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94TH CoNGREss} HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES { REFORT 
2d Session No. 94-1297 

PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATION BILL, 
FISCAL YEAR 1977 

JuNE 24, 1976.-0rdered to be printed 

Mr. EviNS of Tennessee, from the committee of conference, 
submitted the following 

CONFERENCE REPORT 
[To accompany H.R. 14236] 

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 14236) 
"making appropriations for public works for water and power develop­
ment and energy research, including the Corps of Engineers-Civil, 
the Bureau of Reclamation, power agencies of the Department of the 
Interior, the Appalachian regional development programs, the Federal 
Power Commission, the Tennessee Valley Authority, the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, the Energy Research and Development 
Administration, and related independent agencies and commissions 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1977, and for other purposes," 
having met, after full and free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments of 
the Senate numbered 2, 6, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 18, 20, 24 and 25, and 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 1: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 

the Senate numbered 1, and agree to the same with an amendment, as 
follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $4,147,-
563,000; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 4: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 

the Senate numbered 4, and agree to the same with an amendment, 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert ·$1 ,572,410,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 
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Amendment numbered 7: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment 

of the Senate numbered 7, and agree to the same with an amendment, 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $71,920,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 9: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 

the Senate numbered 9, and agree to the same with an amendment, 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert$1 ,436,745,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 16: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment 

of the Senate numbered 16, and agree to the same with an amendment, 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $348,811,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 19: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendll1ent of 

the Senate numbered 19, and agree to the same with an amendment, 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $27,495,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 21: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 

the Senate numbered 21, and agree to the same with an amendment, 
as follows: · 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $303,000,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 22: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 

the Senate numbered 22, and agree to the same with an amendment, 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $125,930,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 23: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 

the Senate numbered 23, and agree to the same with an amendment, 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $12,665,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 26: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 

the Senate numbered 26, and agree to the same with an amendment, 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $3,000,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

The committee of conference report in disagreement amendments 
numbered 3, 5, 12, and 17. 

3 

JoE L. EviNs, 

EDWARD P. BoLAND, 

JAMIE L. WHITTEN, 

JoHN M. SLACK, 

OTTO E. PASSMAN, 

ToM BEviLL, 
GEORGE MAHON, 

JoHN T. MYERS, 
CLAIR w. BURGENER, 

ELFORD A. CEDERBERG, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
JoHN C. STENNis, 
JoHN L. McCLELLAN, 

WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 

JoHN 0. PAsTORE, 

JosEPH M. MoNTOYA, 
J. BENNETT JoHNSTON, 

wALTER D 0 HUDDLESTON' 

JENNINGS RANDOLPH, 
MARK 0. HATFIELD, 

MILTON R. yOUNG, 

RoMAN HRUSKA, 
RICHARD s. SCHWEIKER, 

HENRY BELLMON, 
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JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE COMMITTEE 
OF CONFERENCE 

The managers on the part of the House and the Senate at the 
Conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amend­
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 14236) making appropriations 
for public works for water and power development and energy research, 
including the Corps of Engineers-Civil, the Bureau of Reclamation, 
power agencies of the Department of the Interior, the Appalachian 
regional development programs, the Federal Power Commission, the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the 
Energy Research and Development Administration, and related 
independent agencies and commissions for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1977, and for other purposes, submit the following Joint 
Statement of the House and the Senate in explanation of the effects 
of the action agreed upon by the Managers and recommended in the 
accompanying conference report. 

TITLE I-ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
ADMINISTRATION 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

Amendment No. 1: Appropriates $4,147,563,000 for Operating 
expenses instead of $4,172,783,000 as proposed by the House and 
$4,118,186,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The funds appropriated for Operating expenses are allocated as 
shown in the following table: 

ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION 

FISCAL YEAR 1977 BUDGET-PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATION OPERATING EXPENSES BUDGET AUTHORITY 
OPERATING EXPENSES BUDGET AUTHORITY 

Item 

Solar energy development: 
Direct thermal ap~lications: 

A. Solar heating and cooling of buildings: 
1. Commercial demonstrations ••• ---- ________ •.•• ________ •• ___ _ 
2. Residential demonstrations ....... __________ .. _____________ _ 
3. Research and development.. ______________________________ _ 
4. Development in support of demonstrations.------------------B. Agriculture process heat applications ______________________________ _ 

Technolog~ support and utilization: 
~· Soar energy resource assessment.. ____ -------- ___________________ _ 

c aiion -dissiiiiifriatiori: :::::::::::::::: 
Solar : 

A. Solar thermal electric conversion. __________ -------- .. ______ ------ __ 
B. Photovoltaic energy conversion ... _------ ________ ------ ______ .• ___ _ 
C. Wind energy conversion ••. ________ ------ _________________________ _ 
D. Ocean thermal energy conversion _______________________________ ~--

Fuels from biomass ••••• ________ .••• ________________________ •• ____ •• ___ _ 

Fiscal year 1977 

Budget 
estimate 

$16, 700, 000 
8,100, 000 

10,500,000 
10,000,000 
3, 900,000 

1, 500,000 
1,500,000 
1, 000,000 

30,900,000 
28, ZOO, 000 
16,000,000 
9,200,000 
4, 300,000 

Conference 
allowance 

$33, 000, 000 
21, 100,000 
13,700,000 
17,000,000 
7, 800,000 

6,000,000 
2, 500,000 
3,000,000 

51,300, 000 
59,400,000 
20,500,000 
13,500,000 

9, 700,000 -------------Total solar energy developmenL---------------··---------------- _____ _ 
======= 

(5) 
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ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION-Continued 

FISCAL YEAR 1977 BUDGET-PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATION OPERATING EXPENSES BUDGET AUTHORITY 
OPERATING EXPENSES BUDGET AUTHORITY-Continued 

Item 

Geo~:~rn~e~r::Y. t'ti~~~-~~~~:- ________________________ .. _________________ _ 
Resource exploration and assessment .... ----------------------------------
Hydrothe ••••.•. ______ .. -- .. -- .•..•• -- •••••.•. 
Advanced 
Environmental co ISiuiifes-:.-~ ~= :::::::::::: ::=::::: ==== 

Total geothermal energy development ............................. __ •••• 

Conservation research 
Electric energy •yo•a"'•---· 
Energy storage .. _____ •••• ---------- •••.•• ------ ____________ • _____ •••••• 

Total conservation research and development.···-·······---------------­

Fusion power research and development: 

~::~~~~'::!~~========::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Totel fusion power research and development ••••••••••••••••• __________ _ 

Fuel cycle research and development: 
Uranium resource assessment •• _ •...............•••. _ •••••••.••••........ 

. Support of nuclear fuel cycle •• ___ . __ •••• ---- •••••••••••.••.• -- •.......... 
Waste management (commercial}. _______ .......•••••••••••••••.•••••• ___ _ 

Total fuel cycle research and development..----·-----------------··----­
Fission power reactor development.. ••.........•..•....••••••••••••••••••.•••• 

Environmental research and safety: 
Biomedical and environmental research ................................... . 
Operational safe!~------ ••••..••••••••• ___ .---. ___ . ___ .. ----- •••••.•••••• 
Environmental control technology •••.. ______ . __ ................ ------- ..•• 
Reactor safety facilities ••••••••••••••••••••••••. ------------ ••••••••••••• 

Total environmental research and safetY---------------------------------
High energy physics .••••••••.••.••••••• ----------------------- ............. . 

Basic sciences: 
science •...•••• ____ ...• __ .••• -----· .. _______ .. ___ . _______ .. _. __ • 

I sciences .......................................... __ •.• __ ._ ••••• 
Molecular, mathematical and geosciences ................................. . 

Total basic energx sciences ............................................ . 
Nuclear materials security and safeguards ..................................... . 
Naval reactor development ................................................. .. 
Space nuclear systems ...................................................... . 
Nuclear explosives applications ... ___ .•••• _ .... _ •• _ •••••••••••••.. ___ . _______ • 

Uranium enrichment activities: 
Uranium enrichment .................................................... . 
Advanced isotope separation technology .................................. . 

Total uranium enrichment activities .................................... . 

National security: 
Weapons activities ..................................................... . 
Weapons materials production._ ••• __ ..... ___ ...... _ ................... _ •• 

Total national security ................................................ . 

Program support: · 
Program direction ........................... _____ ...... __ .............. . 

Supporting activities: 

~~:r~J::r~r'l~~===::::::::::::::::~::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
General systems studies: ........................................... . 
General technology transfer c ••• ----------------------- •••• -----------

~l8~:l~n~~~fiW:~~::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Total supporting activities ••••... __ ..•• __ •.•... __ ...................... . 

Cost ot work for others ..................................... --···--_ ....• 

Total program support ............ ----------------------------····-···-
' Amended budget request. 

Fiscal year 1977 

Budget Conference 
estimate allowance 

11,500,000 13,500,000 
10,000,000 9, 000,000 
12,200,000 14,000,000 
10,100,000 11,900,000 
4,800,000 4, 800,000 

48,600,000 53,200,000 

20,960,000 
20,840,000 

23,000,000 
31,000,000 

168, 000, 000 195, 000, 000 
71,400,000 80,000,000 

239, 400, 000 275, 000, 000 

31,335,000 31,335,000 
56,700,000 56,700,000 
75,000,000 82,500,000 

163, 035, 000 
630, 260, 000 

170, 535, 000 
630, 260, 000 

182, 916, 000 197, 316, 000 
1, 707,000 8, 307,000 

15,577,000 19,077,000 
33,300,000 28,300,000 

239 500,000 
167: 500, 000 

253, 000, 000 
170, 000, 000 

81,200,000 90,500,000 
51, 100,000 56,400,000 
50,500,000 50,500,000 

182, 800, 000 197, 400, 000 
25,740,000 27,420,000 

191, 500, 000 191, 500, 000 
31,000,000 31,000, OGO 

1, 300, 00() I, 300,000 

1 888, 345, 000 888, 345, 000 
36,830,000 36,830,000 

925, 175, 000 925, 175,000 

I, 012, 005, 000 
354, 635, 000 

999, 500, 000 
362, 735, 000 

1, 366, 640, 000 1, 362, 235, 000 

216, 085, 000 

6,415,000 10,507,000 
10,050,000 10,050,000 
10,905,000 10,905,000 
11,000,000 10,000,000 
2,000, 000 2, 000,000 

700,000 700,000 
2, 075,000 2, 075,000 

43,145,000 
20,100,000 

46,327,000 
20, 100,000 

278, 105, 000 282, 422, 000 
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ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION-Continued 

FISCAL YEAR 1977 BUDGET-PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATION OPERATING EXPENSES BUDGET AUTHORITY 
OPERATING EXPENSES BUDGET AUTHORITY-continued 

Fiscal year 1977 

Item 
Budget 

estimate 
Conference 

allowance 

The Conferees are in agreement with the language in the House 
Report on the Magnetic Fusion Program and with the language in 
the Senate Report on the Biomedical and Environmetal Research 
Program. 

The Conferees agree that no less than $10,000,000 of the total 
amount for the laser fusion program is to continue the on-going 
research and development work at KMS during fiscal year 1977. 

The Conferees are agreed that the reduction applied to the weapons 
program is a general reduction. 

Amendment No.2: Deletes limitation proposed by the House. 
Amendment No.3: Reported in technical disagreement. The man­

agers on the part of the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate making the appropriation for 
Operating expenses available only upon enactment of authorizing 
legislation. 

PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT 

Amendment No. 4: Appropriates $1,572,410,000 for Plant and 
capital equipment instead of $1,525,500,000 as proposed by the House 
and $1,610,485,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The funds appropriated for Plant and capital equipment are al­
located as shown in the following table: 

ENERGY RESEARCH ANO DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION 

PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT, FISCAL YEAR 1977 

Project No. Project title 

Fiscal year 
1977 budget 

estimate 

77-18 

77-2-a 

77-3-a 

CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 

Solar Energy Development 

Solar energy facilities, various locations ........................................... . 

Fusion Power Research and Development 

MaJ~netic fusion: Computer building, Lawrence Livermore laboratory, 
Livermore. C&lifornia ......................................... . 

Laser fusion: Electron beam fusion facilities, Sandia laboratories, 
Albuquerque, N.Mex ......................................... . 

$5,000,000 

9, 100,000 

Conference 
allowance 

$10, 000, 000 

5, 000,000 

9, 100,000 
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ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION-Continued 

PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT, FISCAL YEAR 1977 

Project No. Project title 

Fiscal year 
1977 budget 

estimate 

77-4-a 
77-4-b 

77-4-c 
77-4-d 
77-5-a 

77-6-a 

77-7-a 

77-3-a 

77-3-b 

77-3-c 

77-3-d 

77..JH 

77-9-b 

77-9-c 

77-9-d 
77-HI-a 
77-111-b 

77-11-a 

77-11-b 
77-11-c 

77-11-d 
77-12-a 
77-12-b 
77-12-c 

77-12-d 

77-12-e 

77-13-a 

77-13-b 

77-13-c 
77-13-d 

77-13-e 
77-13-f 

77-13-g 

77-13-h 

77-14 
77-15 

CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS-Continued 

Fission Power Reactor Development 

Modifircatons to reactors __________________ ----------------------_ 5,000,000 
Breeding nondestructive assay facility, Idaho National Engineering 

laboratory, Idaho ___ ------------------------------------------ 9, 500,000 High performance Fuel laboratory, Richland, Wash _________________________________ _ 
Fuel storage facility, Richland, Wash----------------------------------------------­
Computer building acquisition, Idaho National Engineering laboratory, 

Idaho Falls, Idaho--------------------------------------------- 950,000 

Environmental Research and Safety 

Modifications and additions to biomedical and environmental research 
facilities various locations ___________ ---------------- __ ------ __ _ 

High-Energy Physics 

Accelerator improvements and modifications, various locations _______ _ 

Basic Energy Sciences 

Accelerator and reactor improvements and modifications, various locations ____________________________________ -" __ -- __ ----- ___ _ 
Expanded experimental capabilities, Bates linear Accelerator, Massa-

chusetts Institute of Technology, Mass __________________________ _ 
Increased flux, high flux beam reactor, Brookhaven National labora-

tory, N.Y _______ ---- ___ ---------- __ ------ ____ -----------------
Conversion of steam plant facilities, Oak Ridge National laboratory, Tenn _____________ ----- ______________________________________ _ 

Uranium Enrichment Activities 

Expansion of feed vaporization and sampling facilities, gaseous dif-fusion plants, multiple sites ____________________________________ _ 
Air and nitrogen system uprating, gaseous diffusion plant, Oak Ridge, Tenn _____________ ----- ___________________ ~ __________________ _ 
Upg_rade ventilation systems, technical services building, gaseous diffusion plant, Portsmouth, Ohio _______________________________ _ 
Centrifuge plant demonstration facili~, Oak Ridge, Tenn ____________ _ 
Fire protection upgrading, gaseous drffusion plants, multiple sites ___ _ 
Modifications to compl~ with the Occ':fational Safety and Health Act, 

J:~:fJ. 8~~~~~~~-~-~~~:-~~~- ~-~-- -~~~~~i~~~-~~~~~~~~--~~~~:-
National security 

Weapons activities: 
Safeguards and research and development laboratory facility, 

Sandia laboratories, Albuquerque. N. Mex __________________ _ 
Safeguards and site security improvements, various locations ____ _ 
8-inch artillery fired atomic projectile production facilities, various locations ________________________________________________ _ 
Tritium confinement system, Savannah River, s.c_ --------------
Fire and safety project, lawrence livermore laboratory, Calif_ __ _ 
life safety corridor modifications, Bendix Plant, Kansas Cityii Mo __ 
Modifications to comply with the Occupational Safety and ealth 

Act, Y-12 Plant, Oak Ridge, Tenn ___________________________ _ 
Upgrade reliability of fire protection, Bendix Plant, Kansas City, Mo ______________________________________________ ---- __ --
Sludge disposal facility, Y-12 Plant, Oak Ridge, Tenn ___________ _ 

Weapons Materials Productron: 
Fluorine! dissolution process and fuel receiving improvements, 

Idaho Chemical Processing Plant, Idaho National Engineering 
laboratory, Idaho, (A-E and long-lead procurement) __________ _ 

lmf:~:~~ahc~~~:~~~8~ -~~-~~~~~~~~~-~~~~-~:-~~r __ ~~~s~-
Seismic protection, reactor areas, Savannah River# S.C __________ _ 
High level waste storage and waste management acilities, Savan-

nah River, S.C ____________________________ ---------- ____ --
High level waste storage and handlinll. facilities, Richland, Wash __ _ 
Waste isolation pilot plant, site undesrgnated, \A-E, land acquisi-

tion, and long-lead P.rocurement) ___________________________ _ 
Safeguards and securrty upgrading, production facilities, multiple 

sites _____________________________________ ----------------
Personnel protection and support facility, Idaho Chemical Process-

ing Plant, Idaho National Engineering laboratory, Idaho _______ _ 
General plant projects __________ ------------------------------
Construction planning and design _____________________________ _ 

4, 200,000 

3,600,000 

1, 300,000 

5,000,000 

2, 500,000 

12,200,000 

9,000,000 

5,200,000 

3, 000,000 
30,000,000 
8,300,000 

8, 200,000 

3,000,000 
5, 700,000 

12,000,000 
3, 500,000 
2,300,000 
3,100,000 

6, 400,000 

7, 800,000 
3,000,000 

10,000,000 

6,000, 000 
3,000,000 

25,000,000 
18,000,000 

6,000,000 

7, 700,000 

10,500,000 
74,610,000 
7, 200,000 

Conference 
allowance 

5,000,000 

9, 500,000 
1, 500,000 
1, 500,000 

950,000 

3, 200,000 

3,600,000 

1, 300,000 

5,000,000 

2, 500,000 

10,200,000 

8, 000,000 

5, 200,000 

3,000, 000 
25,000,000 
8, 300,000 

·a, 200,000 

4, 000,000 
5, 700,000 

10,000,000 
3, 500,000 
2., 300,000 
3,100, 000 

6, 400,000 

7, 800,000 
3, 000,000 

10,000,000 

6,000,000 
3,000,000 

25,000,000 
18,000,000 

6,000,000 

7, 700,000 

10,500,000 
74,610,000 
7, 200,000 

;, 
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ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION-Continued 

PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT, FISCAL YEAR 1977 

Project No. Project title 

Fiscal year 
1977 budget 

estimate 

76-2-a 
76-2-b 

76-5-a 

76-5-b 

76-5-c 

75-3-b 

67-3-a 

75-6-c 

76-8-e 

76-3-g 
76-14 
74-1-g 
71-1-f 

86-10-c 
76-14 
71-9(1) 
71-9(5) 

76-8-a 
76-8-b 
76-5-1-c 

INCREASE IN PRIOR YEAR PROJECTS 

Solar energy development 

5-megawatt solar thermal test facility _____________________________ _ 
10-megawatt central receiver solar thermal powerplant (A-E and long-lead procurement) ____________________________________________ _ 

Fusion power research and development 

Magnetic fusion: 
Tokamak fusion test reactor, Princeton Plasma Physics laboratory, Plainsboro, N.L __________________________________________ _ 
14-Mev intense neutron source facility, los Alamos Scientific 

laboratory, N. Mex_ ___________ -------------------------- __ 
14-Mev high-int~nsity neutron facility, lawrence Livermore 

laboratory· Cahfornra _____________________________________ _ 
laser fusion: High-energy laser facility, los Alamos Scientific labora-

tory, N. Mex_ _______________________________________ ----------

Fission power reactor development 
Fast flux test facility ____________________________________________ _ 

High-energy physics 
Position-electron joint project, lawrence Berkeley laboratory and 

Stanford linear Accelerator Center_ ______ -----------------------

Uranium enrichment activities 
Conversion of existing steam plants to coal capability, gaseous diffusion 

plants and Feed Materals Production Center, Fernald, Ohro ________ _ 
Enriched uranium production facilities, Portsmouth, Ohro ___________ _ 
Safeguards and security upgrading Portsmouth, Ohio _______________ _ 
Cascade uprating program, gaseous diffusion plants----------------
Process equipment modifications, gaseous diffuson plants __________ _ 

Weapons activities: 
Phermex enhancement, Los Alamos Scientific laboratory, N. Mex __ _ 
Safeguards and security upgrading _______ ---------------------
New plutonium recovery facility, Rocky Flats, Colo _____________ _ 
DP site plutonium processing facility, los Alamos Scientific lab-

Weapo~~a~:ler~is~~~ductioii:------------------------------------
Additional facil!ties, high level waste storage, Savannah River, S.C __ 
Additional high level waste storage facilities, Richland, Wash _____ _ 

National security 

10,000,000 

2, 500,000 

80,000,000 

14,400,000 

2, 500,000 

9, 700,000 

80,000,000 

25,000,000 

5, 300,000 
170, 000, 000 

5, 350,000 
161, 000, 000 
267, 800, 000 

4, 150,000 
7, 800,000 

25,300,000 

13,400,000 

26,000,000 
9, 900,000 

New waste calcining facility, Idaho Chemical Processing Plant, 
National Reactor Testing Station, Idaho __ -------------------- 29, 000,000 General reduction, anticipated slippage ________________________________________ _ 

Conference 
allowance 

12,000, 000 

2, 500,000 

75,000,000 

14,400,000 

2, 500,000 

9, 700,000 

75, 000,000 

25,000,000 

5, 300,000 
170, 000, 000 

5, 350,000 
161, 000, 000 
267. 800, 000 

4,150, 000 
7, 800,000 

23,300,000 

13,400,000 

26,000,000 
9, 900,000 

29,000,000 
-11, 675, 000 

Total, fiscal year 1977 construction budget authority ___ ------- 1, 285, 960,000 1, 267, 285,000 
=~~=~=== 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT NOT RELATED TO CONSTRUCTION 
Capital equipment-Obligations: 

Solar energy developmenL----------------------------------------------
Geothermal energy development_ ___ --------------------------------------
Conservation research and development: electric energy systems and energy storage _____________________________________________________________ _ 
Fusion power research and development: 

ra~~~ef~~i~~s!~~=~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

5, 700,000 7, 400,000 
1, 500,000 1, 500,000 

5, 000,000 6, 000,000 

19,800,000 23,000,000 
10,800,000 12,800,000 --------------------Total fusion power research and development--------~--------------- 30,600,000 35,800,000 

============== Fuel cycle research and development_ ____________________________________ _ 
Fission power reactor development__ __ -----------------------------------­
Environmental research and safety: 

Biomedical and environmental research ____ ----------------------------Operational safety __________________________________________________ _ 
Environmental control technology ____________________________________ _ 

----~----------

15,600,000 14,000,000 
49,002,000 49,002,000 

10,418,000 11,418,000 
1, 000,000 1, 100,000 

560,000 560,000 
Total environmental research and safety ____________________________ _ 

