,000
Construction Management 400,000
Total $ 7,500,000
Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento Napa River, California
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NON-FEDERAL COSTS: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing concepts reflected in the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, the non-Federal

sponsor must comply with the requirements listed below.

Annual
Operation,
Maintenance,
Payments Repair,
During Rehabilitation,
Construction and
and Replacement
Requirements of Local Cooperation Reimbursements Costs
Provide lands, easements, rights of way, and borrow and excavated or dredged
material disposal areas. $ 84,399,000
Modify or relocate utilities, roads, bridges (except railroad bridges), 53,351,000
and other facilities, where necessary for the construction of the project.
(Includes section 215 reimbursement for railroad bridge.)
Pay 5 percent of the costs allocated to flood control and bear all costs of 15,467,000 $357,000
operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation and replacement of flood control
facilities.
Pay one-half of the separable costs allocated to recreation (except 583,000 44,000
recreational navigation) and bear all costs of operation, maintenance, repair,
rehabilitation and replacement of recreation facilities.
Total Non-Federal Costs $153,800,000 $401,000

The non-Federal sponsor has also agreed to make all required payments concurrently with project construction.

Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento
5 February 2007
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STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: The Napa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District is the local sponsor for both the flood control and
recreation purposes of the project. In June 1999, the Napa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District indicated support for the project and intent to
cost share both project purposes. In March 1998, the Napa County electorate passed “Measure A” which will fund the non-Federal share of the project. The
Project Cooperation Agreement was executed in February 2000. The current non-Federal cost estimate of $153,800,000, which includes a cash contribution of
$16,050,000, is an increase of $62,800,000 from the non-Federal cost estimate of $91,000,000 noted in the Project Cooperation Agreement, which includes a
cash contribution of $9,345,000. The sponsor agrees with current costs and continues to be financially able to support the project.

A Section 215 Agreement for construction of a portion of the authorized project by the local sponsor was executed on 16 January 2002. It limits Federal
credit/reimbursement to no more than $5,000,000, or 1 percent of total project costs, whichever is greater. In FY 2002, the local sponsor completed construction
for a total cost of $1.1 million. Initial reimbursement for $500,000 was made 30 September 2003.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES: The current Federal cost estimate of $156,900,000 is an increase of $20,600,000 from the latest estimate
($136,300,000) presented to Congress (FY 2007). This charge includes the following items.

Item Amount

Price Escalation on Construction Features $ 7,500,000
Design Changes 13,100,000
Total $20,600,000

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: The final EIS was filed with EPA on 18 December 1997. The Record of Decision was signed on 9 June
1999.

OTHER INFORMATION: Funds to resume preconstruction engineering and design were appropriated in Fiscal Year 1989. Funds to initiate construction were
appropriated in Fiscal Year 2000.

On 31 December 2005, the City of Napa experienced flooding from both the Napa River and Napa Creek. The flood level experienced was second only to the
record flood of 1986. Damages to the city, although high at an estimated $80-120 million, did not reach the flood stages experienced in 1986. Partially completed
project features (flood terraces and raised bridges) are credited with reducing the flood damages. Damage to the current contracts and previously constructed
project features are anticipated to be minimal.

Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento Napa River, California
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction, General - Local Protection (Flood Control)

PROJECT: Rio Grande Floodway, San Acacia to Bosque del Apache Unit, New Mexico (Continuing)

LOCATION: The project is located in Socorro County, New Mexico along the Rio Grande, and extends from the upper end of the Rio Grande low-flow conveyance
channel at the San Acacia diversion works to the head of Elephant Butte Reservoir.

DESCRIPTION: The plan of improvement consists of the reconstruction of 45 miles of existing spoil bank levee which separates the Rio Grande low flow
conveyance channel from the cleared floodway, replacement of the railroad bridge at San Marcial, and the acquisition of the 2,000 plus acre Tiffany Area as a
sediment control basin. The level of protection is a discharge of 46,000 c.f.s. at Socorro, New Mexico, corresponding to an exceedance interval of 100 years.

AUTHORIZATION: Flood Control Act of 1948 and Water Resources Development Act of 1992.

REMAINING BENEFIT - REMAINING COST RATIO: 2.6to 1 at 7 percent.

TOTAL BENEFIT - COST RATIO: 2.3to 1 at 7 percent.

INITIAL BENEFIT - COST RATIO: 2.9to 1 at 7 percent (FY 1992).

BASIS OF BENEFIT - COST RATIO: Benefits are from the Appendix to the Project Decision Document dated December 1993 at October 1993 price levels.

SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA

Estimated Federal Cost

Estimated Non-Federal Cost
Cash Contribution
Other Costs

Total Estimated Project Cost

Allocations to 30 September 2004
Allocations for FY 2005
Allocations for FY 2006
Conference Allowance for FY 2007
Allocation for FY 2007

Allocations through FY 2007

$8,190,000
710,000

ACCUM.
PCT. OF EST.
FED. COST

$62,300,000
8,900,000

$71,200,000

$ 6,430,000
548,000
966,000
N/A
700,000 *
8,644,000 14

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined

Division: South Pacific

District: Albuquerque
5 February 2007

PHYSICAL
STATUS PERCENT COMPLETION
(1 Jan 2007) COMPLETE SCHEDULE
Entire Project 0 TBD

PHYSICAL DATA

Levees - 45 Miles
Railroad Bridge Relocation
Sediment control basin

Rio Grande Floodway, San Acacia to
Bosque del Apache Unit, NM11



ACCUM.

PCT. OF EST.
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (continued) FED. COST
Allocation Requested for FY 2008 $ 800,000 15

Programmed Balance to Complete after FY 2008 52,856,000

JUSTIFICATION: The project will provide protection from the 100-year flood. The flood of record, in September 1929, produced a peak discharge of 60,000 cubic
feet per second on the Rio Grande at the San Acacia gage. Irrigation and transportation facilities were either disrupted or destroyed. Over 90 percent of the
irrigated farmland in a 60 mile reach of the Rio Grande was severely damaged, and the original villages of San Acacia, San Antonio, and San Marcial were
destroyed. Damages sustained at that time were $1,500,000; under current conditions and prices the damages would be $270,000,000. The last major flood event
occurred in 1965 with minor flooding in 1967 and 1979. The value of property within the 100-year flood plain is $348,000,000. Residential property within the 100-
year flood plain is worth $45,000,000. The Rio Grande low-flow conveyance channel, built by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation in 1961, is the primary damageable
property in the project area. Cost to construct the channel at October 2006 price levels is $128,000,000. The United States Bureau of Reclamation estimates that
following a flood severe enough to breach the spoil-bank levee separating the low-flow conveyance channel from the adjacent floodway, the low-flow conveyance
channel would be obliterated and out of service for at least five years. As much as 455,000 acre-feet of water would be lost over such a five-year period, with an
economic value of $121,000,000. Loss of the channel would also have international significance, as the 1906 Treaty with Mexico requires the delivery of 60,000
acre-feet of water annually. Single occurrence damages from the one percent chance floods are $264,000,000. Average annual damages without the project are
$12,996,000 and with the project are $967,000. Average annual benefits are $12,029,000, all flood control, based on October 1993 price levels. The project avoids
long and short term impacts associated with the destruction or modification of wetlands; in fact, the project protects existing wetlands at Bosque del Apache
National Wildlife Refuge. Replacement of the San Marcial railroad bridge in accordance with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service biological opinion will
improve the endangered species habitat, sediment transport, water operations and interstate water deliveries.

The Budget includes funding for this project primarily to address a significant risk to human safety. The Corps made this determination based on many factors such
as the likelihood and magnitude of the potential flooding, the number of people living in the flood plane, the likely warning time, the availability of evacuation routes,
and site-specific engineering factors.
FISCAL YEAR 2007: Current year funds will be used to:

Continue the General Reevaluation Report $ 700,000

Total $ 700,000

FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount will be applied as follows:

Continue the General Reevaluation Report $ 700,000
Division: South Pacific District: Albuquerque Rio Grande Floodway, San Acacia to
5 February 2007 Bosque del Apache Unit, NM
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Initiate design of San Marcial Railroad Bridge 100,000

Total $ 800,000

NON-FEDERAL COST: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing concepts reflected in the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, and the Water
Resources Development Act of 1992, PL 102-580, Section 102(S), the non-Federal sponsor must comply with the requirements listed below.