=~~==~~ 
11,978,000 13,078,000 

~~~~ce:~!~ls~Y!~~es--~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Nuclear rna erials security and safeguards ______ ----------------------------

~::~ ~e~c~!r ~~~~!~~~~~=~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

20,800,000 21,800,000 
15,400,000 16,400,000 
2, 400,000 3, 932,000 
6,000,000 6, 000,000 
3, 200,000 3, 200,000 
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ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION-Continued 

PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT, FISCAL YEAR 1977 

Project No. Project title 

Fiscal year 
1977 bu~get 

estimate 
Conference 

allowance 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT NOT RELATED TO CONSTRUCTIOfl.-..{;ontinued 

Uranium enrichment activities: 
Uranium enrichment--................................................... 17,243,000 17,000,000 
Advanced lsotapes separatior. technology .•...••..•••••••••...••••.....••••• ___ 7,_000_, _ooo ____ 7,_ooo_._ooo_ 

Total uranium enrichment actlvities •••••••••......•••••••.••.........•.• ==2=4,=2=43='=000===2=4,=000='=000= 

National security; . . , 
Weapons actiVIties...................................................... 73, 100, 000 70, 000, 000 
Weapons materials productlon ..•.••••••••••••••..•.•......••••••.••••.... __ 2_:3,_6_91...:,_ooo ___ 2_9,:_6_91_,_ooo_ 

Total national security •••••••••.•••••••••••••••••..•.••••••••••••••... ·==96,;'=7=91,;, =000===99=·~6=91,;,'=000= 

Program support: 
Program di·ection .••..••••••• ---------- ...••••••••• •• •• •. .• •. .. •••• ••••• 4, 325, 000 4, 32~. 000 
Supporting activities: Information services ••.••••••••••.......•.•••.••••••• ___ 90_o_, ooo _____ 900_,_ooo_ 

Total program support •..••••••••••••... __ .•.•••••••••... ___ ..•..••••• ·==,;5,=2=25=, =000====5,=2=25='=000= 

Total program obligations.............................................. 293,439,000 307,028,000 
Unobligated balance brought forward ••••••••••••••.••••••••• ,................................. -1, 903, 000 

Total capital equipment budget authority................................. 293,439,000 305, 125,000 

Grand total, plant and capital equipment................................. 1, 579,399,000 1, 572,410,000 

Amendment No.5: Reported in technical disagreement. The man~ 
agers on the part of the House will offer a motion to recede and concur 
in the amendment of the Senate making the appropriation for Plant 
and ca:(lital fjquipment available only upon enactment of authorizing 
legislation. 

GEOTHERMAL RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT FUND 

Amendment No. 6: Adds limitation on the indebtedness of the 
Geothermal resources development fund as proposed by the Senate. 

TITLE II-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-CIVIL 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

CoRPS oF ENGINEERS-CIVIL 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

Amendment No. 7 :, Appropriates $71,920,000 for General investiga~ 
tions instead of $70,110,000 as proposed by the House and $72,180,000 
as proposed by the Senate. 

The funds appropriated are to be allocated as shown in the following 
table: 
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ALABAMA 
( FC) 
(N) 
(SPEC) 
(FC) 
(N) 

BREWTON AND EAST 8KEWTON ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
MOB I LF. HARBOR •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
TENNESSE&-TO#IBIG8EE WATERWAY URBAN STUDY ••••••• 
VILLAGE CREEK •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ,, •••• 
WAKRIOR-TO.!BIGSEE RIVERS ................ ., ••• ,, 

ALASKA 
(N) COOK INLET SHOALS, ALAS ....................... . 
( FC) METROPOLITAN ANCHORAGE ••••••••••••••• , ••••••••• 
(FC) RIVERS AND HARI!ORS IN ALASKA (HYilRO INTERIM) ••• 
(N) SEWARD HARBOR, ................. ., ............. • 
( FC) SOUTHCENTRAL RAIWIELT ARF.A •••••••••••• , •••••••• 

(N) 

(FC) 

(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(C(}o!P) 

(C) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
( FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 

(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 

"(FC) 

(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 

(FC) 

(BE) 
(N) 
(FC) 

(N) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(BE) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

AMERICAII S<\JiOA 
HARBORS & RIVERS IN AMERICAN SAMOA ........... .. 

ARIZONA 
GILA RIVER & Tl!lBUTARIES (GILA DRAIN), ARIZ, & 

N.M •• , ..................................... . 
PHOENIX METROPOLITAN AREA, • ., ................. . 

ARKANSAS 
LITTLE ROCK METROPOLl'fAN AREA ......... ., ••••••• 
OUACHITA RIVER MSIN, ARK •••••••••• •• •••• , .... . 
PINE BLUFF METROPOLITAN ARF.A .................. . 
REO RIVER KELOW DE:I!SON !JAM (AUTH. RPT)ARK LA 

OJ<LA TEX •••••••• •• .................... ••• .. . 
WHITE RIVER BASIN ARK & MO (AUTH RPT).,., •••••• 
WHITE RIVER BASIN Rt:SEIWOIRS .................. . 

CALIFORNIA 
ALAME!JA CREEK UPPER KASIN ••••••••• .,., ••••••••• 
ANTELOPE VALI.EY ............................... . 
COAST OF NORTHERN CALIFOR~IA ••••••••••••••••••• 
EEL RIVER ••• ,.,,, ................... , •••••• , ••• 
GUADALUPE RIVER ............................... . 
HUMBOLDT HARROR & HAY • CALIF .................. . 
LOS ANGELF.S CoUNTV DRAINAGE AREA REVIEW •••••••• 
LOS At!GELF.S..LONG BEACH HARBORS (INC. SAN PEilR<l 

aAY MODEL STUDY) .......................... ,. 
NORTH COAST OF LOS ANGELF.S COUNTY, CALIF ••••••• 
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA STREAliS •••• , •••••••••••••• , 
OCEANS WE HARBOR .............................. . 
SACRAMENTO RIVER & TRfBS-BANK. 

PROTECTION AND EROSION CONTROL ............. . 
SACRAMF.NTO RIVER DEEPWATER SHIP CHANNEL •••••••• 
SACRAMENTO RIVER-SAN JOAQUIN DELH ••••••••••••• 
SACRAMENTO VAI.l.EY NAV, CALIF ••••••••••••••••••• 
SALINAS RIVER INCL. PART OF SALINAS-I!ONTW!EY 

METROPOLITAN AREA .......................... . 
SAN DIEGO COUNTY STRF.AMS FLOWING INTO THE 

PACIFIC OCI>AN ........................... , ••• 
SAN DIEGO COUNTY, VICINITY OF OCEANS WE •••••••• 
SAN OTEC',O HARBOR & SWEETI/ATJ!.R RIVER, CALIF ..... 
SAN t'RAN BAY & SAC.-SAN JOAQUIN !JELTA, WATER 

QUAL & WASTE 1HSPOSAL ...................... . 
SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA (IN-DEPTH STUDY) ...... .. 
SAN FRANCISCO HARBOR & BAY (COLL & !liSP 

DEBRIS), CALIF ............................. . 
SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN ................. , ••• , •• 
SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNH •••••••• , •••••• , ••••••••• 
SANTA ANA RIVER BASIN & ORANGE COUNTY •• ,,, •.,., 
SANTA CLARA RIVER .......... , ••••••• , ••••••••••• 
SUNSET HARBOR ................................. . 
VENTUIIA COUNTY •••••••••••••• , ••••••••••••••••• , 
VENTURA RIVER •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
WALNUT CRE!!K liAS IN ............. • • • •• ,•. • ....... . 

COI.OIIAOO 
( FC) METRo DENVER (, SOUTH PLATTE RIVER & TRIBS, 

COLO., NEBR., & WYO •••••••••••••• • ......... . 

Bud~et 
Estimate 

1977 

92,000 

50,000 

41,000 
349,000 
210,000 

60,000 

so. 000 

40,000 
465,000 

470,000 
100,000 
242,000 

55,000 
75,000 

125,000 

I60,000 
40,000 
30,000 
50,000 
80,000 
60,000 

IOO,OOD 

365,000 
15,000 

220,000 
75,000 

150,000 
200,000 
40,000 

420,000 

50,000 
70,000 
15,000 

80,000 
270,000 

25,000 
200,000 
50,000 

300,000 
45,000 
30,000 
75,000 

20,000 

385,000 

Conference 
Allowance 

1977 

50,000 
92,000 

150,000 
50.000 

100,000 

41,000 
349,000 
210.000 

30,000 
60,000 

50,000 

40,000 
465,000 

470,000 
100,000 
242,000 

55,000 
75,000 

125' 000 

l&o.ooo 
150,000 
)0,000 
50,000 
80,000 
60,000 

100,000 

725,000 
[5,000 

220,000 
75,000 

75,000 
150,000 
200,000 

70.000 

420.000 

200.000 
125,000 
15,000 

100,000 
270,000 

25,000 
320,000 
50,000 

300,000 
125,000 
30,000 
75,000 
50,000 
20,000 

385,000 
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CONNECTICUT 
(COMP) CONNECTICUT RIVER BASIN AUTH REPORT 

CONN, ,MASS., N.H. ,6VT •••••• , ••••••• ,, .... , ••• 
(N) NEW HAVEN HARBOI! •• ••• ......................... . 
( FC) R!PPOWAM RIVER, CONN ........ ,, ••••••••••••••••• 
(BE) SHERWOOD lSLAIIO STATE PARK ............ , •••••••• 

DELAWARE 
( FC) CHRISTINA RIVER BASIN •••• • ••••••••••••••• •• •••• 
(N) liURllERKILL ANO ST. JONES RIVER ................ . 

DlST OF COLUMBIA 
(SPEC) METROPOLITAN WASHINGTON, D.C. WATER SUPPLY ••••• 

{~) 

(FC) 
{N) 
(FC) 
( N) 
(RE) 
(BE) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 

(BE) 
<a E) 
(BE) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(~C) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

( Cot!P) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 

(FC) 
(N) 

(FC) 

( FC) 

( FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
( FC) 

FWR!IJA 
AI'ALACIIICOLA RIVER BELOW JIM WOODRU!'F 

LOCK~ DAM ....... , ......................... . 
FOUR RIVER BASINS .................... •• ....... . 
JACKSONVILLE NARIIOR (HILL COVE) ••• ,,, •••••••••• 
JACKSONVILLE METROPOLITAN ARF.A •• , ............. . 
MAnATEE HARIIOR, FLA ........................... . 
MARTIN COUNTY ....................... •••••• .... . 
~IONROE COUNTY ................................. . 
OKF.F.CHOBEF. WATERWAY (ST LUCIE CANAL) .......... . 
PENSACOLA liARBOR ..... , .................. , •• ,.,. 
PENSACOLA-TALLAHASSEE !1ETROPOLITAN & OTHER 

URBAN AREAS ................................ . 
SAINT JOHNS COUNTY, , ............ , ............. , 
SHORES OF NORT~IIEST FLO~IllA .................... . 
VOLUSIA COUNTY SHORES ••••••••• ,., ............ ,. 

GEORGIA 
i'lt.T~O 'SAVANNAH AREA, GA ....................... . 
MIITI\OPOLI!AN ATLANTA ARFA ..... ,., ••••• , ....... . 
SATILLA RIVER SASIN .......................... .. 
SAVANNAH RIVER BASIN, GA,NC, & SC ............ .. 

GUA!-1 
HARIIORS & RIVI::RS IN TilE TER!UTOKY OF GUAM ...... 

HAWAII 
HARIIORS AND RIVERS lN HA~AI! .................. . 
KANEOHE aAY AND PART OF HETROPOL!'rAN HONOLULU., 

KIHEI DISTRICT ............... , , .............. .. 
LAVA FLOW CONTROL, ISL. OF HAWAII ............. . 

IDAHO 
BIG WOOD RIVER & TRIBUTARH:S .... , .... , ......... 
COLUMBIA RIVU & TRIBS, II>AHO, MONT., ORE., 

WASH., & WYO .............................. .. 
PACIFIC NORTHWEST RIVER llASU, IllAHO, MONT., 

ORE., & WASH ............................... . 

ILLINOIS 
CHICAGO-SOUTH FA~D OF LAKr: MICHIGAN, ILL. & ll'lD, 
DEGOCNIA & FOU:lTAIN BLUFF ORAIII & LEVEE DIST 6 

CKAND TOWER, It. ... , .... ,, ................ ,,. 
E.C.GIRARDEAU, CLR.CR. ,N. ALEX., PRESTON, & 

HILLER POND D&L DIST .. , ............... ,,.,,, 
FOX RIVE~. ILL. & WISC ............ , ........... . 
MISS RIVEK YR-RNU NAV, II., MO, IA, WI, HN 

(FUNDS IN R, I,) ........................... .. 
MISS. RIVER, CASSVILLE, WIS<.:. TO Ill 300, ILl .. , 

IOI<A, HO,; 6 WISC ......................... .. 
~!lSS. RIVER, COON RAPIDS llAH TO OHlO RIVEtt, 

ILl •• , IOWA, & MO ........ , .... , ............ .. 
QUAD Cl'fH:S URBAN STUDY ...... ,., ....... , ...... . 
ROCK RIVER AT ROCKFORD ....................... .. 
SALINE RIVER NAVIGATION ...................... .. 
SILVER CREEK, IL .............................. . 

Rudget 
l:':st i.matc 

1977 

n.ooo 
89,000 
40,000 
30,000 

50,000 

600,000 

59,000 
377,000 
40,000 

3\10,000 
25,000 

50,000 
75,000 

235,000 
88,000 
90,000 
50,000 

100,000 
350,000 

75,000 
104,000 

100,000 

240,000 
360,000 

142,000 

950,000 

30,000 

2110,000 

86,000 

75,000 
300,000 

40.000 

53,000 

124,000 

150,000 

135,000 

Conference 
Allowance 

1977 

175,000 
89,000 

100.000 
30,000 

50,000 
IO,OOO 

600,000 

59.000 
377,000 
40,000 

390,000 
62,000 
25,000 
so.ooo 
75,000 
50,000 

375,000 
aa.ooo 

150.000 
100,000 

100,000 
350,000 

75,000 
104.000 

230,000 

240.000 
360,000 

75,000 
40,000 

142.000 

950.000 

30,000 

280,000 

86,000 

75,000 
300,000 

40,000 

53,000 

124,000 
75,000 

150,000 
30,000 

!35,000 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(!!E) 
(Cot!P) 
(N) 

( FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 

(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
{FC) 

(FC) 
{N) 
(N) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 

(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
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INDIANA 
COLUMBUS, ................................. ,,.,, 
FORT WAYNE, INDIANA HETROPOI.I'fAN ARf.A ........ .. 
INDIANA SHORELINE EROSION, LAKE MICIIIGAN, .... .. 
\IA6ASH RIVER BASIN AUTH REPORT, IN!>. & ILL ••••• 
WABASH RIVER NAVIGATION, IND. & ILL •••••••••••• 

IOWA 
DES MOINES RIVER BANK EROSION, IOWA,,,,,,,,., •• 
IOWA & CEllAR RIVERS, IOWA & UINN ............. .. 
LAKE ~!ANAWA ....... , ... , ....................... . 
METRO SIOUX CITY & MO. RIV, SO, NB, IA ....... .. 

KANSAS 
ARKANSAS RIVEK, CREi\T BEND, KANS. TO JOliN 

HARTIN DA!I, COW .......................... .. 
ARKANSAS RIVER, GRF.AT aEND, KANS. 

TO TULSA, OKLA ... , .. ,, .................. ,, .. 
KANSAS RIVER & TR!aUTARU:S ................... .. 
MARYSVIt.t.r:, KANSAS.,, .. , •• , ......... , ......... . 
YERD!GRIS RIVER, KANS. & OKLA .. , ............ , .. 

KENTUCKY 
CLARKS RIVER SASIN, ............. , ...... , ...... . 
CREoN & BARREN RIVERS, KY ....... , ............. , 
LOUISVILLE HARBOR, KY ......................... , 
LOWER CU!!IIE!<LAND & TENN RIVEtlS BELOW liARKI.EY 

CANAL, KY. & TENN .................... , ..... , 
METROPOLITAN LEXINGTON REGION.,,, ••••• ,.,,, •••• 
UPPER CUMBERLAND RIVE~ BASIN,, ........... ,.,.,. 

LOUISIANA 
BARATARIA BAY WATF.RWAY (DUPRE CUT) ••••••••••••• 
llARATARIA BAY WATEtlWAY, ENTAANCE CHANNEL ••••••• 
BAYOU HANCHAC AND AIIITE .......... , ............ , 
GULf IWW-LA. SECTION, HIGH LEVEl. HlGHWAY 

CROSSINGS .................................. . 
GULF IWW-TI!X, SECTION, LA, 6 TEl(,, ••••••••••••• 
LOUISIANA COASTAL AREA., ..... , ................ . 
NEW ORLEANS-BATON ROUGE METROPOLITAN AREA,, •••• 
WEST llA.~K HISS RIV IN VIC OF SEll ORLEANS, LA.,. 

MAINE 
( N) FORE RIVER CHNL, PORTLAND !!BR, ME ............ .. 
(SPEC) PASSAMAQUODDY TI~AL STUDY .................... .. 
(FC) ST, JOliN RIVER ................................ . 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(SPEC) 
(N) 
( FC) 
(FC) 

(N) 
(N) 

(BE) 
{FC) 

(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 

(SPEC) 

MARYLAND 
BALTIMORE MET~OPOLI'fAN STREAMS •••••••••• ,, ••• ,, 
REAVE~ DAM CREEK AND CAll IN BRANCH ............. . 
Cl!ESAPEAKE BAY STUDY, MO, & VA, ............... . 
CHESAPEAKr: CITY BRIDGE., ................... , ... 
MONONGAIIELA YOUGHIOGHENY RIVER BASI~. I!U PA WV, 
SMITH ISLANU ............ , ............. , ....... . 

MASSACHUSETTS 
BOSTON !!ARBOR (OEBil!S) ..... , ...... ,, .... , .... . 
BOSTON liARBOR ( 35 FT CHANNEL) ................ .. 
CAPE COil EASTERLY SHORES ..... , ............... .. 
HOOSIC RIVER, MASS., N.Y., & VT .......... , .... , 

MICHIGAN 
GRAND HAVliN l!ARl!OR .......... , ................ .. 
GRANO !lAVEN !IARIIOR & RIVER (SMALL BOAT) .. , ... ., 
GREAT LARES CONNECTING C!!ANNELS & HARBORS, MICH 
GRT LAKES, ONTARIO & ERif., (METRO 

UULUT~-SUPEK!OR) ,fll,MN, NY ,OH, PA&WI ........ .. 
GilT LAK!:S-ST LAWRENCE SWY. NAV SSN. EST., 

MI., IL, IN,MN • NY' 1 0H., ~A., WI ...................... . 
(N) LITTLE GIRL'S POHIT .......................... .. 

__ (tl)_ __ .·'!()NROE I!ARBOil.. MICH ............... , ......... , .. 

Budget 
J:st imatc 

1977 

85,000 
80,000 
so,ooo 

100,000 
150,000 

110,000 
150,000 

100,000 

170,000 

260,000 
290,000 
40,000 

225,000 

112,000 
30,000 

130,000 
153,000 
ao,ooo 

50,000 
50,000 

65,000 
150,000 
160,00D 
421,000 

50,000 

76,000 
50,000 
90,000 

zoo.ooo 

1,840,000 

50,000 

52,000 

40,000 
40,000 

42,000 
25,000 
80,000 

427,000 

650,000 

30,000 

Conference 
Allowance 

1977 

85,000 
120,000 
80,000 

100,000 
150,000 

200,000 
150.000 

5,000 
100,000 

170,000 

330,000 
290,000 
40,000 

225,000 

30,000 
112,000 

30,000 

180,000 
153,000 
80,000 

so.ooo 
50.000 
10,000 

65,000 
150,000 
160,000 
421,00D 

50,000 

76,000 
500.000 
150,000 

200,000 
20,000 

1,840,000 
40,000 
50,000 
25,000 

102,000 
50,000 
80,000 
40,DOO 

42,000 
25,000 
80,000 

421,000 

760,000 
70.000 

100,000 
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(SPEC) WATER LVLS OF THE CRT LAKES, 

{N) 

(N) 

(N) 
( FC) 
(N) 

O'C) 
( FC) 
(FC} 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 

MI, 11.., IN,~tN, NY ,OH, PA,&W'I ............. ~ ••• ., .... . 

>1I~NESOTA 

RESERV<J I!\5 AT THE Hl\Alli/AT£RS UF THE 
MISSISSIPPI RIVER ••••••••••••••••••••••••• ,. 

UPPER IHSSISSIPPI (St!ALI. GRAFT LOCKS), HI~N. 

10\IA, HO,., & Wl:-):C ............. • • • •• • • •• • • ..... • • 

MISSISSIPPI 
PASCAGOULA HARBOR ••••••• , •••••••• , •• , ..... ,, ••• 
PASCAGOULA RIVER BASI~ ............ , .......... ,, 
PEAR!, RIVE!',, ..... ,, .............. ,, ...... , .. .. 

:HSSOURI 
CAPE Gl RARDEAU JACKSON METRO AREA ............. . 
MF.TROPO!,lTAN REGION OF KANSAS CITY, MO. & KANS. 
i!TSS, RIVER, OLD CHANNEL MILE 111-117 ........ ,, 
PLATT!N CREf.K, •• ,, .. ,, .................... , .. .. 
ST. GENEVIEVE ........... •• •• , ........ , ....... .. 
ST. WUIS IIAR!lOR, MO. & II.! ....... , ....... , .... , 
ST. LOUIS Mr:TtWPOL !TAN AREA, MO. & ILL ........ . 

MONTANA 
(FC) FLATHEAD ANU CLARK mRK RIVEK BASINS .......... . 

(FC} 

(FC) 

( FC) 

(BE) 
(Nl 

( FC) 
(Fe) 
( FC) 
( N) 

(FC) 
( FC) 
( FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N} 
(FC} 
{N} 
(COMP} 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

NEBRASKA 
PLATT£ RIVER 1i T!lli!UTARIES .................... . 

NEVAI>A 
TRUCK!·:~ HEAOO\IS .......... , , .. , ......... , ..... .. 

~I;W IIAI1PSH!RF. 
CONN. RIV. STRBK. EROS. (IIILOER LK.,NH&Vl T\l 

TURNERS FAI.LS DA11,01A) .............. , ....... . 
~ORTH AND FUSS BEACHES ............... , ....... .. 
PORTSt10UTcl IIARi!OR ....... , .. , .......... ••, ..... . 

~EW J~RSEY 

CAi11lEN METROPOLITAN AR~A ............ , ....... , .. 
DELAWARE KAY, SHORE OF NEW JERSEY •• , , •• , , ••• , •• 
HACKI::NSACK RIVER, N.J. & N.Y .................. . 
Kll.L VAN KULL CHANN~:L, NEWARK RAY CHANNEL, 

N.J. & N.Y ................................ .. 
RAHWAY RIVoR ............... , ..... , ... , ........ , 
RARITAN RIVER BASI~ ... , ............ ,, ... , ..... . 
THIRD RIVER ••• , .............. , ... · ..... , ...... .. 

NEW MEXICO 
PECOS RIVER & TRIBUTARIES AT CARLSBAD., ..... , .. 
PUERCO RIVER AT GALLUP, ....................... . 
RIO GRANDE & TRIBUTARIES, N.M, & COI.O .. , ..... .. 

NEW YORK 
BIG SANDY CREEK MEXICO BAY .................... . 
DELAWARE RIVER TRIBUTARIES IN NEll YORK STATE.,, 
GOWAN US CREEK CHANNEL, NY ............... , .... .. 
GREAT LAKES TO HUDSON RIV&R WATERWAY ....... , .. . 
IRONDEQUOIT CREEK, 11'! ......................... . 
MORRISONVILLE AND VICINITY, NY ............... .. 
OGDENSBURG HAIUIOR, NY, ........... , .. , .. , ...... . 
OSWEGO RIVER BASIN ...... , ............ , ... , ... .. 
ST, LAWRENCE SEAWAY, ADDITIONAL I.OCKS ........ .. 
SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN AUTH KEPORT, N, Y., 

PA., t. MD .................................. . 
UPPER ALLEGHENY RIVER BASIN, NY & PA ..... , ... .. 
WALLKILL RIVER, N.Y. & N.J ................... .. 
WESTCHESTER COUNTY STREAMS, NY AND BYRAM 

RIVER,. CT ......... ,. .... ~·······•••••••••••••••• 

Budget 
Estimate 

1977 

220,000 

100,000 

140,000 

60,000 
100,000 
40,000 

1ou.ooo 
414,000 

so.ooo 
so.ooo 
so,ouo 

165,000 

7'>,000 

75,000 

30,000 

80,000 
40,000 

285,000 
40,000 

115,000 

35,000 
146,000 
174,000 

60,000 
50,000 

565,000 

50,000 
50,000 
40,000 
50,000 
40,000 
30,000 
40,000 

464,000 
200,000 

400,000 
50,000 
50,000 

160,000 

Conference 
Al towance 

1977 

880,000 

1 >o.ooo 

140,000 

60,000 
100,000 
40,000 

100.000 
414,000 
100,000 
50,000 
50,000 
50,000 

165,000 

220,000 

75.000 

30,000 

110,000 
40,000 
20,000 

285,000 
40,000 
11~.000 

35,000 
146,000 
174.000 

70,000 

60,000 
50,000 

565,000 

50,000 
50,000 
40,000 
50,000 
40,000 
30,000 
40,000 

464,000 
250,000 

400,000 
50,000 
50,000 

180,000 

(BE) 
(N} 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

( FC} 

(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

(S~EC) 

(FC} 
(FC} 
(FC) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(N} 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(COt!P) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 

(FC) 

(N) 
( N) 

(BE) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
( FC) 
(N) 
(N) 
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l;eneral tnvcsti,::;atiuns, State and project 

NORTH CAROLINA 
BOGUE BANKS ANU 80GUE INLET, N. C .. , .......... . 
CAROLINA BEACH INLET .... , ..................... , 
LUMBER RIVER, NC & SC ........................ .. 
NEUSE RIVER .... ,,, ........... , ....... • ........ • 
ROANOKE RIVER (SOUTH BOSTON & VICINITY), N.C. 

& VA ....................................... . 
SUGAR CREEK BASIN, N.C. & S.C ................. , 

NORTH DAKOTA 
RED RIVER OF THE NORTH, N.D. & fi!NN .......... .. 

OHIO 
CENTRAL OHIO SURVEY .............. , ............ , 
CUYAHOGA RIVER BASIN ........... , .... , ......... . 
LAKE ERIE-WASTEWATER MGMT, (SEC. 108A, PL 

92-500} ,OH,MICH. ,N, Y., PA .. , ............ , , .. . 
H!AMl RIVER, LITTLE MIAlH RIVER & MILL CR, OHIO 
MILTON DA!i AND RESERVOIR ..................... .. 
HUSKINGUM RIVER BASIN ............ ,, ... • ....... . 
OHIO PORT DEVELOPMENT, OHIO ................... . 

OKLAHOMA 
CANADIAN RIVER & TRIBUTAIHt:S OK TX NM •••• , ••••• 
TENKILLER FERRY LAKE ............. ,., •••••• •. • •• 
TULSA UlUlAN STUDY ............................. . 

OREGON 
COLUMBIA RIVER AT TilE MOOT II, ORE & WASil •••••••• 
PORTLAND-VANCOUVER METROPOLITAN ARM ••••••••• ,, 
SILVIES RIVER & TRIBUTARIES ............ , ..... .. 
TILLAMOOK liAY ANll BAR •• , ••• , .................. . 
WILLAMETT£ RIVER BASIN AUTH REPORT, OREGON ... .. 

PENNSYLVANIA 
BEAVER RIVER BASIN, PA. & Oil, ................ .. 
CHESTER CREEK WATERSHED .............. ,,, ..... .. 
POTOMAC RIVER, NORTH BRANCa (MI:ll! 

DRAINAGE) ,PA., MD., & W, VA ....... , ...... , •• 
RAYST~N LAKE-IlYURO STUDY ..................... . 
SCHUYLKILL RIVER REVIEW ....................... . 
SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN, MINE DRAINAGE, PA., 

MD., & N.Y ................................ .. 

RHODE ISLAND 
PAWCATUC~ lUV & NARRAGANSETT BAY DRAIN, BASIN,. 

R.l.,MASS.&CONN ............................ . 
PROVIDENCE HARBOR (DEBRIS) .................... . 
SAKONNET HARBOR., ..... , •••••• , .... ,, .......... . 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
FOLLY BEACH., ................ , ......... , ••• • .. . 
GEORGETOWN HARBOR ••••• ,., ••• , ....... , ••• , ..... , 

SOUTH l>AKOTA 
MISSOURI RIVER, S.D., MONT., NEBR. & N.l> ....... 
UPPER BIG SIOUX RIVER & EASTERN Sll WATER 

SUPPLY, SO & !A ... , ....................... .. 

TENNESSEE 
METROPOLITAN REGION OF 11EMPHIS, ....... ,,, ..... . 
METROPOLITAN REGION OF NASHVILLE.,, ...... , .... . 

TERAS 
BEAR CREEK AND TRIBS ......................... .. 
BRAZOS RIVER & TRIBUTARIES ................... .. 
BUFFALO BAYOU & TRIBUTARIES ................... . 
COLORAOO RIVER & TRIBUTARIES •••••• , •••••• , ••••• 
COLORADO RIVER CHANNEL TO HAY CITY ... , ......... 
CORPUS CHRISTI SHIP CHANNEL, HARBOR ISLAND ••••• 

Est imatc 
1~77 

60,000 
48,000 
3),000 
75,000 

85,000 
230,000 

335,000 

110,000 
!30,000 

770,000 
100,000 

50,000 
so.ooo 

100,000 
45,000 

170,000 

82,000 
358,000 
131,000 
10,000 
92,000 

250,000 
70,000 

250,000 
138,000 
so.ooo 

137,000 

599,000 
39,000 

25,000 
42,000 

81,000 

140,000 

196,000 
300,000 

236,000 
70,000 

180,000 
50,000 

150,000 

Conte rene\.' 
AltOWi.llH;:t,: 

1 '171 

&0,000 
48,000 
35,000 
75,000 

85,000 
230,000 

335,000 

110,000 
130,000 

770,000 
100,000 
25,000 
50,000 
so. 000 

200,000 
45,000 

400.000 

82,000 
620,000 
131,000 
80,000 
92,000 

250,000 
70,000 

250,000 
138,000 

50,000 

137 .ooo 

800,000 
39,000 
30,000 

so.ooo 
42,000 

81,000 

140,000 

196,000 
300,000 

75,000 
236,000 
1!0,000 
200,000 
100,000 
150.000 



(N) 
(BE) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(SPEC) 
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Co.•tH:ral lnvesti~ations, Statt~ .1nd t)rujcct 

GALVESTON. BAY AREA NAY. STUDY •••••• , •• , ••••• ,,. 
GALVESTON COUNTY SHORE EROSION ••• ,,, •• ,,,,., ••• 
JOHNSON CREEK., ...... , ......... , ..... , .... ,, .. , 
!.INNVILLE BAYOU & CANEY CR&EK, TRES PALACIOS ••• 
LOWER SABINE RIVER, TEX ....................... . 
MATAGOROA SHIP CHANNEL •••• ,,, ... ,, .. , ..... ,, •• , 
NUECES RiVER AND TRIBS .................. , .. ,,,, 
PAW BLANCO CREEK AND CIBOLO CREEK 

IN VlCINI'fY OF FALFURRIAS .................. . 
SAlHNE-NECHES WATERWAY •• ••• .. , ............ , ... . 
SAN DIEGO CREEK .......... ., ........ , .... ,, ... .. 
SAN JACINTO RIVER & TRIBUTARIES ... , ••• ,. ... , ... 
TEKAS COAST HURRICANE, TEX .... ., •••• , ........ .. 

UTAH 
(FC) COLO. RIV & TRIBS, ABOVE LEE FERRY, 

UTAH, ARIZ. ,COL. ,N.M.&WY,, .. .,,., ... .,., ... ,. 
(FC) JOROAN RIVER BASI~ ............................ . 

VIRCU ISLANDS 
(FC) VIRGIN ISLANDS (CROWN BAY) ........... , .... • ... . 

VIRGINIA 
(FC) CHOWAN RIVER, VA. & N.C ............. ., ........ . 
(N) HA.'tPTON ROADS DRIFT REMOVAL .. , .... , .......... .. 
(N) ~ORFOLK HARBOR & CHANNELS (ANCHORAGES) ........ . 
(BE) NORFOLK VICINITY OF WILLOUGHBY SPIT ........... . 
(FC) ROANOKE RIVER, UPPER BASIN ........ , .......... .. 

WASHINC..'TON 
( FC) CHEHALIS RIVER & TRIBUTARIES ....... , ......... .. 
(FC) METROPOLITAN SPOKANE & SPOKANE RIVER & 

TRI~UTARIES, WASH. & IOAHO ............. ., .. . 
(FC) OKANOGAN RIVER & TRIBS ..................... , .. , 
( COHP) PUGET SOU!ID & ADJACENT WATERS AUTH REPORT, WASH 
(N) SEATTLE HARBOR, ELUOTT BAY, WABH ............ .. 
(N) S!IOHOMlSH RIVER & TRIBUTARIES .. , ..... , ....... .. 
( FC) YAKIMA VALLEY, RECIONAL WATER MANAGEMENT •••• ,,. 

WEST VIRGINIA 
(FC) CAULEY RIVER., .. , ....... ,, .... , .............. ,, 
( FC) ISLAND CREEK ................................. .. 
(COMP) KANAWHA RIVER BASU AUT~ REPORT,W,VA., N.C,, & 

VA ......................................... . 
(FC) METRO REGION OF KUNTINGI'OII, W.VA.( ASHLAND, 

KY. PORTSHOUTH, OHIO) .................. ., .. . 
(FC) METROPOLITAN REGION OF WHEELING, W.VA. & OHIO .. 

WISCONSIN 
(FC) CHIPPEWA RIVER ............................... .. 
(II) !!ARBORS BETWEEN KENOSHA & KEWAUNEE .......... ,., 
(FC) WISCONSIN RIVER PORTAGE., ......... , ........... . 

Total, ALl, STATES ............ , .... , 

COORDINATION STUDIES WI'fH OTHER AGENCIES. , , , , •• 

REVIEW OF AUTIIORIZEtl PROJECTS: 
RESTUDIES OF !)£FERREll PROJECTS ....... ,. .. ,.. 
REVIEW OF COMPLETED PROJECTS 

(SEC. 216, PL 91-611) ................... . 
REV lEW FOR DEAUT!lOR IZTluN 

{SEC. 12, PL 93-251) ...... -'-'>=.•""'-" 

Total ........................................ . 

f\udgct 
l·:st i:aatc 

1977 

105,000 
100.000 
154,000 
65,000 

100.000 

95,000 
45,000 
75,000 

310,000 

30,000 
50,000 

60,000 

200,000 

50,000 

90,000 

tqo,ooo 

55,000 
80,000 

150,000 
63,000 

142,000 
80,000 

280,000 

200,000 

450,000 
220,000 

100.000 
120,000 

33,625,000 

3,!00.000 

75,000 

720,000 

375,000 

1,170,000 

Con fen•nct.< 
Allnvunc~.-' 

1977 

150,000 
315,000 
154,000 
65,000 

250,000 
40,000 
50,000 

50,000 
95,000 
45,000 

100,000 
400,000 

30,000 
50,000 

60,000 

200,000 
50,000 
50,000 
25,000 
90,000 

150,000 

55,000 
80,000 

200,000 
63,000 

142,000 
150,000 

280,000 
so.ooo 

200,000 

450,000 
zzo.ooo. 

100,000 
120,000 
40,000 

loO. 420.000 

J,ooo.ooo 

y 145,000 

720,000 

375,000 

1,240,000 

~· 

• 
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General Investigations, State and project 

COLLECTION AllO STUDY OF liASIC DATA: 
STREAM GAGI!IG (U.s. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY) •••••• 
PRECIPITATlON STUDIES (NATIONAL WEATilER 

SERVICE) ............................... .. 
FISH AND WILDLIFE STUDIP.S (USF 1o WS) ...... .. 
INTERNATIONAL WATER STUDIES ••• , •• • ••• • • • • • • • 
FLOOD PLAIN MANAGEMENT SERVICES ••••••••••••• 
HYDROLOGIC STUUilS ......................... . 
.SC lENT !FIC AND TECIINICAL INFORMATltlN CENTERS 
COASTAL DATA COLLECTION .................... . 

Total. ............................. . 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, , .................. • • • 

Budget Conference 
Estimate Allowance 

1977 1977 

465,000 46S,OOO 

280,000 280,000 

2,000,000 2,000,000 

300,000 300,000 

10,000,000 10,000,000 

290,000 290,000 

125,000 125,000 

400,000 300.000 

--------- ---------
!3,860,000 13,760,000 

12,500,000 13,500,000 

------- --------
Total, CEN INVESTIGAT!tlNS.......... 64,255,000 71,920,000 

!.f Includes $70,000 for Kaunakakai Deep Draft Harbor, Hawaii 

Amendment No. 8: Provides limitation of $2,000,000 for transfer 
to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $1,800,000 as proposed by the House. 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

Amendment No.9: Appropriates $1,436,745,000 for Construction, 
general, instead of $1,416,477,000 as proposed by the House and 
$1,436,759,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The Conferees agree that not to exceed $1,500,000, within available 
funds, may be used, if needed, for the relocation of Route 209 at the 
Tocks Island project, Pennsylvania. 

The funds appropriated for Construction, general, are to be allocated 
as shown in the following tabulation: 



(N) 
(MP) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(MP) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 

(MP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 

(MP) 
(MP) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 

(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(PC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
{FC) 

(N) 
(liE) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(N) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(liE) 
(N) 
(N) 
CFC) 
(N) 

CFC) 
(FC) 
(liE) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

Construction, general., State and project 

ALABAMA 
JOHN HOLLIS l!ANKIIEAD LOCK & DAM (REHAB) •••••••• 
JONES BLUFF LOCK AND DAM ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
TENNESS&li-TOMBIGBEE WATERWAY, ALA. ;. MISS. ••••• 

ALASKA 
CHENA RIVER LAKES, •• AIRBANKS ............. ••. ••• 
SNETTISHAM,, ••• , • , • , , • , .......... , • , ••• , ...... , 

ARIZONA 
INDIAN BEND WASil ••••• , ••••••••• , •••••• , •••••••• 
PHOENIX AND VICINITY (INCLUDING NEW IUVER) 

STAGE 1 ....................... ,,,.,,., ..... . 
PHOENIX AND VICINIIY (INCLUDING NEW RIVER) 

STAGE 2 .................................... . 

ARKANSAS 
DEGRAY LAKE ........... , ...... , ......... • ...... • 
DEQUEEN LAKE ••••• ,.,,,,, •••••••••• ,, .. , • • .. • .. . 
GILLHAM LAKE .................................. . 
!ICCLELLAN-KERR ARK, RIVER NAY SYSTEM, LOCKS & 

DAHS tARK. AND OKLA • • • • ., ~ ........ ., ., ,. • ,. ......... . 
NORFORK LAKE - HIGHWAY !!RIDGE,,,, ...... , ...... , 
NORFORK LAKE - UNITS 3 j, 4 ..... ,, .. , .. , ....... . 
OUACHITA AND BLACK RIVERS, ARK. lo LA • ., ....... . 
PINE MOUNTAIN LAKE ....... , ....... , ........... .. 
POSTEN BAYOU. ••••••• ...... ''"'"""''"'", .. 
RED RIVER LEVEES AND BANK STAB BELOW DENISON 

DAli• ARK., LA. &: Tt:X ......... ,, ...... • .... • ••• ,. 
VILLAGE CREEK, JACKSON AND LAWRENCE COUNTIES.,, 

CALIFORNIA 
l!ODEGA MY, • , •• ', , .. , .. , .... , , ........... , .. , , , • 
BUCHAMAN IWI-H. V • EAST>JAN LAKE ... " • " , .. , .... . 
IIU!LER VALLEY UAM-BLUE LAKE .................. .. 
COTTONWOOD CREEK,.,,, .. , .. ,,,,"'"''"" ..... , 
CUCAMONGA CREEK., ........... " ............... .. 
DRY CREEK (WARM SPRINGS) LAKE ANO CHAMNEL .. , .. , 
FAIRFIELD VICINITY STREAMS • .,, ............ , .. .. 
HIDDEN llAM-HENSLEY LAKE., .... , ....... , .... , .. .. 

HUMliOLT HAUOR AND BAY, ............... ""'" .. 
IMPERIAL ROACH ..... , .... , ... , ...... ,,,.,,., ... . 
LYTLE ANIJ WARM CREEKS,., ............. .,,,, .... , 
MARYSVILLE LAKE .... ,.,,,., ........ ,,,, ........ , 
MERCED COUNTY STREAMS .. •·• ........ "" .. "''"' 
NAPA RIVER HASIN ....... """"'" ............ . 
N£W MELONES LAKE, ........ ., ....... ,,.,. ...... .. 
PORT SAB LDIS .................... , ........... .. 
SACR-.u-tENTo IUVER AND MAJOR AND MINOR 

TRIBUTARIES •••••••• ,,.,, •• ,,, •• ,, •••••• ,.,,. 
SACHAMENTO RIVER BANK PROTECTION.,, ........... . 
SACIWiENTO RIVER, CHICO LANDING TO REIJ BLDFF .. , 
SAN OIECO (SUNSET CLIFFS) (SEG, A) ..... ,., .. ,,, 

SAB DIKCO HARBOR ....................... ., .... .. 
SAN UIEGO RIVER AND MISSION BAY .. , .. , ......... . 
SAN DIEGO RIVER(MISS!ON VALLEY) .......... .,., .. 
SAB FHAMCISCO BAY TO STOCKTON (J,F, BALDWIN & 

STOCKTON SHIP C!lANS) ...... , ................ , 
SAN LUIS R£Y RIVER ........................... .. 
SANTA PAULA CREEK .. , ........ ., .... , ......... ,,, 
SURFSIDE-SUNSET AND NEWPORT BOACH,.,,,, ....... . 
SWEETWATER RIVER ............ ,. .. , ....... ,. .... , 
WALNUT CREEK,, .................... ,, ... ," .... , 
WILDCAT SAN PABLO CRt:EKS ...................... . 

COLORADo 
ARKANSAS RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES ABOVE JOI!N 

HARTtN !lAM (PHASE I) .......... ,..,., ...... .. 
BEAR CREEK LAKE ...................... ,. • , .... .. 
CHATFIELD LAKE, .... ,, ... ,,,., .. ,, .. , .. ., ..... .. 
LAS ANHIAS .................................... . 

TRINIDAD LAKE ....... ""''"'"",, ......... "' 

CONNECTICUT 
(FC) DANBURY., ............................ , ...... ,., 
(FC) NEW LONDON HURRICANE BARRIER ............ '" .. .. 
(l"C) PARK RIVER ........... ,. .... , .................. , 

DELAWARE 
(FC) DELAWARE COAST PROTECTION .. , .. , .. """'" .. , .. 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(BE) 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
POTOMAC ESTUARY PILOT WATER TRMTMENT PLANT,,,. 

FLORIDA 
CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA., ... , ........... .. 
DADE COUNTY, ., .. ., ....... , .... , ... , .......... , • 
OUVAL COUNTY, ....... , , , , • , • , ........... , ...... , 

Budget Estitnate 
F'l 1977 

Construct ion Planning 

591,000 
(, 700,000 

84,000,000 

24,000,000 
4,Soo,ooo 

4,000,000 

1,500,000 

2,000,000 
896,000 
682,000 

2,247,000 

3, 700,()00 

2,000,000 

2,ooo,ooo 

5,100,000 
3,3oo.oou 

1,901,000 

90,000 
2, 700,000 

6tOOO,OOO 
59,000.000 

200,000 
2,500,000 

9,030,000 
90,000 

1,100,000 

100,000 
200,000 

5,800,000 

u,soo.uoo 
5,500,000 
1,400,000 
5,500,000 

1,600,000 

9,\100,000 

6,000,000 

394,000 

625,000 
410,000 

365,000 
75,000 

100,000 

115,000 

500,000 
650,000 

75,000 

240,000 

350,000 

350,000 

Conference Allowance 
FY 1977 

Construct i.on 

591,000 
4,000,000 

104,000,000 

24,000,000 
4,500,000 

4,000,000 

1,5oo.ouo 

2,000,000 
896,000 
&u.ooo 

2,247.000 

1,000,000 

2,000,000 

2, 760,000 

7 ,ooo,ooo 
750,000 
300,000 

2,101,000 

500,000 
90,000 

2, 700,000 

6,000,000 
64,000,000 

1,500,000 

200,000 
2, 500,000 
1,5ou,ooo 

7,480,000 
90,000 

1,100.000 

400,000 
1()0,000 
300,000 

5,800,000 

12,500,000 
5,500,000 
1,4oo.oou 
5,500,000 

1,600,000, 
200,000 

IO,ooo,ooo 

500,000 

1,000,000 

b,OOO,OOO 
2,l!Oo,ooo 
3,900,000 

Planning 

394,000 

625,000 
470,000 

365,000 
75,000 

100,000 

115 ,ooo 

351,000 
370,000 

500,000 
650,000 

100,000 

100,000 

350,000 

200,000 

350,000 



C:mference Allowance 
FY 1977 

Budget Estimate 
FY 1977 

Construction. general, State and ia:oject COnstruction Planning Construction Planning 

(FC) 
(N) 
(BE) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 

(MP) 
(MP) 

(MP) 
(N) 
(N) 
(MP) 

(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 

(:11') 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(N) 

(N) 

(FC) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(II) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
ma_ 
(FC) 

----------------------------------------------
FOUR RIVER BASINS • • • • • • " • • • • • •" • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
JACKSONVILl..E HARBOR (1965 ACT) • • • • •• • • •• • • '" • • 
MANAT~E COUNTY •• ,., .... , • •, • • • • • • • • • .. • .... • • • • 
PANAMA CITY HARBOR •• ,,. ..... • • • •" • •• • • ... ,.. • • 
PORT £VERGLADES liARROK ...... • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •" 
SAINT LUCIE INLET ............... •• ...... • ... "' 
TAMPA i!ARBOR (MAIN CIIANNEL) ...... • • • • • • .. • • • • • • 

GEORGIA 
CARTERS LAKE, ... , • • • • • .. • • • • • .. • ,. • • ,. • .. • • • • • • 
i!ARTWELL l.AI(£ (FlFTH UNIT)GA & SC ............ .. 
RICHARD ». RUSSELL DAB AND LAKE, GA. & S,C, • • • • 
SAVANNAH 'IAJ\BOR EXT£NSIUN., .. • .. ''''""""'" 
SAVANNA;! HARBOR (WIDENING AND UEErENING)" • .. .. 
WEST POINT LAKE, GA. I> ALA, .... • .. • .. •" .. • .. .. 

!lAWAll 
JIARSERS POINT (DEEP DRAFT) HARBOR, UAI!U. • .. " • • 

lAO STREAM ......... • .. • .... • ...... • .... • • • .. • .. 
KANEOHE-KAILUA AREA ... • •• • • • • • • "•,. .... • .... .. 
WAIAJiA£ SMALL BOAT HARBOR .... '" ...... • ....... • 

IDAHO 
DWORSHAK flAM ANfl RESERVOIR. • • .. • • • .. • • • .. • • • • .. 
RIRIE l.AI(E .................................... . 

Il.LINOIS 
CARLYLE LAKE ... • • • • ...... • • .. • .. • .. • • • • • .. • •" • 
COLUfiBIA DRAINAGE a Li':VEE UIST. NO. 3 .. ••• .. .. 
EAST MOLINE, .... , ............................. . 
ELDRED & SPANKEY IJRAINAGE I> LEVEE DISTRICT ... .. 
FREEPORT .............. , ....................... . 
FULTON ......... , .............................. . 
i!ARRISONVILLE & IVY LANDING DRAINAGI:: AND LEVEll 

DISTRICT NO. 2., ,, ··•·••••• ....... ,,.,,,,.,, 
ILLINOIS WATERWAY, CALUMET-SAG MODIFICATION 

PART I, ILL. & IND .... • .. • .. " "., .. " •" •" 
ILLINOIS WATERWAY, DUPLICAH LOCKS, 

ILL. AND IND .......... • .......... • .. • .. " .. • 
KASKASKIA ISLANfl DRAWAG£ AND LEVEl; DISTRICT· .. 
KASKASKIA RIV~ NAVIGATION ...... • • • • • .. • • • • • •" 

LITTLE CALUMET RIVeR, ................... • .... ., 
LOCK AND flAM 53 (TIIHJ'ORARY LOCK), ILL. & KY .. .. 

LOUISVILLE LAKE., •• , .. ,, ........ ,,,,,, ....... .. 
HISS. IUVEK, CHAIN OF ROCKS, ILL & MO, .. ., .. ,., 
MISS RI BTWN THE OHIO & MO RIVERS (REGULATING 

WORKS), ILL. & HO,., ......... ., • ., ........ .. 
MOLINE ..................... ,, .. ,., .. , .... .,,.,, 
ROCK ISLAND ............... ,,, ......... , • ..... ,, 
ROCKFORD ..................................... .. 
SMITHLANU LOCKS AND DAM, ILl.., lND, & KY,,.,,., 
SNY ISLAND LEVEE AND DRAINAGE,., ........ ,., .. .. 
SOUTH BELOI! .................................. . 
WOOD RIVER DRAINAGE AND LEVEe OISTRICT ........ . 

INDIANA 
BIG BLUE LAKE.,. ....... ., ..... .,,,. .......... .. 
BIG WALNUT LAKE (LAND ACQUISITION) ........... .. 
BROOKVILLE LAKE,., ... , .. , ...... ,, ...... , .... ,., 
CANNELTON LOCKS AND OAllS, INO. 6 KY .. ., ...... .. 
EVANSVILLE .. ,,, .... ,.,,,., .... ,, .......... , .. ,. 
LAFAYETTE LAKE., •• , .. ,,., .. ,,,,,., • ., ......... . 
LEVEE UNIT NO, 5 • .,,. ..... , ... ., ............. .. 
MARION ....................................... .. 
MASON J, NIBLACK LEVEE (PUMPING FACILITIES), .. , 
NEWI!URGII LOCKS lo DAti, !NO. o KY .......... ,. ., .. 
PAIOKA LAKE .. .,.,, .... ,., ........ , .. ,,, ...... ,. 
UNIONTOWN LOCKS AND DAM, IND. & KY,,,,,.,,,,,,, 

lOll A 
BIG SIOUX RIV~K AT SIOUX CITY, IOWA AND S.O, ,., 
CLINTON., ...... .,.,., ......................... . 
DAVENPORT,,, •••••••, ,,,, ,,,,, •••••••••• ,, , ,, ••• 
MARSHALLTOWN ••• ,,,,, •••• ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,. 
MISSOURI RIVER LEVEE SYSTEM, IOWA, KANSAS, 

MISSOURI, AND NEBRASKA,., .................. . 
li!SSOORI i<IVER, SIOUX C!TY TO MOUTI!, IOWA, 

KANS., MO.~ & NEB .................... ~ ..... ,. ... ,. 
OTTUMWA • .,,,.,,.,.,,.,,,, .................... .. 
SAYLORVII.LE LAKE ....... ., .. , ...... , .. , ....... .. 
WATERLOO., ............. ,., .. ,,,,,.,, ......... .. 

KANSAS 
BIG HILL LAKE ....... .,,.,,,,,, ...... ,,,. ..... ,, 
CLINTON l.AI(E ..... ,.,.,,,.,,,., ................ . 
OODGE CITY ................................... .. 
EL IJORAIJO l.AI(E ............................... .. 
GREAT R£ND,_ .... ., .... .,, .,, ., ........ , •• , .. , .. _._ 
GRO~_ LAKE~,,, ... , ............ _ .............. ,.' 
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2,200,000 
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2,380,000 
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45,000 

ZIU,OOO 

]6,000 
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ISU,OOO 
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100,000 

Joo.ooo 
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139,000 

100,000 

s,ooo,ooo 
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w,Joo,ouu 
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o,soo,ooo 

1,020,000 
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100,000 
400,000 
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2,259,000 
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100,000 
~.Hoo.ooo 
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220,000 
2,600,000 

39,000,000 

450,000 
1,740,000 
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1,200,000 

750,000 
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1, 700,000 
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1,359,000 
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174,000 
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200,000 
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~(FC) -~HILLSDALE LAKE;.,,,-;;;: •• , •••• ~:::::-;:::;:;;::-;-- a;ooo;~OOO- ~ 

(FC) 
(Nl 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(HI') 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(FC) 

(!I) 

(FC) 
(FC} 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 
(fC) 
(N) 

(N) 

(II) 

(II} 

KA.~SAS CITY 1962 MOUIFICATION,.,,,, •••••••••••• 
KANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION ....................... . 
LAWRENCE ••• •• •••.,. •• •• •••••• ... ••• • •••• ........ . 
MARION ....................................... .. 
ONAGA LAKE ... ,., ............................. .. 
PERRY LAKE AREA (ROAD IMPROVEMENTS) .......... .. 
l:OWANOA LAKE ............ , , .. , , ., .. , , ........ , .. 

KENTUCKY 

BIG SOUTH FORK NATIONAL RIVER ANI) RECllEATION 
AREA, KY, ~ TENN .......................... .. 

BOONE COUNTY. , , • , .. , ....... , .......... ., ...... , 
CAVE RUN LAKE ............. , ........... ,, .. ,,,,. 
DAYTON FLOODIIALJ. .............................. . 
KEHOE LAKE ....... , ................. • ... , ...... . 
LAUREL RIVER LAKE .. ., ....................... , •• 
MARTINS FORK LAKE ... , .. • • ............ • ....... .. 
PAINTSVILLE LAKE .............................. . 
SOUTHWESTERN JEFFERSON COUNTY ................. . 
TAYLORSVILLE LAKE ...... • ...................... . 
TUG FORK VALLEY (PHASE I)., ................... . 
WOLF CREEK UAM - LAKE CUMBERLAND (REHAB) ..... .. 
YATESVILLE LAKE .......... , .................... • 

LOU I SIMlA 
ATCHAFALAYA RIVER MIU BAYOUS CI!J!:NJ!:, BOEIIF AND 

BLACK ........................ ,,,, .......... . 
BAYOU BOOCAU ANU TI\!BOTAR!ES .................. . 
LAKE PONl'CHARTRAIN MIO VlClN!TY ............... . 
LAKOSE TO COLDEN IIEAOOII ........ ,,,,, ......... .. 
MISSISSIPPI RIVER OUTLETS, VENICE,LA ...... , .. .. 
lllSSISSIPPI RIVE!!, GULF OOTLET ................ . 
NEW ORLEANS TU VENICE ........... , ............ .. 
OVERTON-RED RIVER WATERWAY 

(LOWER 31 MILES ONLY} ...................... . 
1\EO Rl VEl! EMEI\GENCY BANK PROT ECTIU!I, LA, , 

AJ:itK., OKI..A. • 6: TEX ... ,. ................ .,. • • ., ••• • 
RED RIVER WATERWAY, MISSISSIPPI RIVER TO 

SHREVEPORT, LA .............. • ............. .. 
!!Ell IUVER WATERWAY, Slll!EVEPORT, LA. TO 

lNDilX, AKK ................................. . 

MAINE 
(MP) DICKEY-LINCOLN SCHOOL LAKES .... , .... ,., ... , .... 

IIARYLANil 
(N) BALTIMORE HARBOR AND CHANNELS .. , .............. , 
(FC) BLOOMINGTON LAKE, liD. & W.VA ................. .. 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(>'C) 
(FC) 
(N} 

(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(II) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(l'C) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC} 
(FC) 
(FC) 

MASSACHUSETTS 
CHARLES RLVI::R DAM ........................... , .. 
CHAIU.ES RIVER NATL STORAGE AREAS (LA) ........ .. 
NORTH NASHUA RIVER ......................... , ••• 
SAlWNVlLLr: •• , ................................. . 
WEYMOUTH-FORE ANO TOWN RIVERS ................ .. 

MICHIGAN 
GREAT LAKES CONNECTING CHANNELS .... , ....... , .. . 
LEXINGTON HARBOR .............................. . 
LUDiNGTON HARBOR ........ , ............ ,., ..... .. 
OTTAWA RIVER HARBOR, MICH. & UI!IO, ........... .. 
RW RON DRAIN AND LOWER CLINTON RIVER ........ .. 
RIVER ROUGE 1962 ACT ••• ,, ...... ,., ............ . 
SAGINAW RIVER 1958 ACT, ....................... . 
TA\IAS BAY HAHJ!OR .............................. . 

MINNESOTA 
BIG STONE LAKE- WHETSTONE RlVEK, MINN. & S.U .. 
t!ANKATO ANU NORTH MANKATO,, .. ,., .. • .......... .. 
ROCHI:STER (PHASE I} .......................... .. 
ROSEAU RIVER ............................ •• ... .. 
TWIN VALLr:Y LAKE .............................. . 
WINONA ••• , •• ,,., ••••••• ••., ••,,., ••,,,. •• • • • • • • 

MISSISSIPPI 
EDINBURG LAKE (PHASE I) ................... , •••• 
TALLAIIALA CREEK LAKE .......................... , 
TOMBlGREE !<IV£!( AND TIUBUTA!IH;s, MISS. ~ ALA ... 

MISSOURI 
BLUE !<IVEK CHANNEL,KANSAS CITY ••••••••••••••• ,. 
CLA!teNCE CMINON !JAM AND RESERVOIK ............ .. 
HARRY S. TRU~IAN DAM ANO RESERVOIR ............. . 
LITTLE BLUE RIV£R CHANNEL .................... .. 
LITTLE SLUt: RIVER LAKES ...................... .. 
LONG HIIANCH LAKE .............................. . 
MER.AHEC PARK LAKE••••••·•~·~·· .. ·9• .. •••••••••••• 
PERRY COUNTY U&Lil NO,l,2&3 .................... . 
PINE FORO I.AKJ:: ...... ,., • ••., ....... , ......... .. 
PI«JSPERITY LAKE (PHASE 1) .................... .. 
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Conference Allowance 
FY 1977 

Construction 

9,000,000 ~~ 
3,800,000 

2,&00,000 
2,1&8,000 

700,000 

367 .ooo 
2, 900,000 

150,000 
3,375,000 
3,200,000 
6,SOO,OOO 
3,300,000 
6,300,000 
5,300,000 

26,000,000 
3,800,000 

2,000,000 
1,000,000 

12,000,000 
2,600,000 
2,810,000 

100,000 
5,600,000 

l,b45,000 

s,ooo.ooo 

16,200,000 

14,400,000 

lo,soo,ooo 
1,000,000 

2,000,000 
2,470,000 

100,000 
403,000 
800,000 

2,959,000 
4,050,000 

~00,000 

1,900,000 
7,200,000 

3,&00,000 

3,000,000 
3,000,000 

44,000,000 
79,000,000 
4,000,000 
2,200,000 
3,880,JIOO 
9,sqJr.ooo 

/5llO,UOO 

Planning 

140,000 

137 .ooo 

100,000 

350,000 

150,001) 

100,000 

2.ooo,ooo 
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1&0,000 
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6SO,OOO 
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364,0(;0 

7S,OQO 

soo.ooo 

soo,ooo 
7!>,000 
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Construction Planning 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
(FC) 
(MP) 
(FC) 

(MP) 
(MP) 
(f!P) 
(FC) 

SMITHVILLE LAKE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
STOCKTON LAKE ••••••••••••••••••• • ••••• • •••••••• 
UNION LAKE, STATE HIGHWAY 185 (ADVANCE 

PARTICIPATION) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

MONTANA 
LIBBY DAII, LAKE KOOCANUSA •••••••••••••••••••••• 
LIBBY 1\EREGULATING DAII POWER UNITS ••••••••••••• 
LHBY ADDTL UNITS & REl\EG DAII •••••••••••••••••• 

tHLEs ern ............................. ········ 

NEBRASKA 
( FC) PAPILLION CREEK & Tl\IBUTAl\IES LAKES •••••••••••• 

NEVADA 
(FC) GLEASON CRZEK DAM (CHANNEL ALn:RNATIVE) •••••••• 

(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(N) 
(BE) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(BE) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 

(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

NEW JERSEY 
CORSON INLET-LUDLAII BEACH •••••••••••••••••••••• 
ELIZABETH •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET AND PECK BEACH. •, ••••••• 
NEWAliK BAY, HACKENSACK, AND PASSAIC RIVEKS ••••• 

NEW MEXICO 
COCHITI LAKE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
LOS ESTEROS LAKE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

NEW YORK 
DANSVILLE AND VICINITY •••••••••••••••• ••• •••••• 
DUNKII\K HARBOR ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
EAST ROCKAWAY INLET TO ROCKAWAY INLET AND 

JAMAICA BAY (PART I) •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
ELLICOTT Cl\EEK ••••••••••••••••••• •. • • • • •••••• • • 
ENDICOTT, JOHNSON CITY & VESTAL ............... . 
Fll\E ISLAND INLET TO JONES INLET .............. . 
IRONDEQUOIT BAY ............................... . 
ITHACA ......................... •• • • •• • • •• •• • • • • 
NEW YORK HARBOR COLLECTION AND REMOVAL OF DRIFT 
NEW YORK HARBOR, ANCHORAGES •••••••••••••••••••• 
PORT ONTARIO HARBOR •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
SAWMILL AT ELHSFORD AND GREENBURGH, N.Y •••••••• 
SCAJAQUADA CREEK .............................. . 

( FC) WELLSVILLE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) YONKERS ••••••••••••• •••• ............... •••. •••. 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(MP) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(BE) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

NORTH CAROLINA 
B. EVERETT JORDAN DAM AND LAKE ................ . 
FALLS LAKE .................................... . 
HOWARDS MILL LAKE ............................. . 
MASONBORO INLET .............................. .. 
MOREHEAD CITY HARBOR (1970 ACT), .............. . 
RANDLEMAN LAKE ............ , .................. .. 
REDDIES RIVER LAKE ........................... ,. 
ROARING RIVER LAKE (PHASE I) ................. .. 

NORTH DAKOTA 
BURLINGTON DAil., ••••• ,, ......... , ............. . 
GARRISON DAM - LAKE SAKAKAWEA .......... ., .... .. 
KINDRED LAKE .............. , ..... , ....... , ... , .. 
MINOT ••• ••••• ••••••, •••••• , ••••• •••. ••••• •• •••• 
MISSOURI RIVER, GARRISON DAM TO LAKE OAME ...... 

OHIO 
ALUM CREEK LAKE ... , .. , , , ......... , ............ . 
ASHTABULA HARBOR ........ , .................... .. 
CAESAR CREEK LAKE ............................ .. 
CHILLICOTHE •••••••••••••• , , • , ••• , •••••••••••••• 
CUYAHOGA RIVER BASIN .......................... . 
EAST FORK LAKE ............................... .. 
HURON HARBOR .................................. . 
LAKEVIEW PARR ........ ,. ••••••• , .............. ,. 
MILL CREEK .................................... . 
MUSKINGUM RIVER LAKES (REI!AB) ................ .. 
NEWARK (LOG POND RUN) .................... •••••• 
POINT PLACE ................................... . 
WEST HARBOR ................................... . 
WILLOW ISLANU LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO & W. VA .... .. 

OKLAHmiA 
ARCADIA LAKE ......... , .............. , ... , ..... . 
ARRANSA5-RED RIVE!\ BASINS CHLORIDE CONTROL, 

OKLA. • t.\.NS., & TEX ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
BIRCH LAKE .................................... . 
CANDY LAKE .................................... . 
CLAYTON LAKE ................................. .. 
COPAN LAKE .................................... . 
FORT GIBSON LAKE - UNITS 5 & 6 ............... .. 
KAW LAKE ...................................... . 
LUKFATA LAKE .................................. . 

15, 7UU,OOO 
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142,000 

100,000 
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240,000 

150,000 

50,000 

250,000 
125,000 
185,000 

b90,000 

200,000 

90,000 

428,000 
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350,000 
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800,000 

700,000 

8,000,000 

2,000,000 

550,000 

1,7~0,000 

980,000 

3,900,000 
7,800,000 

3,000,000 

1,000,000 
1, 780,000 

lOU, 000 
1u~.ooo 

2,.500,000 
2, 340,000 

400,000 

420,000 
1,300,000 

12,000,000 
8,000,000 

250,000 
l,OUO,OOO 

t,ooo.ooo 

6,082,000 
800,000 

4,500,000 
1,900,000 
6,100,000 

700,000 
250,000 

5,000,000 
2,000,000 
1,260,000 

600,000 
500,000 
500,000 

900,000 

2,850,000 
1,000,000 
2,000,000 
9,000,000 

6,000,000 
500,000 

260,000 

85,000 

75,000 

197,000 

142,000 

100,000 
180,000 

240,000 

240,000 
bO,OOU 

25,000 

100,000 
75,000 

185,000 

930,000 

200,000 

90,000 
65,000 

428,000 

2,400,000 

350,000 



Budget Estimate Conference Allowance 

Construction, general, State and project Construction FY 1977Planning l;onstructio:y 1977 Planning 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------
(FC) OPTIMA LAKE •••••••••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
(FC) SKIATOOK LAKE ••••••••••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
(FC) WAURIKA LAKE •••••• , ••••••••••••••••• •• • • • •• • • • • 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(N) 

(HP) 
(t'C) 
(MP) 

(MP) 
(FC) 

(MP) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(BE) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 

OREGON 
APPLEGATE LAKE ••••••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
BEAHR DRAINAGE DISTRICT •••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
BONNEVILLE SECOND POWERHOUSE - ORE. & WASH.·· • • 
COOS BAY •••••••••••••••••••••••••• • • •• • • • • •• • •• 