Payments Annual Operation,
During Maintenance, Repair,
Construction Rehabilitation, and
Requirements of Local Cooperation and Reimbursements Replacement Costs
Modify or relocate utilities, roads, bridges
(except railroad bridges), and other facilities,
where necessary for the construction of the project. $ 710,000
Pay 8.1 percent of the costs allocated to flood control
to bring the total non-Federal share of flood control
costs to 12.5 percent, and bear all costs of operation,
maintenance, repair, rehabilitation and replacement
of flood control facilities. 8,190,000 $226,000
Total Non-Federal Cost $ 8,900,000 $226,000

The non-Federal sponsor has also agreed to make all required payments concurrently with project construction.

STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: The Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District supports the authorized levee project, as currently modified, to provide
needed flood protection to the Middle Rio Grande Valley below San Acacia. By letter dated 28 July 1995, the New Mexico State Engineer indicated that funding for
a portion of the non-Federal share of the project may be provided by the New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission from the Improvement of the Rio Grande

Income Fund. The Project Cooperation Agreements for the project’'s recommended phases are scheduled for execution in September 2009. (see “Other
Information”).

Division: South Pacific District: Albuquerque Rio Grande Floodway, San Acacia to
5 February 2007 Bosque del Apache Unit, NM
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COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES: The current Federal cost estimate of $62,300,000 is the same as the latest estimate ($62,300,000) presented
to Congress (FY 2007).

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: The final Environmental Impact Statement was filed in February 1992. A supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement will be filed with the Environmental Protection Agency in January 2009.

OTHER INFORMATION: Funds to initiate Preconstruction Engineering and Design were appropriated in Fiscal Year 1987, and funds to initiate construction were
appropriated in Fiscal Year 1992. The cost of fish and wildlife mitigation is $1,298,000 based on 1 October 2006 price levels. In November 2001, the Bureau of
Reclamation confirmed that the low flow conveyance channel would remain in its current location and configuration within the project area. Therefore, the originally
authorized extended levee plan is still justified and feasible. The final General Reevaluation Report (GRR) is scheduled for approval in January 2009. The Project
Cooperation Agreement is scheduled for execution in September 2009. Continued funding is critical to insure completion of the GRR and initiation of construction
efforts to relocate and/or raise the San Marcial bridge in accordance with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) biological opinion. Federal
agencies responsible for Middle Rio Grande water operations requested formal consultation with the USFWS, as required by Section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act. The March 17, 2003 Biological Opinion is a programmatic biological opinion on Bureau of Reclamation’s water and river maintenance operations, Army Corps
of Engineers’ flood control operations, and related non-federal actions on the Middle Rio Grande in New Mexico. The Reasonable and Prudent Alternative (RPA)
concerning the San Marcial Railroad Bridge is Element U, page 98, of the Biological Opinion. The rationale of Element U is stated at the bottom of page 98: “The
purpose...is to maintain or improve the quality and quantity of habitat available for the silvery minnow and flycatcher. These elements avoid the destruction or
adverse modification of silvery minnow critical habitat by ensuring primary constituent elements are provided or restored. It is expected that by improving the
habitat condition that reproduction, recruitment, and survival of the species will increase.”

Division: South Pacific District: Albuguerque Rio Grande Floodway, San Acacia to
5 February 2007 Bosque del Apache Unit, NM
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction - Local Protection (Flood Control)

PROJECT: Sacramento River Bank Protection Project, California (Continuing)

LOCATION: The project is located in north-central California, along the Sacramento River and its principal tributaries from Sacramento River RM 0.0 at Collinsville
to Chico Landing at RM 194. It is within the limits of the existing Sacramento River Flood Control Project levees and includes Butte Basin, Cache Slough, and a

portion of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta slough. The project meanders through eight counties including Tehama, Glenn, Butte, Colusa, Sutter, Yolo, Solano,
and Sacramento.

DESCRIPTION: The project provides a long-range program of bank protection to protect the levees within the limits of the Sacramento River Flood Control Project
from erosion. It prevents undermining of levee sections and includes fish and wildlife mitigation features. Some recreational facilities have been provided along
the river.

AUTHORIZATION: Flood Control Act of 1960; River Basin Monetary Authorization Act of 1974; Further Continuing Appropriations Act of 1983 and Water
Resources Development Act of 1986.

REMAINING BENEFIT-REMAINING COST RATIO: 12.6to 1 (See OTHER INFORMATION.)
TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 10.5to 1 (See OTHER INFORMATION.)
INITIAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: Not Reported

BASIS OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO: (See OTHER INFORMATION.)

Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento Sacramento River Bank Protection
5 February 2007 California
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SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA

Separable Element 1 (Completed Pre-Separable Element Work-Contracts 1-37, 38A and 39)

Estimated Federal Cost $54,205,000
Estimated Non-Federal Cost $27,115,000
Cash Contribution $12,025,000
Other Costs 15,090,000
Total Separable Element 1 $81,320,000

Separable Element 2 (Completed Fish & Wildlife Mitigation)

Estimated Federal Cost $ 1,336,000
Estimated Non-Federal Cost $ 784,000
Cash Contribution $ 84,000
Other Costs 700,000
Total Separable Element 2 $ 2,120,000

Separable Element 3 (LCA 41)

Estimated Federal Cost $ 8,619,000
Estimated Non-Federal Cost $ 2,873,000
Cash Contribution $ 1,857,000
Other Costs 1,016,000
Total Separable Element 3 $11,492,000
Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento

5 February 2007

PHYSICAL

STATUS PERCENT COMPLETION
(1 JAN 2007) COMPLETE SCHEDULE
Bank Protection 96 TBD
Recreation 100 1/ TBD

Entire Project 96 TBD

1/ 100% of identified recreation is complete.

Sacramento River Bank Protection
California 217



SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (Continued)

Separable Element 4 (LCA 38B, 40, & 42)

Estimated Federal Cost
Estimated Non-Federal Cost
Cash Contribution
Other Costs

Total Separable Element 4

Separable Element 5 (Site 43)
Estimated Federal Cost
Estimated Non-Federal Cost

Cash Contribution
Other Costs

Total Separable Element 5

Project Summary

Estimated Federal Cost

Estimated Non-Federal Cost
Cash Contribution

Other Costs

Total Estimated Project Cost

Division: South Pacific

$ 94,650,000
5,300,000

$108,616,000
22,106,000

$ 299,850,000
$ 99,950,000

$399,800,000

$ 1,813,000

$ 0

$ 1,813,000

$365,823,000

$130,722,000

$496,545,000

District: Sacramento
5 February 2007

Sacramento River Bank Protection

California

218



SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (Continued)

ACCUM

PCT OF EST

FED COST PHYSICAL DATA
Allocations to 30 September 2004 $120,788,000 Bank Protection: 835,000 lineal feet
Allocation for FY 2005 3,979,000 First Phase — 430,000 lineal feet
Allocation for FY 2006 29,208,000 Second Phase— 405,000 lineal feet
Conference Allowance for FY 2007 10,960,000
Allocation for FY 2007 10,960,000 *
Allocations through FY 2007 164,935,000 45
Allocation Requested for FY 2008 21,528,000 51
Balance to Complete after FY 2008 179,360,000

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.