COUGAR LAKE •••••••••••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
DAYS CREEK LAKE (PIIASE 1), •••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
JOHN DAY LOCK AND DA!1 - LAKE UI1ATI LLA, ORE • & 

WASH. •••••• •••••• ••••••••. ••••••••••••••••• • 
LOST CREEK LAKE ••••••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
LOWER GOLU~lBIA RIVI::R BANK PROTECTION, ORE. • 

WASH •••••• •••••• •••••••• •••••••••••••••••• •• 
MC NARY LOCK AND DA!'l, LAKE WALLULA, ORE' & WASH 
SCAPPOOSE DRAINAGE Ill STRICT ••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • 
STRUBE LAKE ANU COUGAR ADDITIONAL UNIT ••••••• •• 
WILLAHETTE RIVER BASIN BANK PROTECTION ••••••• • • 

PENNSYLVANIA 
BLUE HARSH •••••••• , •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
CHARTIERS CREEK •••••••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
COWANESQUE LAKE •••••••••••••• •. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
ELK CREEK HARBOR •••••••••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
GRAYS LANDING LOCK AND DAH ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
POINT MARION LOCK ••••••••••••• •. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
POTTSTOWN •••••••••••••••••••• • • • • •• • • •. • • • • •• • • 
PRESQUE ISLE PENINSULA •••••• • • • •• •• • • • •• •• • • • •• 
RAYSTOWN LAKE •••••••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
TAMAQUA ••••• •• ••••• , ••••••••••••••• • •• •••••••• • 
TIOGA-HAMHOND LAKES •••• •• •••••• •. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
TUCKS ISLAND LAKE •••••• , .... • • • •, • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

( FC) TREXLER DAH ••••••••••• • •. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
(FC) TYRONE ••••••••••••••• • • • • • •• • • • • • •• • • • •• • • • •• • • 

PUERTO RICO 
(FC) PURTUGUES AND BUCANA RIVERS,. •••••• •. • • • • • • • • • • 

(FC) 
(N) 
(BE) 
(N) 
(N) 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
BROADWAY LAKE •• , •• ,, ••• ,,, ••• ,.,., ••••• ,,,,,,.. 
COOPER RIVER, CHARLESTON HARBOR •• ,.,,, ••• ,.,,,, 
HUNTING ISLAND BEACK .... ,. .... ,. ,. ,. ,. .... ,. ,. • 
LITTLE RIVER INLET, S.C. & N,C ....... ,.,.,. .... 
MURRELLS INLET ... ,. .. ,,,., .... ,.,.,. ...... ,,,., 

TENNESSEE 
(MP) CORDELL KULL DAil AND RESERVOIR,. .. ,. ........ ,,. 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(BE) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(N) 
(N) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 

TEXAS 

ALPINE., ••••••••••, •••••••• ••••. •••••• •••••• ••• 
AQUILLA LAKE.,. ..... ,.,. .. , ........ , .......... , 
ARKANSAS-RED RIVER BASINS CHLORIDE CONTROL, 

AREA Vlll ................................. .. 
AUBREY LAKE .................................. .. 
BIG PINE LAKE ...... , ......................... .. 
BIG SPRING .................................... . 
CARL L. ESTES DAM AND LAKE ................... ., 
CLEAR CREEK ... ., ., , , , .. , , , ..... , , .. , .. , ..... , •• 
CLOPTON CROSSING LAKE (PHASE I) .... ., .... ,. .. .. 
COOPER LAKE AND CHANNELS ..................... .. 
CORPUS CHRISTI BEACK .... ,. .. ,.,.,.,. .... ,.,.,., 
CORPUS CHRISTI SKIP CHANNEL (1968 ACT) ........ . 
EL PASO ...................................... .. 
FREEPORT AND VICINITY, KURIUCANE FLOOD 

PROTECTION,, • , • , ••• , , • , •• , •• , , , , , , • , • , , • , , •• 
FREEPORT HARBOR,.,,. ..... ,,, .... ,.,.,, ..... ,.,. 
GIIIW-HARBOR OF REFUGE AT SEADRIFT ... ,.,. ...... . 
GliAl-TEXAS SECTION - RELOCATIUII IN 

MATAGORDA BAY ........ ,,, ........ ,. ......... . 
KIGKLAND BAYOU, ..... ,. .............. ,., ...... .. 
LAKEVIEW LAKE .... ,. .. ,., .. , .. ,.,. .. ,.,.,.,.,.., 
LAVON LAKE HOD, io EAST FORK CHANNEL llii'ROVEHENT 
LOWER RIO GRANDE BASIN (PHASE I) .. ,,. .... ,.,. .. 
MILLICAN LAKE,.,.,.., .. , ....... ,.,.,. ..... ,, .. . 
MOUTK OF COLORAIJO RIVER ...................... .. 
PLAINVIEW.,,,., ••••••••••• , •••••••• , .......... , 
PORT ARTHUR & VICINITY (HURRICANE FLOOD 

PKOTECTION) .... , ....... ,. .... ,.,., ........ .. 
SAN ANTONIO CHANNEL HlPROVEtlENT •• ,.,, ••••••• ,,. 
SAN GABRIEL RIVER •• ,.,., ••• ,,. ....... , .. ,. ... .. 
TAYLORS BAYOU ................................. . 
TENNESSEE COLONY LAKE (LAND ACQUISITION) .... ,.. 
TEXAS CITY CHANNEL INDUSTRIAL CANAL ........ ,.,. 
TEXAS CITY io VICINITY (HURRICANE FLOOD 

PROTECTION) .. ,. ... ,.., •• , ..... ,. .......... .. 

5,000,000 
2,500,000 

21,000,000 

3,000,000 
1,39S ,000 

48,000,000 
10,000,000 

871,000 

3,100,000 
7. 500,000 

300,000 
700,000 

2,880,000 

450,000 

13,5&9,000 
4,000,000 

12,&00,000 

750,000 
2,400,000 

35,500,000 
l,ooo.ouo 

2,500,000 

& • 250,000 

3,000,000 
1,194,000 

1, 761,000 

1,400,000 

3,000,000 
1,000,000 

1,260,000 
700,000 

3,100,000 
2,300,000 

4,500,000 

1,300,000 
1,000,000 
1,900,000 

4,300,000 
3,500,000 

10,500,000 
300,000 

600,000 

100,000 

170.000 
300,000 
150,000 

227 .ooo 

200,000 

250,000 
110,000 
500,000 
140,000 
250,000 

121,000 
38,000 

75,000 

250,000 
435,000 

60,000 
200,000 

5,000,000 
5,500,000 

21,000,000 

],000,000 
1, 399,000 

48,000,000 
10,000,000 

871,000 

3,100,000 
7,500,000 

300,000 
700,000 

2,880,000 

1,000,000 

13,5&9,000 
4,000,000 

15,&oo,ooo 

750,000 
2,400,000 

40,000,000 
1,000,000 

300,000 
2, 500,000 

6,250,000 

3,000,000 
1,194,000 

800,000 

1,761,000 

3,000,000 

6,000,000 
500,000 

1,260,000 
1,179,000 
3,100,000 
2,300,000 

4,500,000 

1,300,000 
1,000,000 
4,100,000 

4, 300,000 
3,500,000 

10,500,000 
300,000 

1,000,000 
200,000 

600,000 

500,000 

150,000 

185,000 
170,000 
300,000 
150,000 

50,000 

90,000 

227,000 

200,000 

250,000 
110,000 
300,000 
200,000 
250,000 

121,000 
38,000 

75,000 

250,000 
435,000 
100,000 
200,000 
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(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(fC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(BE) 

(MP) 
(BE) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

THREE RIVERS ••••••••••• • • • • •• • • •••••••••••• •. • • 
TRINITY RIVER PROJECT. ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
VINCE AND LITTLE VINCE BAYOUS •••••••••••••••••• 

VIRGINIA 
BUENA VISTA (PHASE I) ••••••••••••••••••••••••• ; 
FOURMILE RUN, CITY OF ALEXANDRIA AND ARLINGTON 

COUNTY •••••••••••••••••• •• •••••••••••••••••• 
GATHRIGHT LAKE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
VERONA LAKE (PHASE I) •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
VIRGINIA BEACH (REIMH) ••••••• •• •••••••••••••••• 

WASHINGTON 
CHIEF JOSEPH DAM ADDITIONAL UNITS •••••••••••••• 
EDIZ HOOK •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lCE HARBOR ADDITIONAL UNITS •••••••••••••••••••• 
LITTLE GOOSE ADDITIONAL UNITS •••••••••••••••••• 
!.OWER GRANITE ADDITIONAL UNITS ••••••••••••••••• 
LOWER GRANITE LOCK AND DAM ••••••••••••••••••••• 
LOWER MONUMENTAL ADDITIONAL UNITS •••••••••••••• 
SKAGIT RIVER LEVEE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
THE DALLES ADDITIONAL UNITS •••••••••••••••••••• 
VANCOUVER LAKE AREA •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
WAHKIAKUM COUNTY CONSOLIDATED DIKING DISTRICT 

NO. 1 •••••• •••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••• 

WEST VIRGINIA 
BEECH FORK LAKE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
BURNSVILLE LAKE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
EAST LYNN LAKE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
R.D. BAILEY LAKE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
ROWLESBURG LAKE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

WISCONSIN 
LAFARGE LAKE AND CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT ••••••••••• 
NORTHPORT HARBOR ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
PRAIRIE OU CHIEN ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
STATE ROAD AND EBNER COULEES ••••••••••••••••••• 

MISCELLANEOUS 
(N) SMALL NAVIGATION PROJECTS NOT REQUIRING 

SPECIFIC LEGISLATION COSTING UP TO 
$1,000,DOO (SEC. 107) ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

( FC) SMALL PROJECTS FOR FLOOD CONTROL AND RELATED 
PURPOSES NOT REQUIRING SPECIFIC LEGISLATION 
COSTING UP TO $1,000,000 (SEC. 205) ••••••••• 

(BE) SMALL BEACH EROSION PROJECTS NOT 
REQUIRING SPECIFIC LEGISLATION COSTING 
UP TO $1,000,000 (SEC 103) •••••••••·•••••••• 

( FC) EMERGENCY STREAMBANK AND SHORELINE 
PROTECTION (SEC. 14) •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

RECREATION FACILITH:s AT CO>IPLETED PROJECTS •••• 
SMALl. SNAGGING AND CLEARING (SEC. 208) ••••••••• 
FISH AND WILDLIFE STUDIES (U.S. FISH AND 

WILDLIFE SERVICE) ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
MITIGATION OF SHORE DAMAGES ATIRIRUTIBLE 

TO NAVIGATION PROJECTS (SEC. 111) ••••••••••• 
STREAMBANK EROS ION CONTROL EVAI.UATION 

AND DEMONSTRATION (SEC. 32, 1974 ACT) ••••••• 
SliORELINE EROS ION CONTROL DEMONSTRATION 

(SEC. 54, 1974 ACT) ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
AQUATIC PLANT CONTROL (1965 ACT) ••••••••••••••• 
EIIPLOYEES COIIPENSATION ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
REDUCTION FOR ANTICIPATED SAVINGS AND SLIPPAGES 

Total, • o •••••••• o. o •••••••••••• o •• 

Total, CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL ••••••• 

945,000 

8, 300,000 
11,soo.ooo 

260,000 

78,000,000 

2,100,000 
24,600,000 
21,900,000 
11,000,000 
19,900,000 

300,000 

600,000 

2, 700; 000 
6,000,000 
1,000,000 
7,500,000 

1,000,000 

22,000,000 

2,000,000 

1,600,000 
2,108,000 

-79,640,000 

1,244,049,000 

150,000 
l!OO,OOO 

200,000 

240,000 

145,000 

125,000 
50,000 

300,000 

22,283,000 

(1,266,332,000) 

945,000 

10,000,000 
11,500,000 

260,000 

78,000,000 
2,000,000 
2,100,000 

25,075,000 
21,900,000 
11,475,000 
19,900,000 

600,000 

600,000 

2, 700,000 
6,000,000 
t,ooo.ooo 

10,300,000 

1,000,000 

4,500,000 

13,000,000 

l,ooo.ooo 

2,000,000 

22,000,000 
500,000 

2,000,000 

1,000,000 

3,000,000 

1,500,000 
2,300,000 
2,108,000 

80,300,000 

1,409, 756,000 

- rso,ooo 
800,000 

200,000 

240,000 

100,000 

200,000 

145,000 

125,000 
50,000 

300,000 

26,989,000 

(1,436, 745,000) 
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Amendment No. 10: Deletes earmarking language proposed by the 
House which is no longer needed. 

FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 

Amendment No. 11: Appropriates $231,497,000 for flood ~ontrol, 
Mississippi River and tributaries as proposed by the Senate mstead 
of $227,667,000 as proposed by the House. 

REVOLVING FUND 

Amendment No. 12: Reported in technical disagreement. The 
Managers on the part of the House will of!er a motio~ to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate whiCh appropnates $6,600,000 
for design and construction of hopper dredges. . . 

The Committee of Conference is agreed that proVIded the dredgmg 
industry is capable of perform~g the service with~n the procedures 
prescribed by the Corps of Engmeers under the testmg of the mark.et 
program, which gives :priv~te indust:.;y up to a 25 percent cost dif­
ferential, private dredgmg mterests .Will be a 'Yarded ~he work. 

The Committee supports a; pu!>hc and pnvate nnx~ure of hopper 
dredges which should be mamtamed and the Comm1ttee urges the 
development of private hopper dredges. 

FLOOD CONTROL AND COASTAL EMERGENCIES 

Amendment No. 13: Appropriates $22,140,000 for Flood control and 
coastal emergencies as proposed by the Senate instead of $30,000,000 
as proposed by the House. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Amendment No. 14: Provides limitation of $291,000,000 on the 
capital of the revolving fund as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$285,000,000 as proposed by the House. 

TITLE III-DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BuREAU oF RECLAMATION 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

Amendment No. 15: Appropriates $2~,762,000 for General in­
vestigations as proposed by the Senate mstead of $24,487,000 as 
proposed by the House. 

CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 

Amendment No. 16: Appropriates $348,811,000 for Construction 
and rehabilitation instead of $351,386,000 as proposed by the House 
and $347 811,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The ch~nge from the Senate allowance provides a total of $3,500,000 
for the Nueces River project, Texas. 

Amendment No. 17: Reported in technical disagreement. The 
Managers on the part of the House will o~er a mo~ion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate which proVIdes that $300,000 
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is to be made available to the Secretary for expenses related to in­
vestigations of the Teton River Dam structure failure. 

COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL PROJECTS 

Amendment No. 18: Appropriates $44,680,000 for the Colorado 
River basin salinity control proJects as proposed by the Senate instead 
of $44,700,000 as proposed by the House. 

LOAN PROGRAM 

Amendment No. 19: Appropriates $27,495,000 for the Loan pro­
gram instead of $22,209,000 as proposed by the House and $28,495,000 
as proposed by the Senate. 

The change from the Senate allowance provides a total of $1,000,000 
for the Graham-Curtis Canal Companies, Arizona loan. 

EMERGENCY FUND 

Amendment No. 20: Appropriates $1,000,000 for the Emergency 
fund as proposed by the Senate instead of $400,000 as proposed by the 
House. 

TITLE IV-INDEPENDENT OFFICES 

FuNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

Amendment No. 21: Appropriates $303,000,000 for the Appalachian 
regional development programs instead of $300,500,000 as proposed 
by the House and $306,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The change from the House bill adds $2,500,000 for Area develop­
ment. 

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

PAYMENT TO TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY FUND 

Amendment No. 22: Appropriates $125,930,000 for Payment to 
Tennessee Valley Authority Fund instead of $120,930,000 as proposed 
by the House and $127,130,000 as.proposed by the Senate. The change 
from the House bill adds $2,500,000 for work on Pickwick Lock, 
$2,500,000 for strip mine reclamation demonstrations, $1,000,000 for 
fertilizer research and development and deducts $1,000,000 for savings 
and slippage. 

The Conferees express concern over the recent pattern of continued 
escalating power rate increases by Tennessee Valley Authority. As the 
TVA Board announced a further increase effective in July, this repre­
sents the fifteenth power rate increase by the Authority in the past nine 
years. 

The Conferees believe that TV A has ample sources of revenue to 
effectively function without continuing a rate escalation policy. 
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The Conferees urge the Board of Directors of TV A to reexamine 
their policy on escalating power rates, to study all possible alterna­
tives and proposals to avoid any further power rate increase and to 
take all possible steps to restore its position as the low-cost power 
yardstick agency of the Nation, in the public interest. 

WATER REsouRcEs CouNCIL 

WATER RESOURCES PLANNING 

Amendment No. 23: Appropriates $12,665,000 for Water resources 
planning instead of $11,965,000 as proposed by the House and $14,-
665,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 24: Provides limitation for Administration and 
coordination of $1,648,000 as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$1 524 000 as proposed by the House. The Conferees have included 
$75,ooo for the special study of the Connecticut River Basin. 

Amendment No. 25: Provides limitation of $3,248,000 as~proposed 
by the Senate, instead of $3,172,000 as proposed tby he House for 
preparation of assessment and plans. 

Amendment No. 26: Provides limitation of $3,000,000 for grants to 
states instead of $2,500,000 as proposed by the House and $5,000,000 
as proposed by the Senate. 

CoNFERENCE ToTAL-WITH CoMPARISONs 

The total new budget (obligational) authority for the fiscal year 
1977 recommended by the Committee of Conference, with comparisons 
of the fiscal year 1976 amount, the 1977 budget estimates, and the 
House and Senate bills for 1977 follows: 
New budget (obligational) authority, fiscal year 1976________ $7,514, 156,500 
Budget estimates of new (obligational) authority, fiscal year 1977 ________________________________________________ _ 
House bill, fiscal year 1977----- _______________________ _ 
Senate bill, fiscal year 1977 ____ --- _ ----- ___ --- ___ ------
Conference agreement ____ ----------_-----------------

1 9, 398, 895, 000 
9, 645,609,000 
9, 718,885,000 
9, 703,713,000 

Conference agreement compared with: 
New budget (obligational) authority, fiscal year 1976___ +2, 189,556,500 
Budget estimates of new (obligational) authority, fiscal 

year 1977 ____ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ __ __ _ -- _ _ _ + 304, 818, 000 
House bill, fiscal year 1971---------------------------- +58, 104,000 
Senate bill, fiscal year 1977 ___ ~- _______________ ------- 15, 172, 000 

1 Ineludes $178,800,000 of budget estimates not considered by the House, contained in s. Doc. 94-208. Excludes $200 mllllon contained in this blll submitted as a FY 1976 sup­
plemental in H. Doc. 94-523. 
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94TH CoNGRESS 
~dSession } SENATE { REPORT 

No. 94-960 

PUBLIC WORKS FOR WATER AND POWER DEVELOPMENT 
AND ENERGY RESEARCH APPROPRIATION BILL, 1977 

JUNE 17, 1976.--Qrdered to be printed 

Mr. STENNIS, from the Committee on Appropriations, submitted the 
following 

REPORT 
[To accompany H.R. 14236] 

The Committee on Appropriations, to which was referred the bill 
(H.R. 14236) making appropriations for public works for water and 
power development and energy research, including the Corps of 
Engineers~Civil, the Bureau of Reclamation, power agencies of the 
Department of the Interior, the Appalachian regional development 
program, the Federal Power Commission, the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, the Tennessee Valley Authority, the Energy Research 
and Development Administration, and related independent agencies 
and commissions for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1977, and for 
other purposes, reports the same to the Senate with various amend­
ments and presents herewith information relative to the changes 
recommended: 
Budget estimates considered by House___________ $9, 220, 095, 000 
Amount of bill as passed by House _____________ _ 
Increase by Senate Committee (net) ____________ _ 

9,645,609,000 

+49, 176, 000 
Amount of bill reported to Senate_______________ 9, 694, 785, 000 

Budget estimates considered by Senate___________ 9, 398,895,000 

Amount of appropriations, 1976_________________ 7, 514,156,500 
The bill as reported to the Senate~ 

Over the budget estimates, 1977 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 295, 890, 000 

Over the appropriation, 1976________________ 2, 180,628,000 

Note: The .above amounts do not reflect the amount of $200,000,000 requested 
by the President (H. Doc. 94-523) as a supplemental appropriation for fiscal 
year 1976/TQ and included in the bill as passed by the House and approved by 
the Committee for payments of claims resulting from the Teton Dam disaster 
which would become .availabl~ immediately upon enactment of the bill. 

57-0100 



HEARINGS BY THE COMMITTEE 

The Subcommittee on Public Works of the Committee on Appro­
priations held 27 sessions of hearings (22 different days) in connection 
with the fiscal year 1977 appropriation bill. In addition, two OJ?en 
executive sessions were held on this bill. Witnesses included officrals 
and representatives of the Federal agencies funded by this bill, Mem­
bers of the Senate and House of Representatives, Governors, State 
and local government officials and representatives, and hundreds of 
citizens of all walks of life from throughout the United States. The 
printed hearings are as follows: 
Corps of Engineers, Parts 1, 2, and 9 

February 18, 19, 23-25, March 2, and May 26, 1976. 
Bureau of Reclamation and Power Agencies, Parts 3 and 9 

March 4, and May 26, 1976. 
Energy Research and Development Administration, Part 5 

(Printing incomplete)-March 16, 18, 23, 24, and May 27, 1976. 
Independent Agencies and Commissions, Parts 4 and 9 

March 3, 9, 11, and May 26, 1976. 
Members of Congress and Public Witnesses, Parts 6, 7, and 8 

(Printing incomplete)-Record open for 10 days after last hearing 
in April .. March 29-Apr. 1, April 5-7, 1976. 

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION AND VOTES 

The Subcommittee on Public Works of the Committee on Appro­
priations, by unanimous vote of a quorum present (12 members pres­
ent) at an open executive session on June 10, 1976, r~commended that 
the bill, as amended, be reported to the full Committee on 
Appropriations. 

The Committee on Appropriations, by unanimous vote of a quorum 
present at an open executive session on June 17, 1976, recommends 
that the bill, H.R. 14236, as amended, be reported and passed. 

(2) 

INDEX TO BILL AND REPORT 

TITLE I Bill Report 

Energy Research and Development Administration: _P_a_ue ___ P_a_ue 
Geothermal Resources Development Fund _________________ _ 
0 L" hera Jmg .expenses _____________________________________ _ 
Pant and capital equipment----------~-------------------

TITLE II 

Department of Pefense-Civil: Department of the Army: 
Corps of En-gineers-Civil: 

Construction, general _______________________________ _ 
Flood control and coastal emergencies ________________ _ 
General expenses _________________ ~ _______________ . __ _ 
General investigatio,ns _______________________________ _ 
Mississippi River and tributaries--------~-----~-------
Operation and maintenance, generaL _________________ _ 
Revolving fund _______________________ -~ ____________ _ 
Special Recreation use fees __________________________ _ 

TITLE III 
Department of Interior: 

Alaska Power. Administration: 
General investigations _______________________________ _ 
Operation and maintenance _________________ _: ________ _ 

Bonneville Power Administration Fund ____________________ _ 
Bureau of Reclamation: 

Colorado River Basin project_ __ ----------_------- ___ _ 
Colorado Riv~r Basin salinity control projects __________ _ 
Colllltruction and rehabilitation- __ ------------------·--
Emergency fund ___________ _: ________________________ _ 
General administrative expenses ____ _: _____ ~ ___________ _ 
General investigations_:. _____ '-- _____________________ ~_ 
Loan program _____________ -,-- ______ c _______________ _ 

Operation and maintenance----------~---------------_ 
Upper Colorado River storage project _________ · ________ '_ 

Southeastern Power Administration ___ ~: ___ ~ _______________ -
Southwestern Power Administration: _, 

Construction ________________ . ___ -~ _______________ --~_ 
Operation and maintenance ______ -------------------~-

TITLE IV 
Independent Offices: 

Appalachian Regional Commission ________________________ _ 
Appalachian Regional Development programs ____ -----------
Delaware River Basin Commission ___ ---------------------
Federal Power Commission ________ ----------------------_ 
Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin ________ _ 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission ______ --------------------
Susquehanna. River Basin Coillll).ission _ --------------------
~:n~ssee Valley Autho~ty ____ ~- _ ~ ______________________ _ 

. te Resources Council _______________________________ ~-
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INTRODUCTION AND SuMMARY oF THE BILL 

The Public Works for Water and Power Development and Energy 
Research Appropriation Bill, 1977, provides funds for. fiscal ye,ar 
1977 under title I for the Energy Research and Development Admmis­
tration programs; under title II for the J?epartment of the Army, 
Civil Functions-Corps of Engineers' Civil Works Program; un~er 
title III "for the Department of the Interior's Bureau of Reclamati?n 
and power agencies; and under title IV for related in~ependent ag~n~Ies 
and commissions, including the Appalachian RegiOnal Com~IS~Ion 
and Regional Development Programs, the Federal Power Commiss~on, 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the Tennessee Valley Authonty, 
and the Water Resources Council. 

The grand total of new budget (obligational) authority. re~om­
mended by the Committee in the bill is $9,694,785,000. 'fhis Is an 
increase of $295,890,000 over the amended budget estimates of 
$9 398 895 000. Changes to the House allowance total +$49,176 ,000. 
It 'sho{Ild be noted that subsequent to consideration of the bill by the 
House budget amendments in the amount of $178,800,000 were sub­
mitted and considered by the Committee. These amen~ments. are 
contained in Senate Documents 94-208. The House passed bill pr?vides 
$9,645,609,000, an increase of $425,514,000 over the budget estrmates 
of $9,220,095,000 considered by the House. . . 

The amounts discussed in the above paragraph do not mclude the 
President's budget request of June 11, 1~76 (H.Doe. 94-523) to ~ro­
vide $200 000 000 in new budget authonty for the paymen~ of clall?s 
related to' the 'Teton Dam failure. This amount is include~ m the bill 
and as passed by the House is to become available immediately upon 
enactril'ent of this bill (H.R. 14236). · . . 

In addition to new bud~et (qbligational) aut~o~ty, the. bi~l, as 
recomrri.ended by the Committee, provides appropriatiOns .to hqmdate 
contract authorizations in the amopnt of $20,600,000, the same as the 
House allowance and budget estimate. . . 

Also in addition to the amounts ~n t1.e recommended hill, perma­
nent l~gislation authorizes the continuation of certa~ government 
activities without consideration by the Con~r~s.s durmg. the 1!-nnual 
appropriations process. Details of these actiVIties are hsted m th,~ 
"Permanent-Federal Funds" and "Permanent-Trust Funds 
tables appearing at the end of this report. In fiscal y~ar 1976, these 
activities were estimated to total $69,527,000. The estimate for fiscal 
year 1977 is $74,971,000. . . . 

Details with respect to the recommended appropnat10ns and the 
changes made from the House allo~anc~ and bu~get :equests are 
found in the narrative and tabulatiOns mcluded m this report. A 
comparative statement of new budget (obligational) authority for 
fiscal year 1976 budget estimates for fiscal year 1977, House allowance, 
and amounts r~commended by the Committee also appear at the end 
of the report. 

(4) 

TITLE I 

ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
ADMINISTRATION 

The Energy Research and Development Administration was 