JUSTIFICATION: The Sacramento River Flood Control Project consists of 977 miles of levees plus overflow weirs, pumping plants and bypass channels along the
Sacramento River from RM 0 near Collinsville to RM 194 near Chico, including several sloughs and the lower reaches of major tributaries. The Sacramento River
levee system was initiated as a purely local project and in many cases the levees were constructed close to the riverbanks without a protective berm. The levee
system, which was adopted as the Sacramento River Flood Control Project in 1917, has been modified and expanded several times since that date but no major
change in the basic levee alignment has been made since the original conception of the project. Bank protection is necessary to preserve the Sacramento River
Flood Control Project and insure that it will continue to furnish the designed degree of protection. The levees are continuously threatened by erosion, and unless
corrective measures are taken levee failures may occur with resultant catastrophic damage and possible loss of many lives. Flood events that occurred in
February 1986 and January 1997greatly emphasized these problems. Several levees located along the Sacramento River were subjected to an extensive amount
of erosion due to the extremely high river flows. High flows in January and March 1995 caused flooding and erosion in the Butte Basin area along the Sacramento
River, River Mile (RM) 188 at Glenn County Road 29. If levee repairs had not been made, additional flooding would have caused extensive loss of agricultural
land and endangered residents in hearby communities of Butte City, Princeton and Colusa. In addition, during moderately high flows in February 1996, a 500 foot
portion of berm on the American River failed, threatening the levee protecting the City of Sacramento. A contract was awarded in August 1996 to repair this
section and provide bank protection for a total of 1,200 lineal feet. The 1997 flood event and the high flows experienced in 1998 again put additional stress on the
levee system (approximately 1,100 river miles) within the Sacramento River Bank Protection Project. The sustained high water in January/February 2006 caused
great concern and instigated an emergency declaration from the governor of California relative to levee repair. The area protected by the levees comprise over
one million acres in which about 50 communities are located; value of improvements (October 2003 prices) to be protected is about $38 billion and about 2.3
million people live within the flood plain. The levee system enables the use of the flood plain for the benefit of the state and nation. The extremely fertile flood
plain lands produce about 6.6 percent of the total agricultural production of the state and over 88 percent of the State’s rice production. The Sacramento River
Bank Protection Project provides a long-range program of bank protection to protect the levees where serious erosion is occurring and to prevent erosion from
undermining additional levee sections in the future. In addition to assuring urgently needed flood protection, the project provides recreation facilities consisting of
boat-launching facilities, campgrounds, and picnic areas needed along the river to meet a rapidly increasing public demand. Since the initial bank protection
contract was let in June 1963, about 801,000 lineal feet of bank protection has been provided. Approximately 34,000 lineal feet of bank protection remains to be
placed on the second phase of this project.

Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento Sacramento River Bank Protection
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The Budget includes funding for this project primarily to address a significant risk to human safety. The Corps made this determination based on many factors

such as the likelihood and magnitude of the potential flooding, the number of people living in the flood plane, the likely warning time, the availability of evacuation
routes, and site-specific engineering factors.

FISCAL YEAR 2007: Current year funds will be used to:

FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount will be applied as follows:

Division: South Pacific

Design and Construct 1,200 lineal feet of critical erosion site
Design and Construction Associated Offsite Mitigation
Initiate NEPA/CEQA Environmental Programmatic Analysis

Construction Management

Total

Design and Construct Bank Protection and Mitigate

For Habitat loss for a 3,800 foot reach
Engineering and Design During Construction
Construction Management

Total

District: Sacramento
5 February 2007

$6,800,000
2,500,000
460,000
1,200,000

$10,960,000

$ 19,100,000
1,091,000
1,337,000

$ 21,528,000

Sacramento River Bank Protection

California
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NON-FEDERAL COSTS: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing concepts reflected in the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, the non-Federal

sponsor must comply with the requirements listed below.

Requirements of Local Cooperation

Provide lands, easements, rights of way, and borrow and excavated or dredged
material disposal areas.

Modify or relocate utilities, roads, bridges (except railroad bridges), and
other facilities, where necessary for the construction of the project.

Pay 15 percent of the costs allocated to flood control to bring the total non-Federal
share of flood control costs to one-third for work initiated prior to 30 April 1986,

and bear all costs of operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation and replacement
of flood control facilities.

Pay 4 percent of the total cost of separable element 2, fish and wildlife mitigation, to

bring the total non-Federal share of costs of separable element 2 to 37 percent for work
performed, and bear all costs of operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation and replacement
of this functional portion of the project.

Pay 24 percent of the costs allocated to flood control to bring the total non-Federal
share of flood control costs to 25 percent for work initiated after 30 April 1986,

and bear all costs of operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation and replacement
of flood control facilities.

Total Non-Federal Costs

Payments
During
Construction

and
Reimbursements

$ 14,347,000

5,959,000

12,025,000

84,000

98,307,000

$130,722,000

The non-Federal sponsor has also agreed to make all required payments concurrently with project construction.

Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento
5 February 2007

Annual
Operation,
Maintenance,
Repair,
Rehabilitation,
and
Replacement
Costs

$ 809,000

280,000

$1,089,000

Sacramento River Bank Protection
California 221



STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: Chapter 2188, Statutes of the State of California, approved by the Governor on 21 July 1961, established the State
Reclamation Board as the agency to meet the requirements of local cooperation for the project. Assurances of local cooperation were accepted from the Board 5
February 1963. The Reclamation Board signed a Local Cooperation Agreement (LCA) satisfying the requirements of Section 221, Flood Control Act of 1970
(Public Law 91-611) for the remaining Second Phase work in May 1984. In accordance with provisions of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 for
separable project elements initiated after 30 April 1986, new LCAs were executed for separable element 41 on 15 August 1988 and for separable elements 38B,
40, and 42 on 7 December 1988. The LCA for the First Phase Mitigation was signed on 5 June 1990. The current non-Federal cost estimate of $130,722,000 is
an increase of $54,722,000 from the estimate last presented to Congress (FY 2007). The local sponsor supports the increase and is financially positioned to
provide their increased share of project costs.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES: The current Federal cost estimate of $365,823,000 is an increase of $166,823,000 from the latest estimate of
$199,000,000 presented to Congress (FY2007). The change includes the following items:

Design Changes $166,823,000
Total $166,823,000 2/

2/ Remaining authorized lineal feet have just been definitized.

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: A final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was filed on 15 June 1973. A SEIS for the Second Phase
was filed in February 1989. A final EIS for additional work in Butte Basin, and an update submitted as Supplement 4, were signed in June 1988. An
Environmental Assessment/Site Specific Report (EA/SSR) was prepared for Contract 42A and a Finding of No Significant Impacts (FONSI) was signed on 15
February 1994. An EA/SSR was prepared for Contracts Lower American River site 3 and 40D and FONSIs were signed 2 July 1996 and 3 September 1997,
respectively. A Supplemental Design Memorandum No. 8 was prepared for sites along the lower American River and the SEIS was completed in April 1998.
Currently, an EA/SSR to meet both Federal and State of California requirements is approved prior to construction of each bank protection contract. A General
Reevaluation Report (GRR) will be required to address remaining sites.

OTHER INFORMATION: Funds to initiate preconstruction planning were appropriated in FY 1962, and for construction in FY 1963. Construction of First Phase
was completed in November 1974. Authority to proceed with additional bank protection works, Second Phase, was provided by Section 202, River Basin
Monetary Authorization Act of 1974, Public Law 93-251. The Further Continuing Appropriations Act of 1983 extended the limits of the project to include bank
protection along the Sacramento River to the upstream ends of the project levees to Chico Landing (Butte Basin area). The Water Resources Development Act of
1986 modified the First Phase of the project to include acquisition of lands for establishment and maintenance of wildlife habitat at a total cost of $1,410,000
($2,120,000 inflated through construction). The last parcel was acquired in Fiscal Year 1997. Re-vegetation has been highly successful and is serving as a model
for re-vegetation efforts by others. Monitoring of fish and wildlife habitat and engineering features continues at each site.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, by letter dated November 7, 1985, issued a Biological Opinion stating that the bank protection work along the Sacramento
River from Chico Landing to Red Bluff and in the Butte Basin area would endanger the threatened valley elderberry longhorn beetle. The Service issued a revised
opinion on 19 May 1987 that permitted limited rock revetment bank protection to be constructed in the Butte Basin. The potential impact to winter run salmon has
also been a significant concern as the winter run salmon have experienced an alarming decline since 1969. National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) listed

Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento Sacramento River Bank Protection
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OTHER INFORMATION (continued)

winter run salmon as a threatened species in November 1990. The winter run salmon biological data report was completed January 1991. NMFS Biological
Opinion dated 28 October 1991 for the winter run salmon was non-jeopardy but lists recommended conservation measures. Winter run salmon along with bank
swallows and Swainson's Hawk are also State listed species and a Biological Opinion was received from California Department of Fish and Game on 18
November 1991 which also recommends conservation measures.

On August 23, 2001, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued its final Biological Opinion on the Sacramento River Bank Protection Project (SRBPP). The
National Marine Fisheries Service released their opinion on September 27, 2001. Both opinions were virtually identical in terms of identifying the SRBPP’s effects
as jeopardizing the existence of five fish species (Delta smelt, Sacramento splittail, winter-run Chinook salmon, spring-run Chinook salmon, and Central Valley
steelhead) listed under the Endangered Species Act in the Sacramento River. With recent collaborative efforts, most repair sites have been self-mitigating.

After the February 1986 flood, the Sacramento River System experienced below normal precipitation and flood flows. This led to a lower rate of erosion and a
lowered need for expedited bank protection work. However, the storms of 1995 and 1997, plus the sustained high water in 2006 have caused substantial erosion
damage and the urgency for bank protection is vital.

Several sites along the Lower American River within the confines of the Sacramento River Bank Protection Project require bank protection to avoid undermining
levees and flood protection in the Sacramento Metropolitan Area. Repair of these sites is the basis for the pre-project condition of the American River
Investigation. The Corps emergency repairs scheduled for summer FY2006, along with the State’s effort to repair critical sites, will reduce the critical list of
emergency locations by approximately 30 sites. However, the annual inspection performed in July 2006 has identified approximately 25 new critical erosion sites
on the main stem of the Sacramento River. Of these, 14 critical erosion sites along 10,000 lineal feet of levee are being repaired in FY 2007 with the majority of
funds provided by the State of California.

The Corps and the non-Federal sponsor have recently executed an amendment to the local cost share agreement allowing the non-Federal sponsor to provide
advance funding, so that work on the emergency sites may proceed unimpeded.

The Flood Control Act of 1960 included no quantitative language concerning the benefits or costs but authorized the rehabilitation of 430,000 lineal feet of levee.

In 1974 language was added to increase the lineal feet by an additional 405,000 feet for a total of 835,000 lineal feet. The total base project cost is computed
based on the current estimated total project cost expended to date, the remaining costs to date, an assumed spending stream throughout the 42 years of the
project life, discounted to 1963 when the first appropriation was provided. Due to the language in the initial authorization stating that the benefits obviously
exceeded the costs, the annual benefits are not available as they were absent from the original authorization and an economic reanalysis has never been
performed. Remaining project cost is based on the current estimate of completing the last 25,000 lineal feet. The RBRCR of 12.6 was based on a sample of levee
repairs currently studied on the Sacramento main stem. This is the lowest benefit value included in the analytical base and is considered a conservative estimate.
The annual project benefits for this project are based on a sample of the on-going PL 84-99 economic analysis of the reconstruction efforts of levees on the main
stem of the Sacramento River. The sunk benefits are assumed to be proportional to the number of lineal feet constructed under this authorization.

The fish and wildlife mitigation cost is estimated at $31 million.
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS

U.S. ARMY

COMPLETED WORK

FIRST PHASE, BANK PROTECTION:
CONTRACTS 1 THRU 26 (430,000 LF)

SECOND PHASE PART 1, BANK PROTECTION:

CONTRACTS 27 THRU 36 (182,000 LF)

SECOND PHASE PART I, BANK PROTECTION:

PRE-SEPARABLE ELEMENT (46,744 LF)
37 (RM 0-62)
38A (RM 60-145)
39 (RM 177-194)

SEPARABLE ELEMENT 38B (14,436 LF)
388 (RM 60-120)

SEPARABLE ELEMENT 40 (40,794 LF)
EMERGENCY COUNTY ROAD 29
(RM 186-188)
40A (RM 132-180)
40B-1(RM 187-192)
40B-M (RM 145-194)
40C (RM 15-23)
STEAMBOAT, MINER & SUTTER SL.
40C-M (RM 15-25)
40D (RM 16, 1IR) STEAMBOAT SL.
40D-M (RM SL16.1)
40E (RM 149)

SEPARABLE ELEMENT 41(29,475 LF)
41A (RM 0-60)
41A-M1 (RM 20-60)
41A-M2 (RM 20-60)
41A-M3 (RM 20-60)
41A-M4 (RM 20-60)
41A-M5 (RM 20-60)
41B (FEATHER RIVER)
41B-M (FEATHER RIVER)

COMPLETED WORK (Cont.)

SECOND PHASE PART I, BANK PROTECTION (CONT.):

SEPARABLE ELEMENT 42 (17,362 LF)
42A (RM 60-145)
42A-M (RM 60-1453)
42A-M1 (RM 60-145)
42C (RM 90.4 & 90.9) FISH CURT.
42C-M (RM 90.4 & 90.9) FISH CURT.
42D (RD 108-COLUSA BASIN)
42D-M (RD 108-COLUSA BASIN)
LAR 1A1(SITE 3)
LAR 1A2 (RM 4.4, SITE 3, RIVER PARK)
LAR 1A2-M (RM 4.4, SITE 3, RIVER PARK)
LAR 1A3-M (RM 4.4, SITE 3, RIVER PARK)
LAR 1B (RM 2-9, SITES 1,2 & 4)
LAR 1B-M (RM 2-9, SITES 1,2 & 4)
LAR 2 (SITE 5, PHASE 1)
LAR 2 (SITE 5, PHASE 2)
LAR 2-M (SITE 5, PHASE 3)

WORK STATUS

WORK COMPLETED AS OF
COMPLETED| 30 SEPTEMBER 2006

WORK PROPOSED WITH FUNDS
07 AVAILABLE FOR FY 2007

WORK PROPOSED WITH FUNDS

08 REQUESTED FOR FY 2008

WORK REQUIRED TO COMPLETE
REMAINING THE PROJECT AFTER FY 2008

WORK PROPOSED
WITH FYO7 FUNDS

SAC RIVER MILE: 16.9
33.0
33.3
43.7
44.7
47.0
47.9
48.2
62.5
68.9
78.0

STEAMBOAT SLOUGH RM 19.0
19.4
22.7

WORK PROPOSED
WITH REMAINING FUNDS

7,400 LINEAR FEET,
RM TO BE DETERMINED

LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECTS
(FLOOD CONTROL)

SACRAMENTO RIVER
BANK PROTECTION PROJECT
CALIFORNIA

WORK COMPLETED, IN PROGRESS & PROPOSED

SACRAMENTO DISTRICT
SOUTH PACIFIC DIVISION
1 JANUARY 2007

05 December 2006
\\gold\civcad\ppmd_maps\2008\Sac Rv Bk Prot2.fin

5 February 2007
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction, General - Local Protection (Flood Control)
PROJECT: Santa Ana River Mainstem, California (Continuing)

LOCATION: The project is located along a 75-mile reach of the Santa Ana River in Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties, southeast and
adjacent to metropolitan Los Angeles, California.

DESCRIPTION: The plan of improvement provides for construction of the Seven Oaks Dam about 35 miles upstream of the existing Prado Dam, with a
gross reservoir storage of 145,600 acre feet; flood plain management of the flood overflow area on the Santa Ana River between Seven Oaks Dam and
the existing Prado Reservoir; enlargement of Prado Dam to increase the reservoir storage capacity from 217,000 acre-feet to 362,000 acre-feet;
construction of 3.3 miles of channel modifications along Oak Street Drain in Corona; enlargement of the existing 2.4 miles of Mill Creek levee;
construction of a detention basin and 2.0 miles of channel modifications along the Santiago Creek; and various means of flood control, including flood
plain management, levees, and vertical walled concrete channels along the 30.5 miles of the Santa Ana River from Prado Dam to the Pacific Ocean. In
addition, the plan includes recreational development and purchase of lands for mitigation and preservation of endangered species. A project for San
Timoteo Creek was added to the Santa Ana River Mainstem project by the Energy and Water Development Appropriation Act of 1988. A special report
was approved in May 1994; engineering and design was initiated in Fiscal Year 1991 with funds appropriated for that purpose and was completed in
June 1994. Construction was initiated in Fiscal Year 1994. The project was modified by the Water Resources Development Act of 1990, which
authorized the Secretary to develop recreational trails and facilities on lands between Seven Oaks Dam and Prado Dam, including flood plain
management areas. These recreational features are not included in the current estimate pending development of plans and determination of costs.

AUTHORIZATION: Water Resources Development Act of 1986, Energy and Water Development Appropriation Act, 1988, Water Resources
Development Act of 1990, and Water Resources Development Act of 1996.