created by the Congress by Public Law 93-438, the Energy Re­
organization Act of 1974, October 11, 1974. This Act brought together 
under a single agency the major Federal activities in energy research 
and development. ERDA officially came into existence on Janury 19, 
1975, and this is its second annual appropriation. The first ERDA 
appropriation became available in January 1976. Funds recommended 
in this bill provide for all ERDA programs except for the fossil 
energy research programs and certain conservation programs which 
are included in the Department of the Interior and Related Agencies 
Appropriation Bill. 

The Committee recommendation provides a total of $5,734,771,000 
for ERDA's programs and activities. This is a net increase of $6,4818,-
000 over the House allowance. The Committee believes this amount is 
sufficient to continue to provide the sound foundation needed for the 
significantly increased research and development budgets which will 
necessarily follow in the future fiscal years. The research, development 
and demonstration of new energy technologies will be costly and will 
require substantial investments. Even though the costs involved will 
be substantial, it is the policy and conviction of the Congress and the 
Administration that energy self-sufficiency and diversification of en­
ergy sources are important national goals that must be met and that 
the commitment of significant monetary resources is inescapable. 

OPERATING ExPENsEs 
Appropriation, 1976 _______________________________________ $3, 149, 015, 000 
Budget estimate, 1977 _____________________________________ 1 4, 137, 571, 000 
House allowance__________________________________________ 4, 172, 783, 000 
Committee recommendation __ ----------------------------- 4, 096, 586, 000 
Comparison: 

Budget estimate, 1971--------------------------------- -40,985,000 
House allowance______________________________________ -76, 197,000 

1 Includes budget amendment of $8,675,000 (S. Doc. 94-208) not considered by House. 

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $4,096,586,000 
for fiscal year 1977 which is a net decrease of $76,197,000 from the 
House allowance and a net decrease of $40,985,000 from the budget 
request. 

The total amount approved by the Committee for operating ex­
penses for fiscal year 1977 is $4,909,986,000, of which $4,096,586,000 
IS the appropriation recommended. The remainder or difference of 
$813,400,000 is derived from estimated revenues ($737 million) and 
changes in unobligated balances ($76 million) which, under existing 
law, are applied to operating expenses, thereby reducing the amount 
of the appropriation required for the approved program. 

(5) 
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Subsequent to the House Committee action, a budget amendment 
totaling $8,675,000 for operating expenses was transmitted to the 
Senate for consideration. These amounts are included in the figures 
shown and are in addition to the estimates considered by the House. 

The budget structure for the appropriation "Operating Expenses" 
reflects the estimated total oosts to be incurred for each of ERDA's 
major functional programs in fiscal year 1977 (cost-based budget), 
which the Committee continues to use and endorse. However, to facili­
tate matters, including comparability with the House Committee re­
port, the Committee recommendations are stated in terms of the more 
familiar new budget (obligational) authority. A cost tabulation is also 
shown in this report. 

A summary of the Committee recommendations, on both budget 
authority and cost basis and by major program activity with the 
budget estimate and House allowance, is shown in the following 
tables: 
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ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVEWPMENT ADMINISTRATION 
Operating Expenses-Budget Authority 

Item 

Solar energy developmenL •••••••••.••• 
Geothermal energy development •..•.•• 
Conservation research and develop-

ment: Electric energy systems and 
energy storage ___ --------------------

Fusion power research and develop­
ment: 

Appropriation 
tlscal year 

1976 

$108, 650, 000 
30,770,000 

33,498,000 

Fiscal year 
1977 budget 

estimate 

$141,800,000 
48,600,000 

41,800,000 

Magnetic fUsion.--------------·---- 131,650,000 163,000,000 

Committee 
House rooom-

allowance mendation 

$282,900,000 
62,100.000 

$220, 000, 000 
53,400,000 

61,000,000 51,900,000 

204, 500, 000 186, 600, 000 
80,000,000 77,700,000 Laserfuslon •••••• "--- •••• ---------- 66,500,000 71,400,000 

Total fusion power rllSearch and 1--~--1·-----1--......:........;. __ 1---=-:..:..:..:....;..;. 
development. __________________ I=~1797~,1=50,,;000~,I==239~,7400~,~000;;,II=;;;;;;;;,;;;;;;;;;,I,=,;;;:;;;;,;;;~ 284.500, 000 264, 300, 000 

178, 031>, 000 163, 035,000 
680, 280, 000 630, 200, 000 

3,000,000 -------- .. ~ .. _____ 

FueJ cycle researoh and development •• _ · 66,293, 000 163, 035, 000 
Fission power reactor development •••• _ 445, 394, 000 630, 200, 000 
Environmental research and safety: 

~1=~~~~c!~~::::l~;,:- --------·---···- ·-·--------·----
search............................ 174,647,000 182,916,000 197,316,000 197,816,000 

Operational safety................. 11,886,000 7, 707,000 8,807,000 8,807 000 
Environmental control technology.. 12,1167, 000 15, 577,000 19, 077, 000 19, ooo; 000 
Reaetorsa!etyfacllitie.s •••••••..•••• ---·-·---------- 33,800,000 28,800,000 28,300,000 

1-------1---~~-~--~~~1---==~ 
Total environmental rllSearch 

and safety •• -------------------I==:1;';94,~100.~000~I=~239~,~500~, OOO~I=,.,;256~, OOO,~~OOO~I=,.,;25;;;3~,~523~,;;000;; 
H!gbenergyphys!es.................... 152,820,000 167,500,000 170,000,000 167,500,000 
Baslcenergyselences................... 173,980,000 182,800,000 198, 17~,000 197,41l0, 000 
Nuclear materials security and safe.. 

-·······--· Jtr~~ ~r.:~~ 1~:~:~ ~r.:~~ 
·-·-·-···--- 31,500,000 31,000,000 81,000,000 31,000,000 

UT!Illiumenricbmentact!vltl:::···-·--- ------·-·------· 1•300•000 1,800,000 1,300,000 
Uraniumenrichment.............. 698,804,000 '888,845,000 882,845,000 888,845,000 
Advanced isotope separation tech-

nology___________________________ 29,450,000 36,830,000 36,820,000 36,830,000 
Total uranium enrichment aetiv· 1-----1·-----1--__:___:_ __ 1---=-.....:.-

ities •••..••••••• c._____________ '123, 2M, 000 925,175,000 l/19,175,000 925,175,000 
1====~1====~~~~~'1==~~ 

Nat{r:~tf~tleL.______________ 859,011,000 1,012,005,000 987,005,000 1,012,000,000 
Weapons materials production...... 279,511, 000 3M, 636, 000 362, '136, 000 362, 735,000 

1--~......:..._-1---~~-1--~~-1-~~== 
Total national security___________ 1,138,522, 000 1,366, 640,000 1,349, 740,000 1, 374,740,000 

~~==~~~==~I~==~ I~~~ 

1214,360,000 216,085,000 

6,415,000 10,507,000 
10,050,000 10,050,000 
10,000,000 . 10,000. 000 
11,000,000 10,000,000 
2,000,000 2,000,000 

700,000 700.000 
2,075,000 2,075,000 

43,145,000 4.6,237,000 ----
20,100,000 20,100,000 

278, 105,000 282, 422, 000 

78,016,000 78,016,000 

4, 752,171,000 4, 886, 186, 000 

Total revenues applied •• --------- -670,000,000 -787, 900, 000 -787,000,000 

Net budgetauthority ·-·--------- 3, 163,515,000 4, 137, 4,248,283, 000 4,172, 086,000 
Appropriation transfer.·····-··-------- 500,000 500,000 500,000 
Change in unohllgated balances........ -15,000,000 --··--·--------- -76,000,000 -76,000,000 

.J--~~--1--------
Total operating budget authority. 4, 172,783,000 4, 096, 586. ooo 

1 Reflects amended b"Qdpt request (S. Doe. 94-208) not conslde.red by the House. 
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ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION 
Operating 'Expenses-Cost Basis 

Appropriation F House Committee 
Item :flsca year lilloWIIIlCll reoom-

1976 e mendatlon 

Bolar energl deVlllopment •.•••••••••... $80, 530, 000 $110,1100, 000 $219, 000, 000 $140,1100,000 
Oeotherma energy development ••.•.•• 31,170,000 44,300,000 47,200,000 47,000,000 
Conservation ~h and develop-

ment: Electric energy systems and 
35,840,000 43,940,000 43,300,000 energy storage •••••••••••••••.•••.•.•. 25,830,000 

Fualon power research and develop-
ment: 

Magnetic fusion ••••••••.••..••••..•. 
LIISm' fusion ........................ 

120, 000. 000 
56,1100,000 

156, 000, 000 
69,300,000 

183, 300, 000 
75,800,000 

170,000,000 
74,000,000 

Totlll Fnsion Power Research 
and development •••••...•••••• 179,1100,000 225, 300, 000 259,100, 000 244,000,000 

Fne! cycle research and development ••• 57,025,000 138, 770, 000 140,970, 000 138, 770, 000 
Fission power reactor development ••••• 335, 515, 000 544, 000, 000 544, 960, 000 544,000,000 
Environmental research and safety: 

Bolenee and teehnelll education •••• ~~ ......... --------- ____ .. ________ .. _- 2,200,000 .. -------- _____ .. _ 
Blomedlelll and elnvlronmentlll re-

search •.........•••••••••••••••••• 164,465,000 17 4, 784, 000 135, 534. 000 185,584,000 
Operational safety •••••••••••••••••• 6,310,000 5,058,000 5,658,000 5,558,000 
Environmental control technology. 11, 455, 000· 14,155,000 16,755,000 17;200,000 
Reactor safety faclUtles ••••••••••••• ,. .. .,. .. ___________ - 24,700,000 !11,000,000 21,000,000 

To till environmental research 
and safety ••••••••••••••••••••• 182, 230, 000 218, 647, 000 231,647,000 229, 292,000 

Hlgh energy physics ••••••••••••••••••• 148,300,000 162,900, 000 164,800,000 182,000,000 
BIIBic energy sciences. ••••••.••••••••••• 167. 200, 000 174, 000, 000 185, 1100, 000 185,000,000 
Nuclear materials· securlty and safe. 

11,975,000 24,940,000 22,840,000 guarde ••••••••••••••••.••.•••••••...• 22,840,000 
Navlll reactor development ....••••. , ••• 186, 200,000 202, 000. 000 202, 600, 000 202, 000, 000 
=nuclear syetems ...••.•••••..•••• 28,000,000 30,000,000 30,000,000 30,000,000 

uclear explosives applications ...•••••• _______ ................... 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 
Uranlnm enrichment activities: 

878, 095, 000 Uranium enrichment .•.•...•...•••• 682, 958, 000 1 878, 095, 000 873, 095, 000 
Advanced laotope sePII1'8.tion tech· 

25,000,000 34,000,000 840000,000 84,000,000 nology. ··········-······--····· 

Totlll uranium enrichment 
912, 005, 000 activities •...•.. _ ••••••••••••• -- 707, 958, 000 912, 095, 000 907,005,000 

Natloulll securlty: 
971, 605, 000 952,805,000 971,605,000 Weapons activities ••••...•••••••••• 849, 364, 000 

Weapons materialll producti(!U ••••• 267, 692, 000 384, 405, 000 840,505,000 340, 605, 000 

Total Nationlll Bocurity •••••••••• 1, 116, 996, 000 1, 306, 010, 000 1, 293,310,000 1, 312,110,000 

Prol(l"am support: 
180,833, 000 1 214, 860, 000 216, 335,000 214,860,000 Program direction ••••••••••••••••• 

Supporting activities: · 
9,085,000 6,411),000 10,507,000 10,507,000 Community oflemtlons ••••••.•. 

Becnrtty inves lgations ••••••••• 11,475,000 10,050,000 10,050,000 10,050,000 
Information services •••••••••••• 9,610,000 10,906,000 10,906,000 10,906,000 
General systems studies •••••• ~- 9,200,000 11,000,000 10;000,000 10,000,000 
Oenerlll taohnology transfer •••• 1,600,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 
Man!.:wer develoftment •••••••. ·- -- ·· 2;iiiii:ooo· 700.000 700,000 700,000 
EE assigned fac litles •••••••.. 2,(115, 000 2,(116, 000 2,075,000 

Total supporting activities ••• t~:=:=: . . 43,14.~. 000 46,237,000 i~:~b:~ Cost of work for others .•••••....••• 18,240,000 18,240,000 

Totlll program support .•••••••••• 236, 702, 000 273. 570,000 280, 862, 000 279, 337, 000 

Total program.. ..•• "•······-···-· 8, 545, 131, 000 4, 405, 507, 000 4, 585, 824, 000 

Increase or decrease in selected re-
aources: 

286, 648, 000 822, 648,000 335, 866, 000 Goods 11nd services on order •••••••• 254, 458, 000 

c~:gft~~i~~~~~.:!~~~-:.V~~-~- 66,760,000 '78,016,000 78,016,000 78,016,000 

Totlll increase or decrease In 
346, 664, 000 400, 859, 000 412, 828, 000 selected resources ••••••••••••• 321,218,000 

Total gross obligations ......... 3, 866, 84.9, 000 . 4, 752, 171,000 4, 986, 183,000 4, 900, 986, 000 

:Revenues applied: 
-561, 510, 000 -539,100. 000 -661, 000, 000 -661, 000, 000 Enrichment revenues •••••••••• ____ 

Miscellaneous revenues ••••••••••• -- -78,400,000 -76,000,000 -76, 000, 000 -76, 000, 000 

Totlll revenues applied •••••••••.. -670, 000, 000 -737,000,000 -737,000,000 
-

4,128,396,000 4, 246, 283, 000 4, 172, 086, 000 Total net obligations ••••••••••.•. 3, 196, 349, 000 
Appropriation transfers •••••••••••• __ .. 500,000 1100,000 500,000 500,000 
Unobligated balance brought forword .. -47,884,000 ---------- ·- ---- -76,000,000 -76,000,000 

To till operating budget authority. 3, 149, 015, 000 '4, 137, 571, 000 4,172, 783,000 4, 096, 588. 000 
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I. SOLAR ENERGY DEVELOPMENT 

The Committee recommends a total of $220,000,000 in new budget 
authority, an increase of $78.2 million over the budget estimate, for 
Solar Energy Research and Development operating expenses. The 
purpose of this program is to significantly expand the Nation's en­
ergy supply through the development and demonstration of solar 
energy systems that are economically attractive and environmentally 
acceptable. 

The commitment to this program is shown in the following table 
which includes the total level of funding for the Solar program for 
the last five years for both "operating expenses" and "plant and 
capital equipment." · 

APPBOPBIATlON--Ol'ERATING ExPENSES, PLANT A;ND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT 
(BUDGET AUTHORITY) 

Percent 
Fundling increase !rom 

Fi8oalgear level previous gear 

1978-------------------------------------- $4,000,000 100 
1974 -------------------------------------- 15,000,000 275 
1975 -------------------------------------- 48,000,000 186 
1976 (eetintate)---------------------------- 115,000,000 167 
1977 (rewntntended) ----------------------- 261, 900, 000 128 

An ERDA report predicted that solar energy can provide up to 
'T percent of our country's energy needs by the turn of the century and 
up to 25 percent by the year 2020. Thus if the technology can be de­
veloped, and made economically attractive, solar energy will play an 
invaluable role in the United States long range needs to become energy 
independent. 

In making the recommended increases noted below, the Committee 
has significantly accelerated those solar subprograms which can have a 
near term impact. The siWtificant increases for commercial and resi­
dential demonstrations will enable ERDA to expand the number of 
demonstrations, thus testing various technologies under a wide variety 
of geographical conditions. A hig-her number of demonstrations will 
also accelerate the commercialization of these technologies since the 
publicity and interest generated by the demonstrations will enhance 
the overall appeal of solar energy as an energy source. 

The Committee is enthusiastic over the prospects for solar power 
!i'nd strong-ly supports the program as evidenced by the SiWtificant 
mcreases above· the budget recommended in the bill. Based on the 
testimony received, the Committee concurs with the House Committee 
that "a word of caution should be noted. Witnesses testified that at the 
present stage of development, solar systems for houses and building-s 
are not cost competitive with existing energy sources. Also, the ad­
vanced solar systems, which hopefully will provide siWtificant amounts 
of electricity to tlhe Nation. are in the embryonic stage of develop­
ment. An optimistic timetable shows that solar enerzy will not make a 
significant contribution to the energy supply until far into the future . 
·Thus the near and intermediate term outlook is for solar energy to 
produce a small amount of energy relative to the overall energy 
demand." · 

The following table lists the Committee's recommendations for new 
budget authority for the various subprograms within solar energy. 
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SUMMARY OF SOLAR ENERGY ESTIMATES BY SUBPROGRAM-BUDGET AUTHORITY 
!In thousands of dollars) 

Fiscal year 
Fiscal ~ear 1977 budget House 

Operating expense 976 estimate allowance 

Direct thermal ap~lications: 
A. Solar heat ng and cooling of buildings: 

$18,200 $16,700 $35,000 1. Commercial demonstrations •••••....•••. 
2. Residential demonstrations ••••••••.•••• 5,900 8,100 27,000 
3. Research and development •...•.••.....• 5,000 10,500 15,000 
~- Deyelopment in support of demonstra· 

6, 000 10,000 20,000 lions ••..•••• ___ ••••...•••• ------ •.. 
B. Agricultural process heat applications ••••••••••. 4, 750 3, 900 7,000 

Techno to~ support and utilization: 
I, 000 1,500 6,500 A. So r energy resource assessment •••••••••...•• 

B. Solar Energy Research Institute ...•••••••••••.• 2,~gg 1, 500 2,500 
C. Utilization and information dissemination. ______ 1,000 3,000 
D. Solar storage ................................ 1, 600 0 

Solar electric applications: 
14,300 30900 57,200 A. Solar thermal electric conversion ............... 

B. Photovoltaic energy conversion _________________ 21,600 28:200 64,200 
c. Wind energy conversion ....................... 14,900 16,000 21,000 
D. Ocean thermal energy conversion .. ____________ 8,100 9,200 13,000 Fuels from biomass _________________________________ 4,500 4,300 11,500 

.A. description of the solar energy subprograms follows : 

A. DIRECT TH'ERMAL APPLICATIONS 

Committee 
recommen· 

dation 

$30,200 
15, 300 
12,500 

14,000 
5,400 

5, 500 
2, 500 
3,000 

0 

42,000 
45,000 
20,000 
14, 000 

10,600,000 

(1) Solar Heating and Cooling of Buildings.-This program in­
volves demonstration programs to provide for residential and com­
mercial solar heating and hot water demonstrations in several cycles 
by the end of 1977 and combined solar heating and cooling b:y the en?­
of 1979 . .A. cycle includes construction of a set of demonstratiOn proJ­
ects, followed by data collection and analysis, an~ development of 
improved systems ?ased on the. data. The results ~II le.ad to recom­
mendations of possible changes m procedure and legtslatwn needed to 
win broad acceptance of solar energy. . . . . . 

(2) Agricultural and Process Heat .A.pphcat10!1s.-~he ob;wctive :t;n 
this area is to investigate a:t?-4 develop technologies w~ICh ":1-ll pet:nnt 
the economical and competitive use of solar energy m gram drymg, 
crop curing, animal shelters, greenhouses, agricultural food processing 
and to supply a significant fraction of the energy requirements of 
industry. 

B. TECHNOLOGY SUPPORT AND UTILIZATION 

This subprogram supports the technical subprograms included in 
the solar energy program. Activities in Technology _Support and 
Utilization include the assessment, promotion, marketmg and com­
municating all aspects of solar R. & D., its resources and its potential 
economic viability in the energy marketplace. 

Included in this subprogram are funds for the Solar Energy Re­
search Institute (SERI). The Committee recommen~s a $1,000,000 
increase for SERI to a level of $2,500,000. SERI will perform re­
search, development and related functions to support the National 
Solar Energy Program. The fiscal year 1977 request for SERI pro­
vides for costs associated with start-up activities and partial con-
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ceptual design of facilities that may be required as a part of an 
:wcepted SERI proposal. The programmatic costs of the SERI are 
mclude:d under ~he technicfll subprograms. 

The mcrease Is to help Insure that further delays in the implemen-
tation of SERI will not occur. · · 

C. SOLAR ELECTRIC APPLICATIONS 

The <?bjective of . this program is to develop and demonstrate the 
conversiOn of solar energy to electric energy with a possible initial 
eneriD" contribution by 1985, and a moderate 'contribution by 2000. 

Different approaches to achieve these objectives include: 
(1) Pho~ovoltaic Energy C~mversion.-~he overall objective of the 

r:hotovoltai~ Energy Convers1~n program IS tp develop economically 
viable·electn.c P?wer systems s~nta?le for a vanety of applications ~nd 
capable of significantly contnbutmg to the Nation's energy reqmre-
ments. · · 

· (2) .Whtd Energy Conversion.:.:..... The primary purpose of this pro­
~am 1s·. to develop. the technology base of large-scale economically 
viable wmd energy systems suitable for supplying cornmericial electric 
power, and to accelerate their commercial implementation through 
demonstration of larg-e-scale experimental systems. ·. . 
. (3) Ocean Thermal Energy Conversion.-Objective of the program 
IS to. establish a technically .and economically viable technology base 
leadmg to the demonstration and commercia] implementation of 
large-scale floating power plants capable of converting ocean thermal 
energy into significant quantities of electrical energy. . 

( 4) Solar Thermal Electric Conversion.-The major goals of the 
s<?lar thermal praw:am are to provide a full system capability for the 
Widespread productiOn of supplementary electric and thermal power in 
the 1980's to meet electric utility requirements and to provide a full 
system capability for total energy systems for Government installa­
tions, urban and rural communities, and industrial load centers. 

D. FUELS FROM BIOMASS 

This subprogram involves the photosynthetic production, collection, 
storage, and conversion of organic matter (biomass) into useful clean 
f~eJs. The Biomass sources which are being considered include terres­
tnal crops produced from agriculture and forestry operations, marine 
crops, agricultural and animal wastes and forestry residues. 

GENERAL 

The Committee urges ERDA to fully consider submitted project 
proposals such as those discussed in the plant and capital equipment 
report section, solar energy facilities at various locations, as may be 
required under the appropriate solar subprograms listed above. 
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II. GEOTHERMAL ENERGY DEVELOPME:!'.'"T 

The Committee recommends a. total of $52,100,000 for operating 
expenses for Geothermal Ener~ Development. The potentially usable 
geothermal resources of the Umted States are quite supstantial. ERDA 
has a number of subprograms underway which have the common goal 
of providing America with the option to exploit those resources. 
ERDA's inte~est in geothermal energy can be broken down into two 
broad Gategories-acceleration of the development of geothermal en­
ergy through the use of existing technology and research and develop­
ment leading towards eventual development of plants which can ex­
ploit p:eopressured and hot dry rock geothermal systems. 

ERDA's major effort in expanding the use of geothermal energy for 
the intermediate term is the Geothermal Resources Development Fund. 
The purpose of this program is to stimulate the development of com­
mercial development of geothermal energy by minimizing a lender's 
financial risk associated with the introduction of new technology. An 
additional goal is to "develop normal borrower-lender relationships 
which will in time encourage the flow of credit without the need of 
Federal assistance." (Further comments on the Geothermal Resource 
Development Fund occur in another portion of the report.) 

ERDA also is making a substantial effort to develop the technolo­
gies :for exploiting the substantial geothermal resources which are in 
the :form of hot dry rock and geopressured areas. The following table 
lists the various subprograms within the Geothermal Development 
Program. 

A brief description of the various subprograms along with. comments 
on the Committees recommendations follows : 

SUMMARY OF GEOTHERMAL ENERGY ESTIMATES BY SUBPROGRAM-BUDGET AUTHORITY 

(In thousands of dollars! 

Operating expenses 

Engineering research and developmenL .............. . 
Resource exploration and assessment ................. . 
Hydrothermal technology applications ................. . 
Advanced technology applications ................... .. 
Utilization experiments ............................. .. 
Environmental control and institutional studies ........ .. 

Fiscal year 
1&76 

$10,600 
3,600 
5, 700 
6,900 

0 
3,900 

Fiscal year 
19n budget 

estimate 

$11,500 
10,000 
12,200 
10,100 

0 
4,800 

House 
allowance 

$13,500 
4000 

12:200 
13,800 
3,000 
5,600 

A. ENGINEERING RESEARCH AND DEVELOP:MENT 

Committee 
recommen­

dation 

$13,500 
10,000 
15,000 
10,100 

0 
4,800 

The objective is to bring the technologies required for geothermal 
development to the point of readiness :for practical application, thereby 
establishing the technical :foundation. for growth and development. 

B. RESOURCE EXPLORATION AND ASSESS:MENT 

Objectives are to improve existing exploration and assessment 
technology :for use by the United States Geological Survey and by 
industry, to accelerate the identification of geothermal resources, to 
verify the potential usefulness of these resources :for geothermal 

13 

energy applications and to apply such technology to the confirmation 
of candidate geothermal sites. . 

C. HYDROTHER!fAL TECHNOLOGY APPLICATIONS 

O~jective is to establish the technical :feasibility of using liquid­
dommated geothermal resources for both electric power generation 
and non-electric uses. 

The Committee recommends that $2 millio~ of the increase over the 
budget estimate for hydrothermal technology applications be provided 
for applications of low- and moderate-temperature geothermal heat. 

D. ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY APPLICATIONS 

Th~ objective of this subprogram is to prove the technical :feasibility 
o£ usmg geothermal resources that require technologies which will 
be able to eventually use the widely distributed conductive heat of the 
earth's crust. 

E. ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL AND INSTITUTIONAL STUDIES 

. Studies conducted under this program will assess the environmental 
1m~act of geothermal activities and the development o:f improved 
environmental control technologies. 

III. CONSERVATION RESEARCH AND DEVELOP:MENT 

The .Committee recommends a total of $51,900,000 in new budget 
authonty for fiscal year 1977. for electric energy systems and energy 
storage .. The remainder of the Conservation R. & D. efforts are in­
cluded m the Interior Appropriation Bill. 

The objective o~ the Electric Energy Systems effort includes research 
a~d ?evelopm~~t m fJ:dvanced technologies for increasing power trans­
~~~lon capabihty With .reduced power losses, increased system relia­
blhty! and lower ope~tmg costs. Energy Storage efforts include de­
velopmg energy savmg technologies through storage of available 
lower c_ost base load energy for use in meeting peak load demand. 