REMAINING BENEFIT-REMAINING COST RATIO: 4.2 to 1 at 7 percent.
TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 1.7 to 1 at 7 percent.
INITIAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 1.3to 1 at 8 7/8 percent (FY 1990)

BASIS OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO: The benefit-cost ratio is based on the Phase Il General Design Memorandum dated August 1988 at 1987 price
levels.
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SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA

Estimated Federal Cost
Programmed Construction
Unprogrammed Construction

Estimated Non-Federal Cost
Programmed Construction
Cash Contributions
Other Costs
Reimbursements

Estimated Non-Federal Cost
Unprogrammed Construction
Cash Contributions
Other Costs

$1,165,000,000
1,000,000

$ 598,000,000
94,000,000
576,000,000
(72,000,000)

$ 1,000,000
1,000,000
0

Total Estimated Programmed Construction Costs
Total Estimated Unprogrammed Construction Costs

Total Estimated Project Cost

Allocations to 30 September 2004
Allocations for FY2005

Allocations for FY2006
Conference Allowance for FY 2007
Allocation for FY 2007

Allocations Through FY 2007

Allocation Requested for FY 2008

Programmed Balance to Complete after FY 2008

Unprogrammed Balance to complete after FY 2008

$ 1,166,000,000

$ 599,000,000

$ 1,763,000,000
$ 2,000,000
$ 1,765,000,000 1/

$ 737,653,000

22,156,000
57,103,000
N/A
54,080,000
870,992,000

17,000,000
278,008,000

1,000,000

ACCUM

PCT OF EST STATUS PERCENT

FED COST (1 JAN 2007) COMPLETE
Seven Oaks Dam 100
Prado Dam 40
Santiago Creek 0
Mill Creek 100
Oak Street Drain 100
Lower Santa Ana Rch 9 33
Lower Santa Ana Rch 1-8,10 94
Marsh 100
San Timoteo 97
Entire Project 90

75

76

1/ Reflects $39,500,000 to be reimbursed to judgment fund for Seven Oaks claim

PHYSICAL
COMPLETION
SCHEDULE

August 1999
December 2013
December 2013
March 1992
September 1994
December 2009
December 2008
March 1991
December 2012
December 2013
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PHYSICAL DATA:

SEVEN OAKS DAM:
Dam: Type - Impervious core
Height - 550 feet
Length - Crest Length 2,980 feet
Outlet Works: Gated conduit, 8,000 cfs maximum discharge
Basin Capacity: 145,600 acre-feet
Spillway: Type - Detached overflow, 500 ft wide, unlined
Embankment: Earth and Rock fill
Lands & Damages: Acres - 2,736 existing streambed and
undeveloped (mountainous)

MILL CREEK

Levee repair: Type - Grouted riprap

Height - 10 feet maximum

Length - 12,500 feet (2.4 miles) of existing

13,600 feet (2.6 miles

Lands & Damages: Acres — 1661 grazing, wildlife

Floodwall (Top of levee): Type — Concrete
Height - 7.5 feet maximum
Length - 12,600 feet (2.4 miles)

OAK STREET DRAIN:

Channel: Rectangular concrete 3.0 mile
Trapezoidal riprap 0.3 miles

Lands & Damages: 34 acres for rights-of-way

SANTIAGO CREEK:

Channel: Rectangular concrete 500 feet
Trapezoidal riprap 2.0 miles

Reservoir: Buttressed

Basin Capacity: Flood control 4,620 acre-feet (el. 274 to 298)

Lands and Damages: 281.5 acres, reservoir and channel

PRADO DAM:
Dam: Type - Impervious core
Height - 134 feet
Length - 3,050 crest length
Outlet Works: Gated conduits
30,000 cfs maximum discharge
Embankment: Rolled earth fill
Spillway: Type - Detached, overflow concrete, 1,000 feet wide,
578,000 cfs maximum design discharge.
Basin Capacity: 362,000 acre-feet

LOWER SANTA ANA RIVER:

Channel: - 200-450 feet wide, 34 bridges replaced or modified
- 5.0 miles trapezoidal concrete

- 2.4 miles rectangular concrete

- 15.5 miles trapezoidal grouted riprap

- 0.8 miles rectangular concrete/soft bottom

Lands & Damages: Acres - 2,429.5 for channel (7.4 miles floodway)
Mitigation Lands: Acres - 92-marsh restoration

RECREATION FACILITIES:
LOWER SANTA ANA RIVER: Bicycle/equestrian trail - 32 miles

SANTIAGO CREEK: Trails - Bicycle and equestrian (1 mile)
Rest stop - Concrete hicycle wheel stops

SEVEN OAKS TO PRADO DAM: To be developed

SAN TIMOTEO CREEK — To be developed

SAN TIMOTEO CREEK:

Channel: 5.4 miles trapezoidal concrete
Basins: 18 in-channel and transition chute
Lands & Damages: 60.3 acres for rights-of-way
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JUSTIFICATION: Construction of this project will primarily provide protection to lands and improvements within Orange County downstream of Prado
Reservoir. A severe flood threat exists in this area, which could cause damages in excess of $15 billion and could endanger and disrupt the lives of over
three million people living or working in the floodplain. Damages upstream of Prado Reservoir could exceed $450 million. The overflow area comprises 160
square miles of primarily urban development in 15 cities including San Bernardino, Riverside, Anaheim, Orange, Santa Ana, Fountain Valley, Costa Mesa,
Huntington and Newport Beach. The greatest potential damage area is the Orange County floodplain below Prado Dam. The flood of 1938 is the largest
that has been recorded since accurate stream gages were placed in the basin. With a peak flow at Riverside Narrows of approximately 100,000 cubic feet
per second, the flood covered thousands of acres of then predominantly rural Orange County. Although the area was largely agricultural at the time, the
flood caused $4 million in damages ($129.6 million at 2006 prices). Following this storm, Prado Dam was constructed at the head of the Santa Ana Canyon,
providing effective control of floods for much of the downstream basin. In 1969, when communities upstream of Prado Dam suffered $85 million in
damages, Prado Dam prevented an estimated $525 million in damages to downstream communities. With current development, damages for a similar flood
would be approximately $4 billion, at 2006 prices. Without the project, the level of protection downstream of Prado, primarily in Orange County, is
approximately 70 years. With the project, the level of protection downstream of Prado would be increased to 190 years.

The Budget includes funding for this project primarily to address a significant risk to human safety. The Corps made this determination based on many
factors such as the likelihood and magnitude of the potential flooding, the number of people living in the flood plane, the likely warning time, the availability
of evacuation routes, and site-specific engineering factors.

Average annual benefits are as follows:

Annual Benefits Amount

Flood Damage Prevention $ 135,978,000
Recreation 282,000

Total $ 136,260,000
FISCAL YEAR 2007: Funds are be used to continue construction for the Prado Dam Embankment and Outlet. Initiate construction for Phase Il Dikes,
continue design for Lower Santa Ana Reach 9 Phase Il, complete Lower Santa Ana Landscaping phase 2 and 3 (West side) and Reach 7, continue Multi-

Species Habitat Management Plan for Seven Oaks Dam. Complete Seven Oaks Dam tunnel repairs.

FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount will be used to continue construction for the Prado Dam Embankment and Outlet works.

Embankment & Outlet contract 14,000,000
Planning, Engineering & Design 1,000,000
Construction Management 2,000,000
Total $17,000,000
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NON-FEDERAL COSTS: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing concepts reflected in the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, the non-

Federal sponsors must comply with the following requirements listed below.

Requirements of Local Cooperation and Project Cooperation

Santa Ana River Mainstem:

Provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and borrow, excavated or dredged material disposal areas.

Modify or relocate utilities, roads, bridges (except railroad bridges),
and other facilities, where necessary for the construction of the project.

Pay 5 percent cash of the costs allocated to flood control to bring the total non-Federal
share of flood control costs to 25 percent, and bear all cost of operation, maintenance,
repair, rehabilitation and replacement of flood control facilities.

Pay one-half of the separable costs allocated to recreation and bear all costs of
operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation and replacement of recreation facilities.

Reimburse 100 percent of the Federal funds, loaned to the sponsor, within a period of
30 years following the completion of the project, in accordance with section 103 (k) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986.

Prado Dam:

Provide lands, easements, rights-of-way, and borrow, excavated or dredged material disposal areas.

Modify or relocate utilities, roads, bridges (except railroad bridges),
and other facilities, where necessary for the construction of the project.

Pay 5 percent cash of the costs allocated to flood control to bring the total non-Federal
Share of flood control costs to 50 percent, and bear all costs of operation, maintenance,
Repair, rehabilitation and replacement of flood control facilities.

Estimated reimbursement to local sponsor for LERRDS in excess of 45 percent of total
project costs for flood control, subject to availability of funds.

Annual

Operation,
Payments Maintenance,
During Repair,
Construction Rehabilitation
and and Replacement

Reimbursements Costs

$ 167,600,000

65,000,000

58,000,000 $2,194,000

1,000,000 6,000

6,000,000

325,000,000

19,000,000

30,000,000 200,000

(72,600,000)
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Total Non-Federal Costs $ 599,000,000 $ 2,400,000

The non-Federal sponsors have also agreed to make all required payments concurrently with project construction.

STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: Orange, San Bernardino, and Riverside Counties are the local sponsors. In accordance with Memorandum of
Agreement executed on 6 December 1987, Orange County contributed $3 million to assure the project design schedule was maintained. Orange County
has received credit for those funds towards their share of the project costs during construction. In addition, Orange County worked with California
Department of Transportation (CALTRANS) to relocate some key bridges in Fiscal Year 1988, in advance of project construction. On 14 December 1989,
the Local Cooperation Agreement was executed in compliance with the requirements of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986. A supplemental
Local Cooperation Agreement was executed on 1 July 1994 for San Timoteo Creek. A draft Local Cost Sharing Agreement for recreation on Santiago
Creek has been reviewed and approved by the local sponsor, Orange County, and the Orange County Department of Harbors, Beaches and Parks.
Schedules for executing a Project Cooperation Agreement and programming this work are being determined. On 30 June 1997, the Assistant Secretary of
the Army (Civil Works) approved Prado Dam as a separable element.

On 30 June 1997, direction was given by the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) to proceed in accordance with Section 309 (Water Resources
Development Act of 1996) to modify the existing Local Cost Sharing Agreement to reflect this determination and the non-Federal cost-sharing be modified in
accordance with section 103(a) (3) of Water Resources Development Act of 1996. A Project Cooperation Agreement for Prado Dam was executed in
February 2003.

The current non-Federal cost estimate of $599,000,000, which includes a cash contribution of $94,000,000, is an increase of $171,000,000 from the non-
Federal cost estimate of $428,000,000 noted in the current amended Local Cooperation Agreement dated February 2003, which included a cash
contribution of $59,306,000. Analysis of the non-Federal sponsors' financial capability to participate in the project affirms that Riverside and San Bernardino
Counties still have a reasonable and implementable plan for meeting their financial commitments. On 30 June 1997, the Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Civil Works) approved Prado Dam as a separable element. On 30 June 1997, direction was given by the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) to
proceed in accordance with Section 309 (Water Resources Development Act of 1996) to modify the existing Local Cost Sharing Agreement to reflect this
determination and the non-Federal cost-sharing be modified in accordance with section 103(a) (3) of Water Resources Development Act of 1996.
Construction of this project will primarily provide protection to lands and improvements within Orange County downstream of Prado Reservoir.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES: The current Federal cost estimate of $1,166,000,000 is an increase of $34,100,000 from the latest
estimate ($1,131,900,000) presented to Congress (FY 2007). This change includes the following items.

ltem Amount
Post Contract Award and other estimating adjustments $ 6,000,000
(including contingency adjustments)
Price Escalation on Real Estate $28,100,000
Total $ 34,100,000

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: The final Environmental Impact Statement was filed with the Environmental Protection Agency in
June 1989. The Records of Decision (ROD) for Prado Dam and San Timoteo Creek Reach 3B were executed in January 2002.
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OTHER INFORMATION: Funds to initiate preconstruction engineering and design were appropriated in FY 1979, and funds to initiate construction were
appropriated in FY 1990.

Through negotiations with Fish and Wildlife Service on Section 7 consultations for endangered species (Eriastrum below Seven Oaks and Least Bell's Vireo
at Prado Dam), agreement was reached on the number of acres for mitigation. The final biological opinion necessary for formal conclusion of the
consultation was received from Fish and Wildlife Service 22 June 1989.

Coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and Game was initiated early in the planning of alternatives and
completed 30 March 1989, which produced a Fish and Wildlife Service Coordination Act Report that was included in the Environmental Impact Statement.
These agencies had a role in the determination of project associated impacts as well as mitigation needs and opportunities. Estimated fish and wildlife
mitigation costs for Seven Oaks Dam are $1,362,000 ($1,266,000 Federal and $96,000 non-Federal), for San Timoteo are $2,743,000 ($2,725,000 Federal
and $18,000 non-Federal) and for Lower Santa Ana are $6,713,000 ($6,537,000 Federal and $176,000 non-Federal.)

An agreement was signed on 21 September 1989, in accordance with Section 215 of the Flood Control Act of 1968, to permit Orange County to undertake
early partial construction of the Santiago Creek improvements in conjunction with other improvements they are planning for water supply, and to be credited
for applicable project construction.

Section 104 of the Energy and Water Development Appropriation Act of 1988 authorized “...San Timoteo Creek in the vicinity of Loma Linda for construction
as part of the Santa Ana River Mainstem including Santiago Creek Project... the benefits and costs of the San Timoteo project shall be included together
with the benefits and costs of the Santa Ana Mainstem including Santiago Creek. The total costs for the Santa Ana Mainstem, including Santiago Creek, is
to be raised by $25,000,000.” A special report was approved in May 1994; engineering and design was initiated in Fiscal Year 1991 with funds appropriated
for that purpose. Construction was initiated in August 1994 with funds specifically identified in Act Language through 2006 for a total of $78,400,000.

As a result of local sponsor activities to develop a more environmentally sensitive design for Reach 3, such as a soft-bottom channel, the remainder of the
project has been redesigned as Reach 3A (extending to just upstream of Barton Road) and Reach 3B (the remainder of the channel and the in-channel
debris control structures). The non-Federal Sponsor has agreed to continue with Reach 3A as per the original design. The Corps with the local Sponsor
developed an alternative plan for Reach 3B. Construction of the alternative plan for Reach 3B has been completed.

Section 103 (k) of Water Resources Development Act of 1986, authorized reimbursement with interest over time by the non-Federal sponsor over a period
of not more than thirty years from the date of completion of the project. A supplemental local cooperation agreement concerning the San Timoteo Creek
feature was approved in April 2001 and a total of $6,000,000 has been loaned to date.

The project was modified by the Water Resources Development Act of 1990, which authorized the Secretary to develop recreational trails and facilities on
lands between Seven Oaks Dam and Prado Dam, including flood plain management areas. These features are not included in the current estimate pending
development of plans and determination of costs.

The project was modified by the Water Resources Development Act of 1996, which authorized the Secretary in coordination with the State of California, to
provide technical assistance to Orange County, California, in developing appropriate public safety and access improvements associated with a portion of
California State Route 71, which has been relocated for the Prado Dam project.
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OTHER INFORMATION (Continued)

Total Lands, Easements, Rights of Ways, Relocations and Disposals (LERRD) for the Prado Dam project being estimated above 45 percent of the total
project cost for flood control. Upon completion of the project and final accounting, the government, subject to availability of funds, shall reimburse the Non-
Federal sponsor for any such value in excess of 45 percent of total project costs to bring the ultimate cost sharing to 50 percent Federal and 50 percent
Non-Federal for the Prado Dam Project.

The full operation of Prado Dam at the designed release flow of 30,000 cubic feet per second will be contingent upon completing the relocation of the Santa
Ana River Interceptor Line (SARI) and the lower river channel. A Decision Document is currently being prepared to include the SARI line as part of the
authorized Santa Ana River Mainstem Project. If approved, the total Santa Ana River Mainstem Project cost estimate would be increased by approximately
$100,000,000 and place the project cost estimate above the current 902 maximum cost authority of the project.
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: General - Local Protection (Flood Control)

PROJECT: South Sacramento County Streams, California (Continuing)

LOCATION: The South Sacramento County Streams drainage basin lies south and east of the city of Sacramento. Most of the basin is situated in the
Sacramento Valley. The eastern-most parts of the basin are in the lower foothills of the Sierra Nevada. A portion of the basin lies within the Sacramento city
limits, south of the city center.