The m~rease recommended provides an additional $5.1 million for 
the electric energy systems and $5.0 million :flor the electric storage 
programs in budget authority :for fiscal year 1977. 

IV. FusioN POWER RESEARCH AND DE.VELOP:MENT · 

The 'committee recommends a total of $264,300,000 for Fusion 
Power .Resea:r:ch and Development, including $186,600,000 :for bhe 
Magnetic Fuswn program. . 
~he ~ssential :fuel material which would be used in :fusion is a 

?eriVative of seawater. It is esti~ated that the ~nergy that could, 
~n theory, be produc~ by the fusion of t~e deutermm nuclei present 
m a gallon of water IS equal to that obtamable from the combustion 
of about 300 gallons of gasoline. The enormous amounts o:f water 
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available on Earth thus represents an inexhaustible potential source 
of energy. The production of energy from the controlled fusion process 
has certain unique characteristics which make it extremely attractive 
from the safety and environmental points of view. Thus controlled 
thermonuclear fusion could well be a key answer to mankind's long­
range energy problems. 

There are two approaches to attain the production of electricity 
through the fusion process-magnetic fusion and laser fusion. Mag­
netic fusion utilizes powerful magnets to hold the fuel in mid-air as the 
thermonuclear burn occurs. In laser fusion, powerful lasers will im­
plode the fuel to attain a thermonuclear burn. The following table 
shows the appropriations for the fusion power program for the past 
several years. 

Appropriation-Operating e111penses, plant, and capital equipment 
(budget authority) 

Fiscal year 

1978 --------------------------------------------
1974 -------------~------------------------------1975 ____________________________________________ _ 

1976 (estimate>----------------------------------
1977 (recommended)-----------------------------

1 Includes funds for magnetic fusion and laser fusion. 

A. MAGNETIC FUSION 

Funding 
level' 

$79,000,000 
111,500,000 
188,000,000 
250,400,000 
420,800,000 

Percent 
increase from 
previous year 

46 
41 
64 
87 
68 

The Committee is encouraged by the various scientific advances made 
within the past year in the ma~netic fusion program. The Committ~e 
recommends an increase of $18,600,000 over the budget request for this 
program. The recommended increase will provide for expanded re­
search in a number of subprograms and modest efforts in areas other 
than the mainline programs. The Committee points out that the budget 
request provided an increase of $36,350,000 over fiscal year 1976. The 
Committee's recommendation would provide $54,950,000 over fiscal 
year 1976. 

B. LASER FUSION 

The Committee recommends. a total of $77,700,000, an increase of 
$6,300,000, for the Laser Fusion prograni. This program has the same 
objective as the magnetic fusion program, but utilizes lasers to initiate 
the thermonuclear burn. The research and development conducted 
in this program a.lso has relevance in weapons research. 

The laser fusion program is characteriized by cooperative develop­
ment effort of the ERDA laboratories, universities and industry. The 
Committee believes this is a healthy direction and encourages ERDA 
to continue to assure strong participation of non-ERDA organizations 
in this program. 

v. FUEL CYCLE RESEARCH AND DEVEWPMENT 

The Committee recommends a total of $163,035,000~ the same as the 
budget and an increase of nearly $100,000,000 over the funding level 
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:for fiscal year 1976, for Fuel Cycle Research and Development. This 
program is concerned with all portions of the nuclear fuel cycle. The 
three major subprograms are (1) Uranium Resource Assessment (2) 
Support of Nuclear Fuel Cycle and (3) Waste Management (Com­
mercial). 'f\he following table shows the Committee's recommenda­
tions for these three subprograms. 

A. URANIUM RESOURCE ASSESSMENT 

This program consists of (a) evaluation and analysis of do­
mestic uraruum ore reserves and potential resources, (b) identifying 
areas favorablefor the occurrence of uranium and (c) R & Don im­
proved techniques for assessment, discovery and production of the 
resources. · 

Ample supplies of uranium are essential for the long term health of 
nuclear energy and the attainment of Energy Independence. Wit­
nesses testified that, although there are enough supplies for the inter­
mediate term, it is important that new discoveries be made for the long 
term needs. The Committee recommends the full budget request of 
$31,335,000 for this program. 

B. SUPPORT OF NUCLEAR FUEL CYCLE 

The purpose of this program is to develop, on a commercially appli­
cable basis, the technology for reprocessing spent reactor fuels and the 
recycling of the used products and to improve the operability and 
maintainability of large integrated reprocessing and recycle facilities. 

The availability of a reprocessing and recycle capability will signif­
icantly reduce the demand for natural uranium and the associated 
mining, mining and enrichment capacity. The Committee supports 
the full budget request of $56,700,000. 

C. WASTE MANAGEMENT (COMMERCIAL) 

This program provides for the long term management of radid­
active waste. Subprograms include (a) terminal storage R & D, (b) 
waste processing R & D and (c) supporting studies and evaluations. 

The Committee recommends $75,000,000. the full budget request, 
which is an increase of $62,000,000 over the fiscal year 1976 appropria­
tion of $13,000,000. 

VI. FisSION PoWER REAcTOR DEVELOPMENT 

The Committee recommends a total of $630,260,000, as proposed in 
the budget request, for the Fission Power Reactor Development Pro­
gram. This program includes research on a number of advanced 
reactor concepts-the Liquid Metal Fast Breeder Reactor, the High 
Temperature Gas Reactor, Gas Cooled Reactors and Light Water 
Reactor Technology. 

The major portion of these funds is for the continued research and 
development of the Liquid Metal Fast Breeder Reactor (LMFBR). 
The LMFBR is projected to utilize uranium in the range of 60 times 
more efficiently than existing reactors. The impact of that fact should 
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not be understimated. The LMFBR technology may make an enor­
mous contribution someday to America's energy supply. As mentioned 
earl.ier in ~he report, almost every industrialized <;ountry is proceeding 
rapidly w1th the development of LMBFR's and some countries have 
demonstration plants actually operating. 

Funds are included in the bill to proceed with a demonstration plant 
to prove out the technology. Under the present timetable this plant 
would become operable around 1983. Critics who oppose the breeder 
would ·foreclose the possibility of developing a demonstration plant 
which, as witnesses testified to the Committee, will prove the safety 
and workability of a technology which has the potential of making .an 
enormous contribution to the future energy needs of the Nation. 

Also included is the Light Water Reactor Technology subprogram 
which has the objective of increasing the productivity and on 
line availability of light water reactors and reducing the cost of light 
water reactors to be committed in the next 5-10 years. 

The following table lists the recommended totals for the various· 
subprograms. of the Fission Power Reactor Development Program. 

Summary of Fi88ion Power Reactor Development by Subprogram 

(Budget Authority) 

Fiaca1g~ar 
1911 butiget 

Liquid metal fast breeder reactor ______________ $534,760, 000 
VVater cooled breeder reactor__________________ 37,000,000 
Gas cooled reactors--------------------------- 28, 700, 000 
Light vvater reactor technology________________ 12,500,000 
Supporting activities-------------------'------- 17, 300, 000 

Total 680, 260, 000 

Committee 
rerommendation 

$534,760,000 
87,000,000 
28,700,000 
12,500,000 
17,800,000 

630, 260, 000 

VII. ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH AND SAFETY 

The Committee recommends a total of $253,523,000 for Environ­
mental Research and Safety, which is an increase of $14,023,000 over 
the budget request. The Environmental Safety and Research Program 
is divided into five subprograms. 

A brief explanation of each subprogram and description of Com­
mittee recommendations follows. 

A. BIOMEDICAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH 

Program provides data arid conducts research on the health and 
enyi~onmental effects. of pollutants release?- to the environment by 
extstmg and developmg energy technologies and conducts various 
~esearch programs. A wide variety of research programs are conducted 
m health studies, biological studies, environmental studies, physical 
and technalogical studies, analysis and assessment and. education and 
training. 

The recommended increase includes $3,500.000 for the arti.ficial 
heart, $2,000,000 for expanded research in nuclear medicine, and in­
creased research on the health and environmental impact of both 
nuclear and non-nuclear sreneration of energy, including $800,000 
for manned undersea activities research. 
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B. OPERATIONAL SAFETY 

':fhe objective of this program is to: (1) Provide ERDA with a 
qmck ~ponse capabilit:y: f.or performing ~erial radiological measure­
ments man emergency Situatwn; (2) to aidthe State of Colorado in 
cleaning up the structures which were partially built by using uranium 
mill tailings in the construction material; and ( 3) Safety Studies and 
Development of Operations guidelines. 
Safe~y studies and ·Developme~t of Operations guidelines. 
The mcrease .over the; bu~get IS .for ~afe~y stud.ies and the develop­

ment of operatiOnal guidelines pnmanly m fossil fuel facilities. 

C. ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL TECHNOLOGY 

The program provides for: a~~ssing all ongoing and planned energy 
~ech!lology deve!opment activities to ensure that the proper emphasis 
IS gtve~ to environmental control research, development, and dem­
onstration. 

The increase recommended in the bill will accelerate ERDA's 
e:!forts to ~ss the technolog:y being developed to minimize the en­
VIronmental Impact of generatmg energy. 

D, REACTOR SAFETY FACILITIES 

The primary responsibility f?r nuclear safety research rests with the 
Nuclear Regulatory Conumsswn (NRC). However Section 205 of 
the ~nergy Reorganization Act of 1974 stipulates th~t ERDA should 
prov1d~ ~esearch services and :facilities to the Nuclear Regulatory 
CommiSSion :for the· purpose of conducting NRC sponsored safety 
research . 
. One of the exP-eriment~ anticipated to be conducted by the NRC 
IS the :.:~enum Fill ~xperiii}ent. ERDA is responsi_hle for budgeting 
for faCility con~ruct~on while N~C will be responsible for budgeting 
for t~e test specificatiOn preparatiOn and analysis associated with the 
expenmental progr~m. 

The Comm1ttee 1s concerned about the dramatic increase in the 
cost for the Plenum Fill Experimental Facility. The estimated cost 
has rt.sel},fro.m aboup $2,000,~00 to $2'7,400,000. 

Th1~ s1gmficant mcrease m the estimated total cost shows that the 
pl!ln~mg, research and conceptual design and engineering have not at 
this tlme, been. well conc~ived for this facility. ' 

The Committee has !nclude~ $2,;mo,ooo in budget authority for 
the develop~ent of. deta1l~d eng~neenng and design and cost estimates. 
The Committee . will review th1s project when the final design and 
cost data are available. 

VIII. HIGH ENERGY PHYSICS 

The Commi~tee recommends a. total of $167,500,000, the same as the 
request ~or High Energy Physics. The goal of this program is the 
exp.loratwn and u:r:de~standing of energy and matter in their most 
baste form. T~e maJority of the funds are for the operation of various 
accelerators mvolved in research. Numerous experimental and 
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theoretical research programs are inv;olved i!l basi~ research about 
the structure behavior of matter and Its mamfestatlons as and rela-
tionship to energy. 

IX. BAsiC ENERGY SciENCES 

The Committee recommends a total of $197,400,000 for Basic 
Energy Sciences. This is an incre_ase of $14,60~,000 o!er the budget 
request. The funds included for this pro~a~ wi~l prov1de $90,500,000 
for the Nuclear Science rogram, whiCh lS an mcr~ase o~ $9,300,000 
over the budget request; 6,400,000 for the Material Sctences sub­
program, which is an increase of $5,300,000 ove_r the bud~et reguest; 
and $50 500 000 for the Molecular, Mathematical, and Geosc1ences 
subprog~am: which is the same as the budget request. 

A. NUCLEAR SCIENCE 

The major objective of this subprogram is improving O";lr undel;'­
standing of nuclear proces~s and. phenome~a tJ;trou~h basic experi­
mental and theoretical studies carr1ed out prux~anly ~t ERDA labora­
tories and at universities. Most o£ this research IS earned out at smaller 
reactors and research reactors. 

B. MATERIAL SCIENCES 

This research effort is to expand the base of kno''!ledge of materials 
properties and behavior. Improved or ~ew mater1a~s and expan.ded 
knowledge of the properties of. conventiOn~} material~ a;e reqmred 
in an aspects of energy g-eneration, conversiOn, transmiSSion, storage 
utilization and conservatiOn. . 

The increase is to accelerate materials re,.qearch because. of the nn-
portant role materials will play in the development of vanous future 
energy technologies. · 

C. MOLECULAR, MATHEMATICAL AND GEOSCIENCES 

The research efforts in this subprogram include research in radia­
tion science, chemical physics, basic. reseat;ch in geothermal ene~gy, 
and study to improve the efficiency with which computers are apphed. 

X. NucLEAR MATERIALS SrotimTY AND SAFEGUARDS 

The Committee recommends a total of $25.740.000 for operating 
expenses.for the Nuclear Materials Security and Safeguards program, 
the same as the budget request. • . 

The objective of the program is to protect the publ~c agamst death, 
injury or property damage from nuclear events wh1~h could poten­
tially be produced by malevolent use of nuclear matenals or sabotage 
of nuclear facilities. . . . 

The program designs safeguards systems for bo~h ClVIhan an~ 
ERDA facilities. The increased operating f:lnds w1l~ be used P.n­
marily for designing safeguards systems usmg physiCal protection 
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and materials control and accountability elements and testing these 
systems in operating plant environments. The recommended increase 
restores the reduction made by the Office of Management and Budget. 

XI. NAVAL REACTOR DEVELOPMENT 

The Committee recommends the full budget request of $191,500, 
000 for operating expenses of the Naval· Reactors Development 
program. This program provides for the design and development of 
improved naval nuclear propulsion plants and reactor cores to meet 
the .military requirements of the Department of Defense. Efforts 
contmue on the development of an advanced reactor core with longer 
life for application to nuclear powered guided-missile cruisers and on 
the development of advanced reactors for submarines. 

XII. SPACE NucLEAR SYSTEMS 

The CoJ?mittee recommends the full budget request of $31,000,000 
for o~eratmg expenses of the Space Nuclear Systems program. 

Th1s program provides nuclear power systems for the civilian space 
program and the Department of Defense which utilizes satellites for 
communication, surveillance and command and control of the Nation's 
strategic and tactical forces. 
. Improved power systems utilizing nuclear isotopes are also needed 
m underseas research, advanced anti-submarine warfare detection 
system~ !lnd potentially fo~ an unmanned defense radar system. 

Additionally, a terrestrial power development subprogram is in­
volved in the potential application of space technology to energy pro­
grams on earth. 

XIII. NucLEAR EXPLOsiVE APPLICATION PROGRAM 

The full budget estimate of $1,300,000 is recommended for the 
Nuclear.E.xpl~ive Application Prog_ram. These funds would provide 
for. ~1~ 1mtiat10n of labo.ratory studies of radioactive waste disposal 
actiVIties. ERDA would mvestigate the feasibility of utilizing a very 
deep (20,000-30,000 ft.) underground cavity for permanent disposal 
of nuclear fuel reprocessing wastes. 

A subp.rogram will provide the support base :for the U.S. govern­
ment dunng Peaceful Nuclear Explosive-related treaty negotiations. 

There are no funds included in this bill for underground nuclear 
tests, other than those for the National Security program. 

XIV. URANIUM ENRICHMENT AcTIVITIES 

A, URANIUM ENRICHMENT 

The· Committee recommends $888,345,000, same as the budget esti­
mate for uran.ium enrichment. The major portion of these funds­
$80?,_2~5,000-;-Is for the operation of the thr'le uranium enrichment 
fac1ht1es whiCh produce fuel for America's and many of the world's · 
nucl~ar plants. These costs are recovered through the 'sale of enricthed 
uramum. 
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XV. NATIONAL SECURITY 

A. WEAPONS ACTIVITIES 

The Committee .recommends $1,012,005,000, the same as the budget 
estimate for Weapons Activities. 

The Weapons program provides for the research, ~evelopment, 
testing and production of nuclear weapons to meet natiOnal defense 
needs. The weapons complex within ERDA is a national resource that 
for over 25 years has fulfilled the Nation's nuclear weapons needs. 

The Committee is advised that the actual size of the nuclear stock­
pile is declining in number. However, many weapons in the stockpile 
are extremely old and must be replaced. The production of new nuclear 
weapons is needed to maintain an adequate defe~ post:ure and to 
incorporate new technology into new· warheads wh1ch will be com­
patible with the new weapons systems being developed by the Depax;t­
ment of Defense. It should be noted that the cost of the warheads IS 
relatively small when compared to the total cost of the· weapons 
systems being developed by the Department of Defense. Botl~ ERDA 
and DOD are involved in judgements affecting safety, security, con-
trol and performance features of nuclear weapons.. . . . .. 

At times the weapons complex does undertake missions m the ClVIhan 
energy field. Because of the nat!lre of its resear~h eft:ort it is especially 
qualified in the area of laser fusion research whiCh will hopefully.make 
a significant contribution towards supplying energy for the N at10n. 

B. WEAPONS MATERIAL PRODUCTION 

The Committee recommends $362,735,000, an increase of $8,100,000, 
for Weapons Material Production. . . . 

The prinlary objectives of this program are the productiOn of special 
nuclear materials for weapons, the reprocessint~; of n~val fuels for 
nuclear submarines and the management of ERDA radioactive waste 
products. . 

The Committee increase of $8,100,000 is for extendmg- the opera­
tion of the Hanford Reactor in Washington beyond fiscal year 19!7. 
This is a dual purpose reactor which produces both nuclear matenal 
for ERDA and steam for producing electricity. 

XVI. PROGRAM DIRECTION 

The Committee recommends a total of $214,860,000, the same as the 
budget request for Program Dire~tion. ~is program. cov~rs the 
salaries travel and other costs associated with program d1rect10n and 
admini~ration of ERDA. The major portion of these funds are for 
the salaries of personnel directly employed by ERDA. 

There seems to be a substantial duplication of staff functions at the 
program l~vel, assistant administrator level and central staff. For 
example the data submitted to the Committee during the recent 
hearin~ indicates a substantial duplicati<?n in planning, budget, ad­
ministrative services and other staff functiOns. There also appears to 
exist a significant proliferation of personnel in management informa­
tion systems and studies. 
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. ERDA should review the organization with a view toward identify­
mg ~hes~ non-programmatic positions, and eliminating overlap and 
duphcatwn. 

XVII. ·SUPPORTING AcTIVITIEs 

The Committee recommends a total of $46,237,000 for Supporting 
Activities, an increase of $3,092,000 from the budget request. 

Supporting Activities is made up of the following subprograms: 

A. COMMUNITY OPERATIONS 

This program provides Federal payments to communities where 
large ERDA facilities cause an excessive tax burden on localities. 

B. SECURITY INVESTIGATIONS 

Funds are for the investigation of individuals requiring security 
clearances and for selective reinvestigations of previously cleared 
personnel. 

O. INFORMATION SERVICES 

This program is divided into (1) Public Awareness which creates 
and encourages the development of general information to the public 
on all energy conservation technologies and energy sources and (2) 
"Tech~ cal ~nforma~ion. Services". which acquire~ analyzes, organizes 
and dissemmates sCientific, techmcal and practical information on 
energy. 

D. GENERAL SYSTEMS STUDmS 

The objective of general systems studies is to develop and ·apply 
s~~s ana~vsis teachings to aid in planning, management and 
deciSion-makmg for the allocation of resources and evaluation of 
performance in implementing the energy R & D plan. 

E. GENERAL TECHNOLOGY TRANSFERS PROGRAM 

The program consists of R & D commercialization studies, tech­
~oloSJ: transfer of.ERDA produce~ technology and an energy-related 
mventmns evaluatiOn program which takes ideas provided to ERDA 
from the private sector into further development. 

F. MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT 

Th~ goal for manpower development is to assure the availability 
of tramed manpower in the right numbers and in the right time-frame 
to meet the needs of the energy related segments of the economy. 

G. EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 

The Equal Employment Opportunity program provides for staffing 
and related costs required by ERDA to carry out its responsibilities 
for the EEO contract compliance. 
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XVIII. CHANGE IN SELECTED RESOURCES 

The Committee recommends an increase of $67,200,000 for fiscal year 
1977 :for change in selected r~sources. Selected resource~ consist of ~n~ 
ventories and goods and services on order. The change 1s based _on m~ 
creases and decreases made in the above programs where applicable. 

XIX. 'REvENuEs APPLIED 

Anticipated and estimated revenues are applied to finance the pro­
gram costs, thereby reducing the amount of the overall appropriation 
required. For fiscal year 1977 revenues are estimated to be $737.9 
million. 

XX. UNOBLIGATED BALANCES 

The Committee recommends a . total reduction of $76,000,000 for 
unobligated balances. $56,000,000 of this reduction is for the purchase 
of power to enrich uranium· for civilian nuclear reactors. ERDA's 
anticipated purchases of electrical power for the gaseous diffusion 
plants were lower than anticipated for fiscal year 1976 and the transi~ 
tion quarter. The incident at Brown's Ferry nuclear plant caused TVA 
to deliver less power to ERDA than anticipated for fiscal year 1976. 
Therefore, an unoblig-ated balance of $56,000,000 should be available 
in 1976 and the transition quarter can be carried forw&l'd into 1977. 

The Committee also recommends a general reduction of $20,000,000 
for other anticipated unobligated balances which will be carried 
forw.ard into 1977. 

PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT 

Ap priation, 1976--------------------------------------- $907,642,000 
B estimate, 1977----------~-------------------------- 1 1,579,399,000 
House allowance ___ ------------------------------------- 1, 525, 500, 000 
Committee recommendation------------------------------- 1, 608,185,000 
Comparison: 

Budget estimate, 1977~-~~---------------'-------------~ +28, 786,000 
House allowance ______________________ --------------- +82, 685,000 

1 Includes budget amendment of $170,125,000 (S. Doc. 94-208) not considered by House. 

The amounts recommended by the Committee for plant and capital 
equipment, along with the budget request and House allowance are 
shown in the following table: 

Project 
No. 

77-18 

'17-2-a 

77-3-a 

77-4-a 
77-4-b 

77-4-c 

77-4-d 
77-5-a 

77+& 

77-7-a 

77-8-a 

77--8-b 

77--8-c 

77-s-d 

77-11-a 

77-9-b 

77-11-c 

77-9-d 

77-1o-a 

77-lQ-b 
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ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMElli"'T ADMINISTRATION 

Plant and Capital Equipment 
FISCAL YEAR 1977 

Project title 

CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 

Solar Energy Development 

Fiscal year 
1977 budget 

estimate 

House 
allowauce 

Solar energy facilities, various locations ••••• --------------·· ---------------­

Fusion Power Research and Development 

Magnetic fnslon: Computer building, Law· 
renee Livermore Laboratory, Livermore 
California ........... _______ ' $5, 000, 000 $5,000,000 

Laser fusion: Electron beam tuSioiiiOOilities--
~andia Laboratories, Albuquerque, N: ex •. ____ -~ ___ • ____ ._. ____ • _______ .... __ ._ 9,100,000 9,100,000 

Fission Power Reactor Development 

Modifications to reactors. 5,000,000 5,000,000 
Breeding nondestructive--SSS&:Y" "'fii.CiiitY.--

Idaho National Engineering Laboratory' 
Idaho.--------------------- ' 9,500,000 9,500,000 

High performance Fuel Laboi-aiQi:Y;-:Ricii:· 
land, Wash ________ ------- _____ ------------

~ ~- --- ~ .. ~ ------- 1,500,000 
Fuel storage facility, Richland, Wash. ______ 
Computer building acquisition, Idaho Na- ----------..-~----

7,000,000 

tiona! Engineering Laboratory, Idaho Falls, Idaho _______________________________ ll50, 000 ll50,000 

Environmental Research and Safety 

Modiftcatlons and additions to biomedical 
and environmental research facilities, vari-
ous looatiolll! •• __ ---- _______ ............. __ 4,200,000 3,200,000 

Ingh-Energy Physics 

Accelerator Improvements and modUlca-cations, various locations __________________ 3,500,000 3,600,00o 

Basic Energy Sciences 

Acoelerator and reactor. lmprovemt>nts e.nd 
modifications, various locations 1,300,000 1,300,000 

E~anded experlmente.l capabllities"BB.te.S" 
!near Accelerator, Massachusetts Illlltl-

tute ofT -- 5,000, 000 5,000,000 
Increased fiur 

Brookhaven tory N Y ' 2,500,000 2,500,000 
Conversion of steam plant facilities, ·oak· 

Ridge National Laboratory, Tenn •••••••• 12,200,000 10,200,000 

Urenlum Enrichment Activities 

Expansion of feed v~rlzatlon and ~ling 
facilities, gaseous f:usion plants, m tiple 

ACt:ii«riiiirogeiisY:stem.-u-PiSfirii; g-a:;eo.m· 9,000,000 8,000,000 

diffusion plant, Oak Ridge, Tenn •••••.••• 5,200,000 5,200,000 
Upgrade ventilation systems, technical serv-

1ces bnilding, gaseous diffusion plant 

c~=~~~n?£:~onstratlon iacilifi"oair-
3,000,000 3,000,000 

Fi~~~~i~~~~-uilir&di!ii; f:iiSoous~n- 30,000,000 25,000,000 

Mg~~~ti::~~~~~~~-Wiiii"iti6 ·ciooiii>ft:- 8,300,000 8,300,000 

tiona! Safety and ee.lth Act, gaseous 
~ion plants, and Feed Materle.ls Pro-uction Center, Feme.ld, Obio ____________ 8,200,000 8,200,000 

National security 

Committee 
recommenda­

tion 

$20, 000, 000 

5,000,000 

9,100,000 

5,000,000 

9,500,000 

---------- .,._- --------------- .. ---
950,000 

3,200,000 

3,600,000 

.1,300,000 

5,000,000 

2,500,000 

10,200,000 

8,000,000 

5,200,000 

3,000,000 

25,000,000 

8,300,000 

8,200,000 

Weapolll! activities: 
77-11-a Safeguards and research and develop-

mL ebnt laboratory facility, Sandia 
a. oratories, Albuquerque, N.Mex. •. 3,000,000 3,000,000 4,000,000 

See footnote at end of table. 
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ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION-Continued 

Plant and. Capital Equipment-Continued 

Projeet 
No. 

71-11-b 

71-11-e 

71-11-d 

71-12-& 

71-121-b 

'17-12-e 

71-12-d 

71-12-e 

'17-13-a 

77-1&-b 

77-1~ 

77-1&-d 

77-13-e 

71-1&-f 

'17-1&-g 

77-13-h 

'17-14. 
'17-15 

76-21-11 
76-21-b 

76-6-b 

76-5-i: 

75-3-b 

67-3-a 

.FISCAL YEAR 1977 

Project title 
Fiscal year 
1977 budget 

estimate 

CONSTRUCTION PR01ECTI3-Con. 

National Beeurlty-Oontlnued 

Salegue.rds and site seeurtty improve­
ments, various locations .•••••••••••••• 

8-inch artillery fired atomic projectile 
production fa.cllltles, variousloca.tions •. 

Tritium con11nement system, Sava.nnah 
------···-··-----···uv-&:· 

Life safety corridor modlflcatlons;'Ben:· 
d!J: Plant, KllllSae City, Mo .......... . 

Modifications to com 1 with the Oecu· 

~:~ -~-~:~.:.:~~=-
Uilln'llde re protection, 
llendl!:f>~~l Kensae City, Mo ....... 

Sludge .ruspooa1 facility, Y -12 Plant, 
Oak ltidg~Tenn .................... . 

WeaJl.Y:J!:~dissofJtO:c:~ess and fuel 
rooeivlngimprovements1 I~aho Chem· 
ical PrOOees!ng Plant, Iaano N ationsl 
Engineering Laboratory, Idaho, (A-E 
and long-lead procurement) .......... . 

Improved confinement of radioactive 
relesses reactor areas, Bava.nnah 
River, S.C ........................... . 

Seismic protootion reactor areas, 
Savannah River, i;i.c ................ . 

High level waete storage and waete man· 
agement fa.cillties, Sava.nnah River, 
S.C .................................... r 

High level waete storage and handling 
facllltles, Richland. Wash ............ . 

Waete isolation pUot plant, site undeslg­
nated, (A-E, land acquisition, and 
long-lead procurement) ............... . 

Salegue.rds and security . upgrading, 
production fa.cllltles, multiple sites ••• '. 

Persomtel protection and support 
fa.cillty, Idaho Chemical Processing 
Plant, Idaho National Enginet'r!ng 
Laboratory, Idaho .................. .. 

General plant =~f!i--------------·---Construction p and design ...... . 

INCREASE IN PRIOR YEAR 
PROJECTS 

Bolar energy development 

5-megawatt solar thermal test facility ........ 
to-megawatt central rooelver solar thermal 

powerplant (A-E and long-lead prooure-
ment) ................................... .. 

Fusion power researoh and development 

Magnetic fusion: 
1 

Tokamak fusion test reactor, Princeton 
Plaema Physics Laboratory, Pls!ns-
boro, N.L ........................... . 

14-Mev intense neutron source fa.cillty, 
Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, 
N.Mex ............................... . 

14-Mev high-intensity neutron facility, 
Lawrence Livermore Laboratory, 
California ........................... .. 

Laser fusion: IDgh-energy laeer facility, Los 
Alamos Scientific Laboratory, N. Mex ..... 

Fission power reactor development 

Fa.si flux test facility ...................... .. 

5, 700,000 

12,000,000 

1,500,000 

$2,300,000 

3,100,000 

6,400,000 

7,300,000 

3,000,000 

10,000,000 

6,000,000 

3, 000,000 

25,000,000 

18,000,000 

6,000,000 

7, 700,000 

10,500,000 
74,610,000 
7,200,000 

10,000,000 

2,500,00o 

80,000,000 

14,400,000 

2,500,000 

9, 700,000 

80,000,000 

See footnote at end of table. 

House 
allowanee 

CO!IIID1ttee 
recommenda­

tion 

5,700,000 

10,000,000 

3,500.000 

$2,300,000 

3,100,000 

6,400,000 

7,800,000 

3, .OOIJ, 000 

10,000.000 

G,OOO,OOO 

a, 000,000 

25,000,000 

18,000,000 

6,000,000 

7,700,000 

10,500,000 
70,000.000 
7,200,000 

12,000,000 

2,500,000 

75,000,000 

14,400,000 

2,500,000 

9, 700,000 

75,000,000 

5,700,000 

12,000,000 

8,500,000 

$2,800,000 

8,100,000 

6,400,000 

7, 800,000 

3,000,000 

10,000,000 

G,OOO,OOO 

3,000,000 

25,000,000 

18,000,000 

6,000,000 

7,700,000 

10,500,000 
74,610,000 
7,200,000 

12,000,000 

2,500,000 

80,000,000 

14,400,000 

2,500,000 

9, 700,000 

80,000,000 
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ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION-Con. 

Project 
No. 

76-8-e 

76-8-g 

76-14 

74-1-g 

71-1-f 

86-1G-c 

76-14 
71-11(1) 

71-9(5) 

76-8-a 

76-8-b 

76-6-1-e 

Plant and Capital Equipment-Continued 
FISCAL YEAR 11177 

ProJect title 

INCREASE IN PRIOR YEAR 
PROJECTs-continued 

High-energy physics 

Positron-electron joint project, Lawrence 
Berkeley Laboratory and Stanford Linear 
Aecelerator Center ....................... . 

Uranium enrichment activities 

Fiscal year 
l977bndget 

estimate 

$25, 000, 000 

Conv4!rslon of existing steam plants to coal 
capability, gaseous ditfuslon plants and 
Feed Materials Production Center, 
Fernald, Ohio............................. 5, 300,000 

Enriched ursniun1 production facilities, 
Portsmouth, Ohio......................... • 170,000,000 

Salegue.rds and security upgrading Ports-
mouth. Ohio........................ 5,350,000 

cascade upratinwrogram, gaseous dlltusiori· 
plants..................................... 161,000,000 

Process equipment modifications, gaeeous 
diffusion plants........................... 267,800,000 

N atlonsl security 

Weapons activities: 
Phermex enhancement Los Alamos 
Scientific Laboratory, N. Mex .......... . 
Salegue.rds and secnrity upgrsdin![. -~--­
New plutonium recovery fiiCility, RocJry 

Flats, Colo ........................... . 
DP site plutonium processing fa.cility, 

Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, 
weap~s =eiiBis _____ iroiion:·-------------

Addittona.l fac=s. high level waste 
storage, SavllllllSh River, S.C ......... 

Additional high level wa.sie storage 
fa.cllltles, Richland, Wash ............ . 