DESCRIPTION: The selected plan would include the following principal flood control features: raising and extending the ring levee around the Sacramento
Regional Water Treatment Plant (SRWTP); raising the Beach Stone Lakes and Morrison Creek levees; installing floodwalls (using sheet pile) on Morrison Creek,
Elder Creek, Florin Creek and Unionhouse Creek, and retrofitting bridges to lower risk of failure due to flooding. Recreation features include a bicycle and
pedestrian trail. Restoration of ecosystem at five sites would increase water quality to open water environments and enhance and expand wetlands, riparian
vegetation, grasslands, and woodlands.

AUTHORIZATION: Water Resources Development Act of 1999

REMAINING BENEFIT-REMAINING COST RATIO: 3.95to 1 at 7 percent.

TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 3.4tol at 7 percent.

INITIAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 3.9 to 1 at 6 5/8 percent (FY2002)

BASIS OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO: Benefits are from the latest available evaluation contained in the limited Reevaluation Report dated December 2004 (October
2003 price level)

PHYSICAL
STATUS PERCENT COMPLETION
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (1 JAN 2007) COMPLETE SCHEDULE
Estimated Federal Cost $59,500,000 Entire Project 20 TBD
Estimated Non-Federal Cost $32,500,000
Cash Contribution $19,027,000
Other Costs 6,280,000
Section 104 Credit 7,193,000
Total Estimated Project Cost $92,00,000
Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento South Sacramento County
5 February 2007 Streams, California
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SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (Continued)

ACCUM PCT
OF EST
FED COST PHYSICAL DATA
Allocations to 30 September 2004 $ 4,283,800
Allocations for FY 2005 2,999,000
Allocations for FY 2006 10,812,000 Beach Stone Lakes
Conference Allowance for FY 2007 7,313,000 Floodwalls: .4 mile
Allocation for FY 2007 7,313,000 * Levee Raising: 4.0 miles
Allocations through FY 2007 25,407,800 43 New Levee: 1.3 miles
Levee improvement: 2.0 miles
Allocation Requested for FY 2008 8,000,000 56 Morrison Creek
Programmed Balance to Complete after FY 2008 $ 26,092,200 Levee raising: .6 miles
Levee improvement: 3.8 miles
* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined. Floodwalls: 3.8 miles
Florin Creek
Floodwalls: 3.8 miles
Elder Creek

Levee improvement: 1.0 miles
Floodwalls: 2.6 miles
Unionhouse Creek
Levee improvement: .9 miles
Floodwalls: 2.0 miles
Bridge Retrofits
Ecosystem Restoration: 266 acres of emergent
wetlands, riparian woodland, oak savannah
woodland, and perennial grasslands.
Recreation features: 4.5 mile paved bicycle and
pedestrian trail with signs, fencing, and benches.

JUSTIFICATION: Significant portions of the area were flooded in 1952, 1955, 1962, 1963, 1967, 1969, 1973, 1982, 1986, 1995, and 1997. In January 1995, the
most intense rainfall recorded in the watershed resulted in record flows on Morrison Creek, resulting in flows near or exceeding the 1 in 100 annual event. Levee
failure along Morrison, Unionhouse, Elder, and Florin Creeks and the SRWTP and Beach Stone Lakes levees could result in flooding of more than 14,000 acres.
Approximately 41,000 structures are within the 500-year floodplain with an estimated value of $5.6 billion. Significant development has occurred in the upper basin,

Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento South Sacramento County
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JUSTIFICATION (Continued)

in the EIk Grove area, which is increasing the runoff and potential for flooding. The population of the area is over 100,000 and flooding could result in loss of lives,
mainly by drowning from rapid inundation in some areas of the flood plain. Once the floodwaters recede, there would be other impacts on public health and safety.
The levees along Morrison Creek and tributaries provide less than a 100-year level of flood protection. The selected plan, known as the Consistent High
Protection Plan, would provide a high level of protection (1 in 500 annual event) to all index areas, including Morrison, Elder, Florin and Unionhouse Creeks and to
the Beach Stone Lakes and SRWTP levees. A 1 in 100 annual event would result in nearly $715 million in damages (existing conditions) and more than $2 billion
in damages for a 1 in 500 annual event.

The Budget includes funding for this project primarily to address a significant risk to human safety. The Corps made this determination based on many factors
such as the likelihood and magnitude of the potential flooding, the number of people living in the flood plane, the likely warning time, the availability of evacuation
routes, and site-specific engineering factors.

The average annual benefits at October 2003 price levels are as follows:

Annual Benefits Amount

Flood Control $23,665,000
Recreation 141,000
Environmental Restoration 0 2/
Total $23,806,000

2/ Ecosystem restoration benefits are not measured in dollars.

FISCAL YEAR 2007: Current year funds will be used to:

Initiate Design of Phase Il $ 1,000,000
Continue construction contract IB 5,563,000
Engineering and Design During Construction 600,000
Construction Management 150,000
Total $7,313,000

FISCAL YEAR 2008: The requested amount will be applied as follows:

Award Construction Contract 2A $ 6,800,000

Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento South Sacramento County
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Engineering and Design During Construction
Construction Management

Total

700,000
500,000

$8,000,000

NON-FEDERAL COSTS: In accordance with the cost sharing and financing concepts reflected in the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, as amended by
Section 202(a) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1996, the non-Federal sponsor must comply with the requirements listed below.

Requirements of Local Cooperation

Provide lands, easements, rights of way, and borrow and excavated or
dredged material disposal areas.

Modify or relocate utilities, roads, bridges (except railroad bridges),
and other facilities, where necessary for the construction of the project.

Receive credit for prior work accomplished IAW section 104 of WRDAS 86

Pay 21 percent of the costs allocated to flood control and environmental
restoration to bring the total non-Federal share of flood control and
environmental restoration costs to 35% and bear all costs of operation,
maintenance, repair, rehabilitation, and replacement of flood control
and environmental restoration facilities.

Pay one-half of the separable costs allocated to recreation and bear all costs
of operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation and replacement of
recreation facilities.

Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento
5 February 2007

Annual
Operation
Maintenance,
Payments Repair,
During Rehabilitation,
Construction and
and Replacement
Reimbursements Costs
$ 4,279,000 $
1,011,000
7,193,000
19,234,000 402,000
783,000 41,000

South Sacramento County
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Total Non-Federal Costs $ 32,500,000 $ 443,000
The non-Federal sponsor has also agreed to make all required payments concurrently with project construction.

STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: The State of California Reclamation Board, in conjunction with the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA), will
act as the non-Federal sponsor for the flood control features of the project. The current non-Federal cost estimate of $32,500,000 includes a cash contribution of
$19,027,000. As provided in Section 104 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (PL 99-662), SAFCA applied for credit against their share of the
design and construction cost of the project for work carried out after the reconnaissance phase consistent with the ultimately authorized plan. On September 12,
1996, the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) approved potential credit for SAFCA, estimated at $7.1 million. The Section 104 credit amount approved by
ASA (CW) in Jan 2006 was $7,193,252. On January 15, 1998, SAFCA passed a resolution adopting the Consistent High Protection Plan as the locally preferred
plan and indicated their intent to participate as the non-Federal sponsor. This plan would provide a consistent level of protection throughout the study area.
SAFCA, along with the State of California Reclamation Board, has established a fund to mitigate project-related hydraulic impacts downstream in the Beach Stone
Lakes and Point Pleasant areas. This fund would be approximately $2 million and be borne 100 percent by the non-Federal sponsor.

The Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA) for environmental restoration was signed 18 September 2003 and the PCA for flood control was signed May 2005. The
sponsor has a reasonable plan for implementation to meet its financial commitment.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES: The current Federal cost estimate of $59,500,000 reflects a decrease of $200,000 from the latest estimate
presented to Congress (FY2007). This change includes the following items.

ltem Amount
Post Contract Award and Other Estimating Adjustments $ 200,000
Total $ 200,000

STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: The Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report was filed with EPA on 15 May
1998. A finding of No Significant Impact regarding the revised design was signed 16 December 2004.

OTHER INFORMATION: Funds to initiate preconstruction engineering and design were appropriated in FY 1998 and funds to initiate construction were
appropriated in FY 2002. The initial construction contract (contract 1A) for the lower reaches of the project from the Union Pacific Railroad to the Sacramento
River was awarded on June 14, 2005. Plans and specs for the next contract (contract 1B) were complete in May 2006. Award of the initial construction contract
1B was 20 July 2006.

Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento South Sacramento County
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The restoration monitoring contract will continue through mid FY2008.

Fish and wildlife mitigation costs are currently estimated at $914,000.

Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento South Sacramento County
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APPROPRIATION TITLE: Construction - Dam Safety Assurance

PROJECT: Success Dam and Reservoir, Tule River, California - Dam Safety Seismic Remediation (Dam Safety Assurance) (Continuing)

LOCATION: The project area is located in Tulare County within the 12,500 square-mile Tulare Lake Basin in the southeastern portion of the San Joaquin Valley
about 60 miles north of the city of Bakersfield, California. The Tule River drains about 390 square miles into Success Lake and flows from the lake on to the valley

through the city of Porterville, and continues another 25 miles through agricultural areas.

DESCRIPTION: A Dam Safety Assurance Program (DSAP) Evaluation Report recommends remedial treatment at Success Dam to prevent foundation liquefaction
that could lead to a catastrophic failure of the dam.

AUTHORIZATION: Flood Control Act of 1944
REMAINING BENEFIT-REMAINING COST RATIO: N/A
TOTAL BENEFIT-COST RATIO: N/A

BASIS OF BENEFIT-COST RATIO: N/A

PHYSICAL
STATUS PERCENT COMPLETION
SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (1 JAN 2007) COMPLETE SCHEDULE
Estimated Appropriation Requirements (COE) $190,800,000 Entire Project Not Started TBD
Future Non-Federal Reimbursement 2,720,000 PHYSICAL DATA
Estimated Federal Cost (Ultimate) 188,080,000 Dam-earthfill
Gated outlet conduit
Estimated Non-Federal Cost 2,720,000 Uncontrolled spillway 200 feet wide
Cash Contribution $ 0 Crest length 22.5 feet
Other Costs 0 Crest width 16.0 feet
Reimbursements 2,720,000
Total Estimated Project Cost $190,800,000
Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento Success Dam and Reservoir, Tule River, CA
5 February 2007 Dam Safety Seismic Remediation
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SUMMARIZED FINANCIAL DATA (Continued) ACCUM

PCT OF EST
FED COST
Allocations thru 30 September 2004 $ 5,419,700 1/
Allocation for FY 2005 3,383,000
Allocation for FY 2006 7,920,000
Conference Allowance for FY 2007 0
Allocation for FY 2007 25,000,000 *
Allocations through FY 2007 41,722,700 22
Allocation Requested for FY 2008 18,000,000 31
Programmed Balance to Complete after FY 2008 131,077,300 2/

* Assumed allocation. Final, actual allocations yet to be determined.
1/ Includes $344,000 for PED funded under the Operations and Maintenance Appropriation.
2/ Non-federal sponsor has up to 50 years to repay their share of project costs, therefore appropriations for entire project cost must be programmed.

JUSTIFICATION: Success Dam and Reservoir is located on the Tule River about 5 miles east and upstream of the town of Porterville, Tulare County, California.
Construction of the main dam and appurtenances was begun during October 1958. The project was certified complete and accepted by the Government for
operation on 15 May 1961. The total first cost of the project is approximately $14,247,000 (1961 dollars). The project lies within Seismic Zone 3 (major seismic
hazard), and is operated and maintained under the jurisdiction of the US Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District. The main dam is a rolled earthfill
structure with a maximum height of 142 feet and is 3,404 feet long.

A 1983 report, “Dynamic Analysis of Success Dam, Success Reservoir, Tule River, California” (US Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District, June 1983),
concluded that Success Dam would perform adequately in the event of a Maximum Credible Earthquake as required by criteria in ER 1110-2-1806 (16 May 1983).
During the review of the dynamic analysis report, it was noted that there was considerable uncertainty about the amount of actual deformation the dam would
experience under seismic loading. However, the dam was deemed safe due to the available freeboard of 39 feet when the reservoir is at gross pool. In June
1992, a Technical Review Conference (TRC) reexamined the 1983 report and concluded that the 1983 study was representative of accepted engineering practices
at the time of its completion. However, the TRC recognized that recent advances allowed better understanding of the alluvial soils present in the foundation of
Success Dam and recommended further studies be performed to update the seismic evaluation.

These recent studies concluded that a Maximum Credible Earthquake would cause extensive loss of strength, slope instability, and deformation over a section of
the Success Dam embankment. This damage may be sufficient to result in an uncontrollable loss of the reservoir pool through a breach in the embankment.
Similar damage levels may also result from lesser earthquake events. Any breach of the dam should be expected to result in loss of life and damages estimated
at $941 million (2004 prices).

Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento Success Dam and Reservoir, Tule River, CA
5 February 2007 Dam Safety Seismic Remediation
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JUSTIFICATION (Continued)

The Lower Tule River Irrigation District has been identified as the primary non-Federal cost-sharing sponsor based on their conservation use of the project.

FISCAL YEAR 2007:

FISCAL YEAR 2008:

Division: South Pacific

Current year funds will be used to:

Initiate the park HQ relocation
Initiate real estate acquisition and relocation
Continue environmental mitigation

Complete borrow and quarry investigations and test fills

Planning, Engineering and Design

Total

The requested amount will be applied as follows:
Initiate dam construction

Complete real estate acquisition and relocation
Planning, Engineering and Design

Construction Management

Total

$ 3,500,000
4,000,000
3,000,000
5,500,000
9,000,000

$25,000,000

$ 4,000,000
8,500,000
5,250,000

250,000

$18,000,000

District: Sacramento

5 February 2007

Success Dam and Reservoir, Tule River, CA
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NON-FEDERAL COST: In accordance with the cost-sharing and financing concepts reflected in the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, as amended, the
non-Federal sponsor must comply with the requirements listed below.

Annual
Operation,
Maintenance,
Payment Repair,
During Rehabilitation,
Construction and
and Replacement
Requirements of Local Cooperation Reimbursements Costs

Reimburse 15 percent of the costs of modification allocated to $2,720,000
irrigation water supply (9.5% of total project cost) within a period of 50 years following completion
of construction.

Total Non-Federal Costs $2,720,000

The non-Federal sponsor has agreed to reimburse its share of construction costs within a period of 50 years following completion of construction in accordance
with Water Resources Development Act of 1986 and Public Law 98-404.

STATUS OF LOCAL COOPERATION: In accordance with the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 and Public Law 98-404 the sponsor is required to sign a
Cost-Sharing Agreement with the Department of Interior prior to construction.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES: The current Federal cost estimate of $190,800,000 is an increase of $1,400,000 from the latest estimate
($189,400,000) presented to Congress (FY 2007). The change includes the following item:

Item Amount
Price Escalation on Construction Features $1,400,000
Total $1,400,000
Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento Success Dam and Reservoir, Tule River, CA
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STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: A complete environmental assessment will be conducted prior to initiating remedial work.

OTHER INFORMATION: The Success Dam, Success Lake, Tule River, California Dam Safety Assurance Program Evaluation Report dated January 1999 was
approved on 7 May 1999. Following approval of the report, preconstruction, engineering and design was initiated using Operations and Maintenance appropriation
funding. Construction funds were initially appropriated in FY 2000.

In September 2004, a new roller compacted concrete dam (RCC) at the toe of the existing dam was chosen as the preferred alternative for remediation of Success
Dam. A replacement dam was selected since removal of 75% of the existing dam would be necessary in order to expose and remove liquefiable material
underlying the existing dam. Removal of the existing dam would result in the loss of flood protection and water storage to the downstream communities during the
construction period.

In October 2005, foundation explorations conducted during the year indicated that subsurface conditions at the site would not support a concrete dam. Preliminary
cost estimates indicate significant potential cost increases for the earthen dam alternative over the current project estimate. These additional costs result from
increased environmental impacts, modifications to the existing outlet works, relocation of downstream residents, additional engineering costs, and the proximity
and availability of borrow sites for the construction of the earthen dam. The magnitude of the potential cost increase will not be known until completion of ongoing
studies and the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in February 2007.

Division: South Pacific District: Sacramento Success Dam and Reservoir, Tule River, CA
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