4,150,000 
7,800,000 

25,300,000 

13,400,000 

1 
26,000,000 

9,900,000 

House 
allowance 

$25, 000, 000 

5,300,000 

150, 000, 000 

5,350,000 

161, 000. 000 

21l7,800,000 

4, u;o,ooo 
7,800,000 

23,300,000 

13,400,000 

21l,OOO,OOO 

9,900,000 

Committee 
recommenda­

tion 

$25, 000, 000 

5,300,000 

170, 000, 000 

5,350, 000 

161, 000, 000 

21l7,800,000 

4,150,000 
7,800,000 

25,300,000 

13,400,000 

26,000,000 

9, 000,000 
New waete calcining facUlty, Idaho 

Chemical Processing Plant, National 
Reactor Tesiing Station, Idaho....... 29,000,000 29 000 000 29 000 000 

General reduction, anticipated slippage. ................ -23:SOO:ooo ........ : ... : .. . 
"Total, fiscal year 1977 construction l------1-------

bndget authority.................... 1, 285, 960, 000 1, 225, 500, 000 1, 299, 960, 000 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT NOT RELATED TO !====~=!===~~;;,;;, 
CONSTRUCTION 

Capital equipment-Obligations: 
~larhenf'Tgy de,velopment.......................... 5, 700,000 1 7,400, 000 17,400,000 

C
eot ermal energy development-------:.:----------- 1,500,000 1,500,000 1,500,000 
onservation research and developmst: electric 

F 
ell!'rgy systems and energy storage................ 5, 000, 000 • 6, 000, 000 • 6, 000, 000 
USlon power research and development: 
r:e~/~on .............. ___________________ Ul, 800, 000 23,000.000 23, 000, 000 

0 --.------------------------.. -- ---· 10, 800, 000 12, 800, 000 12, 800, 000 
Total fusion power resel\rch and development ..... 1--30,-600-_-.-000-I--35--,, 800-,-000-·I---35-,-800,--000-

FiFue~ cycle research and development............... 15, 600, 000 14, 000, 000 14 000 000 
sston power reactor dev~>lopment .............. ~.. 49,002,000 49,002,000 49' 002' 000 

Envir;onmental research and salety: ' ' 
BIOmedical and environmental research 10, 418,000 11,418, 000 11, 418, 000 
~perstional salety.c ................... ~:::::::: 1,000,000 1,100,000 1,100,000 

nvtronmental control technology----------.... 500,000 560,000 560, 000 

Total environmental research and salety ...... l==ll,;''~' 978~, OOO~I=~l,;;3•;,:078;;,;•:ooo:~ll~:::~1-3,;;;078,~~-ooo;: 
R'!g!l energy physics................................ 20,800,000 21,800,000 21,800,000 
N':~fe~~~e~~~~:iirliy--mi(isiire.;,~;.;·ds------------ 1s, 400, ooo •t6. 400, ooo n6, 400, ooo 
N 111 to d .. ~ ----------- 2,400,000 3,932,000 3,932,000 
S av re, r evelopment......................... 6,000,000 6,000,000 6,000,000 

pace nuc ear systems.............................. 3,200 000 3,200, 000 3, 200,000 
See footnote at end of table. 
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ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT.ADMINISTRATION-Con. 

Plant and Capital Equipment-Continued 
FISCAL YEAR 1977 

Fisea1 year House 
ProJect title 1977budget allowance 

estlme.te 

Uranium enrichment activities: 
Uranium enrichment.-------------------------- ____ $1'7, 243, 000 $17,000,000 
Advanced Isotopes separation technology ___________ 7,000,000 7,000,000 

Total uranium enrichment activities ______________ 24, 2411, 000 24, O!lO. 000 

National security: 
Weapons activities. ___ ------------------------------Weapons materials production. __ -- _________________ 

73,100,000 
23,691,000 

70,000,000 
29,691,000 

Total national security ________ ---- ____ ------ ______ 96,791,000 99,691,000 

~:f~ton----------------------------------
Supporting activities: Information services __________ 

4,825,000 
000,000 

4,200,000 
000,000 

Total program support ______________ ------ ____ ---- 5,825,000 5,100,000 

Total P:f!:am obligations ________________________ 293, 439, 000 306, 903, 000 
Unobligated b nee brought forwBI'd ___________________ -- .. ------- ... --- -- -6,903,000 

Total capital equipment budget authority ________ 293, 439, 000 ;100, 000. 000 

Grand total, plant and capital equipment _________ • 1, 579,399, 000 1, 525,200, 000 

Committe& 
recommends-

tton 

$17,000, 000 
7,000,000 

24,000,000 

73,100,000 
29,691,000 

102,791,000 

4,32S,OOO 
000,000 

5,825,000 

310, 128, 000 
-1,903,000 

308,22,!;,000 

1, 008, 185, 000 

1 Increase is for heating and cooling demonstrations. 
t Increase Is for electrical energy storage program. 
I Increase includes $600,000 for materials science and $500,000 for moleculBI', mathematical and geo· 

sciences. . 
• Amended budget request (8. Doc. 94-208) not considered by; House. 
• Inllludes budget amendment of $170,12S,OOO (8. Doc. 94-208) not considered by House. 

Otm~Jtruation Projects 
Recommended changes to the budget request follow: 
(1) Project 77-18.-Solar energy facilities and projects, various 

locations. An increase of $20,000,000 is recommended by the Commit­
tee, subject to the specific authorization as required for such facilities 
and projects. Based on information brought to the attention of the 
Committee, a number of worthy solar energy project proposals have 
been submitted, such as; a biomass conversion facility in conjunction 
with existing research facilities at Pine Bluff Arsenal, Ark. ; solar 
thermal demonstration plants for rural and small communities at 
Hobbs, N.Mex. in conjunction with a public utility system and private 
industry, and in Arkansas in conjunction with the state's rural elec­
trical cooperatives, among other such proposals. The Committee di­
rects the attention of ERDA to this additional funding for solar 
energy facilities, and urges ERDA to see that these and other sub­
mitted proposals are fully considered and reviewed consistent with the 
authorization and mandate of the Congress. 

(2) Project 77-6-a.___:_A decrease of $1,000,000 for modifications 
and additions to various biomedical and environmental research fa­
cilities. An amount of $3,200,000 is provided for this project in fiscal 
yoo.r 1977. 
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(3) Project 7J:-~·-A reduc.tion of $2,000,000 for conversion of 
steam plant facihties at Oak Ridge Laboratory leaving $10 200 000 
to contmue.work on this project in the coming fiscal year. 

(4) ProJ_ect.77-9-a.-A.d~crease _o!_$1,000,0~ for expansion of 
feed vaporization and samplmg fac1hhes at vanous locations. The 
decrease leaves $8,000,000 to proceed with this project in fiscal year 
1977. 

(5) Proj~ct 77-!J:-1.-A $5,00o,qoo reduction for the centrifug-e plant 
demonstratiOn facll~ty at Oak R1d~e, Tenn. due to project delays. A 
recent rept:ograml!l;mg proposal Cited cost overruns in the present 
demonstratiOn famhty. A total of $25,000,000 is recommended to con­
tinue work on this project in fiscal year 1977. 

(6) Project 77-11-a.-An increase of $1,000,000 for expanded office 
space for the safeguard and research and development laboratory 
Sandia I..aboratories, N. Mex. ' 

(7) Project 76-2-a.-An increase of $2,000,000 to accelerate work 
on the 5-Megawatt Solar Test facility, which will test solar energy 
components and subsystems. 
Capital Equipment 

The Committee recommends restoration of the $3,100,000 House re­
duction in connection with the weapons activities and a reduction of 
$5,000,000 in the unobligated balances applied bv the House Com-
mittee. · • 

GEOTHERMAL RESOURCF8 DEVELOPMENT FUND 

Atlpropriations, 1976------------------------------------------- ------------­
Budget estimate, 1971----------------------------------------- $50,000,000 House allowance ___ _:__________________________________________ 30, 000, 000 

Committee recommendation------------------------------------ 30, 000, 000 
Comparison : 

Budget estimate, 1977------------------------------------- -20, 000, 000 House allowance __________________________________________ ------------

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $30,000,000 in new 
budget authority to establish a reserve in the Geothermal Resources 
Development Fund to guarantee loans. This amount is the same as the 
House allowance and a decrease of $20,000,000 below the budget esti­
mate. ERDA estimates that costs in fiscal year 1977 will amount to 
$4,400,000. 

A total of $30 million in budget authority will allow ERDA to 
guarantee approximately $200 million worth of loans as proposed in 
the budget. The Committee concurs with the House Committee that 
. th~ j'!stlfications did not SUJ?P?rt the necessity of a $50 million appro­
priatiOn to support a $200 mllhon loan R"Uarantee level. The Committee 
has also included a limitation in the bill providing that the indebted­
ness guaranteed or committed to be guaranteed shall not exceed the 
aggregate of $200,000,000. 

The objectives of the Geothermal Resources Development Ftmd are 
to encourage and assist the private sector to accelerate development of 
ge?thern:al r~u~ces. and to develop normal borrower-lender relation­
ships whiCh will m trme encourage the flow of credit without the need 
for Federal assistance. 



TITLE II 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-CIVIL 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

U.S. ARMY CoRPS oF ENGINEERS 

GENERAL OOMHENTS 

WATER RESOURCES INVESTMENTS TO THE NATION 

Through the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Civil Works program 
the Federal government has invested almost $36 billion in the planning, 
design, construction, operation and maintenance of water reseources 
projects. The program is essentially a capital investment progt;:l,m that .. 
returns significant economic and other benefits to the nation. Mote than 
half of this investment has occurred in the last 15 years-;). perbd dur-

, ing which Civil Works expenditures averaged only about G.o percent 
of the Federal budget. Though relatively small in the context of total 
Federal expenditures, investments in Corps water resources projects 
have beneficial effects that touch almost every facet of modern Ameri­
can society-navigation projects that provide the Nation with its 
lowest-cost mode of transportation for bulk commodities; flood control 
projects that protect the lives, homes and businesses of thousands of 
Americans; and recreation facilities that enable millions of visitors to 
relax and enjoy the beauty of our country's waters. These Corps water 
resources developments form an integral part of the physical web 
needed to provide both the necessities and the luxuries Americans 
enjoy today. 

The scope of activities included in the Corps Civil Works program 
is broad. Water resources research and development, comprehensive 
water resources planning, hydrologic and meteorological data collec­
tion and special studies such as the national dam safety study and the 
national strip-mine study are but a few of the myriad activities com­
prising the program. Important as these activities are-for they pro­
vide the data and information necessary for Congress, the Amertcan 
:people and the Corps to make the rational and deliberate choices and 
JUdgments regarding the direction of the nation's water resources 
development and management program-they require only a small 
fraction of the Federal funds appropriated for the Civil Works pro­
gram. Well over 80% of Civil Works appropriations have been ex­
pended for the design, construction, operation and maintenance of the 
:facilities needed to manage and preserve our nation's vast water re­
source for the benefit and use of the American people. These invest­
ments, together with investments in other types of public works, are 
the nation's primary capital investments in the assets needed to main­
tain and improve the American economy and our society. 

(29) 
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We benefit now from the wisdom and foresight of our ancestors in 
providing for a strong Federal role in national water resources devel­
opment and management, and future generations of Americans will be 
equally reliant on the measures we prt:>vi<le in carrying out this role. 
The importance in the future of what we do today perhaps can be best 
assessed by evaluating the importance now of what was done in the 
past. One has only to envision great cities like Memphis and New Or­
leans virtually unprotected from periodic ravages of Mississippi River 
fl®dwaters or a U.S. transportation system without deep draft harbors 
and inland waterways on which to transport the vast quantities of bulk 
commodities moving to and from the nation's midlands to realize that 
this country would have attained only a fraction of its economic and 
social potential without the benefit of past Civil Works expenditures. 
The significance of t}lese investments can be easily understood by 
thinking in the abstract of what the nation would be without them, 
but· we need not rely on abstractions to demonstrate their value. It. is 
possible to obtain a measure of value by examining tangible returns­
both to the Nation as a whole and to individual communities 'and 
groups of citizens throughout the country. 

In. addition to promoting interstate commerce, protecting life and 
property, enhancing fish and wildlife habitats, and providing oppor­
tumties for outdoor recreation, Corps water resources projects are na­
tional investments that not only provide tangible monetary returns, b~t 
also stimulate economic growth and development, and reduce pubhc 
and private economic losses resulting from both excesses and deficien­
c~es m streamflow. Like almost all capital investments, these projects 
provide tangible and intangible returns throughout their useful 
lives-many of which will extend decades into the :future. Conse­
quently, investments in water resources projects-ui11ike most other 
types of Federal investments-are authorized specificaJly on the basis 
of anticipated return on the investment. And while the tangible re­
tunis on Federal investments in water resources projects are impor­
tant, they are not the sole consideration in evaluating the importance 
of the Corps Civil Works program. The projects also play important 
roles in achieving and maintaining environmental conditions that im­
prove the quality of life for all Americans. Civil Works projects afford 
substantial opportunities for management and protection of the qual­
ity of water and related land resources. Under Federal management, 
the waters and adjacent lands comprising a Corps project are pro­
tected from degradation that would result from uncontrolled use and 
abuse. Wise use for current needs and thoughtful conservation for 
future needs are inseparable principles in planning, constructing, oper­
ating and maintaining Corps projects. 

FLOOD CONTROL 

Almost $8 billion has been invested in flood control works con­
structed by the Corps of Engineers. Over 300 flood· control projects 
are presently operated by the Corps with about 150 more under con­
struction and about 100 additional projects under study. Additionally, 
scores of local protection proiects have been constructed by the Corps 
and turned over to local authorities for operation and maintenance. 
The existing projects have prevell:ted mor': than $47 billion in flood 
losses-over five times the amount mvested m them. But because about 
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half the Nation's communities and at least 7 percent of its total land 
area are subject to significant flooding, flood problems are not com­
pletely. in hand. It is obvious that it will not ~e possible .to provide 
protectiOn :for all of the people and property m the natiOn's flood­
prone areas. A combination of structural protective measures and non­
structural measures that will reduce exposure to flood hazards is 
needed to minimize flood losses in the :future. 

The job of reducing the Nation's flood losses to an acceptable level 
is far from complete. In 1972, for example, floods resulting :from Hur­
ricane Agnes caused the loss of 122 lives and damages estimated at 
$3.1 billion, despi~e. the. existence of ·corps projects that :e~evented 
more than $500 milhon m damages. More than 125,000 families were 
affected by these disastrous floods and thousands of businesses were 
destroyed or damaged. Similarly, in 1973, floods along the Mississippi 
River and its tributaries cause-,d inundation of 13,000,000 acres of land 
with resultant damages of almost a billion dollars, although many 
billions of dollars in damages were prevented by Corps projects during 
the course of this flood. 

NAVIGATION 

The Corps of Engineers has expended $6 billion for the development 
of the nation's inland waterways and costal and Great Lakes ports 
and harbors. More than 25,000 miles of commercially navigable water­
ways have been developed and are maintained at a current annual cost 
of about $300 million. Fa:cilitated by locks and dams at 229 sites e,l­
most 2 billion tons of commodities move along these waterways ~nd 
through these ports each year. One hundred thirty-one of the nation's 
one. hundred fifty largest cities are situated along the commercial navi­
gation wate~ay system, and 17 percent of the domestic intercity cargo 
moves on the mland waterways and the Great Lakes. The location of 
the nation'? major. commercial and industrial centers along inland 
waterways IS no acCident. Access. to water transportation helped stimu­
late the growth of th:ese ~nters 1.n the past! and C?ntinued availability 
of water transportatiOn Is essential for their contmued economic wen­
being in the future. 

Federal investment in the inl~nd waterway system has provided a 
wealth of benefits f<?r the American people. In addition to. providing 
low-cost transportatiOn for many of the bulk commodities such as pe­
trol~um, coal and grain, the waterways provide a means for energy­
e~Cient movement ?f the commodities. Energy requirements per ton­
~Ile of transportatl<?n on tht: water are about two-thirds the require­
ment for trans~ortatwn by ra1l and less than one-third the requirement 
for trB;nsporyatwn b:y truck. The standardization of ~hannel depths and 
lock d1menswns ach1eved through Federal development of the inland 
watenya:y sys~m ~as also facilitated orderly and efficient development 
of the muustr1es usmg the system. 

Traffic on the commercially naviga~le waterway system has grown 
seven:ff:?ld over th:e last 25 years, reachmg a current total of more than 
350 bllhon. ton-miles, or about 14 million ton-miles for every mile of 
yvaterway 11! the system. No other transportation mode is as efficient 
m commercial use of its right-of-way. In 1971, for example, when 
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waterwa traffic was about 8 million ton-miles per mile c;rf commer­
cially na~igable. w.aterway, ~he corre~ponding traffic for rail transpor­
tation was 3.6 mllhon ton-miles per mil.e. . . . on the 

About 1850 companies are engaged m commercia~ operat~ons t 
waterways. Capital investment in barges and towmg fmp~ebo::d 

ds $2 billion and more than 80,000 persons are emp ~y.e. a 
~1~ inland fleet.' Public and privit·

1
r>rt aa~·~i~~:fXoffa~1:;s;!~~!-

the waterways represent severa 1 Ion a . d 1 1 t for thou­
way-dependent invest~ent. and they prov1 e emp oymen 
sands of skilled and sem1-sk1lled workers. . d b th 

About 95 percent of the U.S. population lives m sta~es ~erve Y rt e 
inland waterway system. Without the systemiJ~~knftibn ~~::n:Ii~n $i 
tion cost for goods transported by water w?u. 1 e Y . e ld b 
billion per vear higher than at present. This mcrease m co~ fou ode 
reflected in "higher prices for goods transp?rted by water an or go s 
manufactured from waterborne commodities. 

WATER SUPPLY 

About 7.2 million acre-feet of wa~er supply storage is ii?-po~~~e~a: 
82 Co s multiple purpose reservoirs. Under contracts. w1tl .s . 
and lo%1 water agencies the water supply stora~e .Provides lfl1~nlhoh allons of water per day' serving about 43,4 milhon persons roug 
~u entation of municipal, industrial and rural. w.ater.suppl~ sources. 
~ost of providing the storage, about $310 m1lhon, IS reJ?ald by the 
users with interest thereby recovering !'lll of the Federal 1tyerment 
in m~king water supply available as an mtegral part of mu tip e-pur-
pose. water resources development. 

HYDROELECTRIC !'OWER 

The Co s of Engineers has constructed 65 multiple Pl!rpose pr?j­
ects with ~droelectric installations. rhe installed generatu~g .capk~~ty 
of these projects as of January 1976 totals almost 15.7 m1lhon 1 o­
watts, and fiscal year 1975 revenues returned to the F.e~eral tre~ury 
total $150 million. Construction underway on 9 a~d1tional proJects 
will raise the total installed capacity at Corps pro~ects to more ~ha~ 
20 million kilowatts. This represents about one-fourth of the nations 
developed hydroelectric capacity and about 4 percent of the. current 
total na;tional generating capacity from all sour~. ~n fiS?al year ~975, 
Corps hydroelectric projects produc~d aiJ:nos~ 83 b1lhon k1low.att ourf 
of ener thereby saving the consumption m that ~m~ year a one o 
more t?a~ 141 million barrel.s of oil or almost 36 m.1lhon tons of coa} 
which would have been reqmred to prod~ce an egmvalent am?unt o 
ener from non-nuclear thermal generatmg s~t10ns. ~he entire cost 
of hfaroelectric power is recovered. Federal pol~cy reqmrehs that rates 
for sale of the power be established a~ a leve~ ~~gh enoug to recover 
the Federal investment in the genera~n~~ fac1hties, as well k t~e fut 
of operating and maintaining the famhtles and cost of mar etmg e 

poTh~· value of hydroelectric power product!on goes ~ar beyond thd 
relatively simple considerations associated w1th :finanmal returns an 
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even beyond the obvious savings in consumption of non-renewable 
resources. Among the not-so-obvious values of hydroelectric generation 
are: its ability to absorb with minimal operating difficulties the short­
term variations in peak demands for power in a large power supply 
system; its role as an attractive component of multiple-purpose water 
resource projects due to the fact it does not reduce the quantity or 
degrade the quality of the water resource; its contribution, as the 
cleanest source of electrical energy, to the national objective of im­
proving environmental quality; and its potential to augment other 
types of generation, thereby improving the efficiency of existing and 
proposed thermal facilities and displacing the use of inefficient or 
obsolescent thermal generation sources for meeting peak demands. All 
of these factors are important considerations in national and regional 
power supply planning. 

Although about 40 percent of the nation's conventional hydroelec­
tric potential has been developed, substantial additions to our hydro­
electric capacity are possible if an aggressive program of developing 
conventional and pumped-storage hydroelectric projects is pursued 
over the next 20 years. Such a program could add more than 25 million 
kilowatts of new conventional hydroelectric capacity and from 30 to 
60 million kilowatts of pumped storage hydroelectric capacity. In­
creases of this magnitude are substantial and they could provide some 
relief to the nation's energy and environmental problems. For exam­
ple, this magnitude of hydroelectric development would make it pos­
sible to realize an additional savings of more than 85 million barrels 
of oil or 22 million tons of coal annually. While these figures are rela­
tively small, they accumulate to substantial quantities over a 50-year 
project life. At a price of $12 per barrel for imported oil the savings 
over the life of these projects would amount to more than $50 billion. 

RECREATION 

Through development of facilities for outdoor recreation at its 
projects, the Corps of Engineers provides recreation opportunities 
that attract more visitors than any other Federal program. A total of 
2,870 recreation areas have been developed by the Corps a;t 413 water 
resources projects. More than 352 million visitor-days of use are re­
corded annually at these projects-a figure which has doubled in the 
last 10 years. State and local government agencies and private inter­
ests operating under conf'essions granted by the Federal government 
have assumed responsibility for operation of 938 of the recreation 
areas. Leases and use fees charged at the more highly developed sites 
return about $7.2 million to the Federal treasury each year of which 
about $4.0 million is returned to local governments. About 11 million 
acres of land and water and more than 44,000 miles of shoreline are 
managed by the Corps on behalf of the American people as an integral 
part of the recreation program. 

Estimating the national economic impact of the recreation program 
is difficult, but a recent study of visitors to projects in the Arkansas 
River System indicated that expenditures of $175 million were made 
in conjunction with about 25 million visitor-days of use. Extrapola­
tion of the results of this study over the nation produces an estimate of 
almost $3 billion annually in economic activity directly related to the 
Corps recreation program. 
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GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

Appropriation, 1976_ _ _ ------------------------------------­
Budget estimate, 1977----------------------------------------
IIouseallowance __ -----------------------------------------
Committee recommendation_ --------------------------------
Comparison: . 

Budget estimate, 1977 _---- ---------------------,---------
House allowance __ ---_----------------------------------

$66,836,000 
64,255,000 
70, 110,000 
72, 180,000 

+1, 925,000 
+2, 070,000 

The Committee recommends an appropriation for $72,180,000 for 
fiscal year 1977, which is $7,925,000 over the budget request and 
$2,070,000 over the House allowance. . .. 

Funds are provided under this heading for surveys and acttvtttes 
shown in the following table, with the Committee comments appear­
ing immediately after the table. 
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GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

Type Survey 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS - GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

A LARA. 'lA 

(FC) BREWTON AND EAST BREWTON ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) MOBILE HARBOR •••• · •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(SPEC) TEIINESSEE ,- 'IOMBlGBEE WATERWAY ••••••••••••.••••• 
{:FC) VILLAGE CREEE ................ , ••••••• , , • , •••••• 
(N) WARElOR-'IOMBIGBEE RIVERS ........ , ........ , • ,. •• 

ALASKA 

(N) COOK INLET SHOALS, ALAS .................... , ... 
(FC) METROPOLITAN ANCHORAGE ....................... , • 
( FC) RIVERS AND HARBORS IN ALASKA (HYDRO IN!F.RIH) .. . 
(N) SEWARD HARBOR ••••••• , ......................... , 
(FC) SOUTHCENTKAL RAILBELT AREA .................. ••. 

AMERICAN SAMOA 
(N) HARBORS & RIVERS IN AMERICAN SAMOA,. •••••••••• • 

A1l.lZONA 

(FC) GLLA RIVER & TllUUTARIES (GILA DRAIN), ARIZ. & 
N.M ........................................ . 

(FC) PHOENIX MET!lOPOLITAN AREA ................... , •• 

(FC) 
(Fe) 
(Fe). 
(COHP) 

(C) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 

l~b; ~ 
(II) 
(FC) 

c11r 
(FC) 
(N) 

CFR 

(FC) 

(BE) 
(II) 
(FC) 

(II) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) , 
<rc>·, 
(II) 
(BE) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

ARKANSAS 

LITTLE ROCK METROPOLITAN AREA •••••••••••••••••• 
OYACHITA RIVER BA3IN, AU ..................... ; 
PINE BLUFF METROPOLITAN AREA .................. . 
~ED RIVER BELOW DENISON DAM (AUTH. RPT)ARK LA 

OKLA TEX ................................. ••• 
!illiTE RIVER BASIN ARK & MO {AUTH RPT). • ....... . 
llli!TE RIVER BASIN RESERVOIRS •••• , ............. . 

I:ALU'ORNIA 

ALAMEDA CREEK OPPER BASIN ..................... . 
ANTELOPE VALLEY ••• ; ••••••• •, ••••••• •., •••••••• , 
COAST OF NORTHERN CALIFORNIA,. ......... , ••••••• 
EEL RIVER ..................................... . 

~::t~~E u!i~~· & "i.\y: · i:Ai.ii ::::::::::::::::::: 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY DRAINAGE AREA REVIEW ....... . 
LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH HARBORS (INC. SAN PEDRO 

BAY MODEL STDDY) ......... : .. .............. ; • 
NORTH COAST OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY •' cAL IF ..... .. 
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA STREAMS ••• , ............... . 
OCEANSIDE HARBOR ... , ....... , • ............. • ... . 
SACRAMENTO RIVER & TRIB5-BANK 

PROTECTION AND EROSION CONTROL ............. . 
SACRAMENTO RIVER DEEPWATER SHIP CHANNEL ...... .. 
SACRAMENTO RIVER-SAN JOAQUIN DELTA •••• •, • , • , ••• 
SACRAMENTO VALLEY NAY, CALIF .................. . 
S,~,LINAS RIVER INCL. PART OF SALINAS-MONTEREY 

HETROPOLITAN AREA, , , .................. , ... .. 
,SAN DIEGO COUNTY STREA.'IS FLOIIINC INTO THE 

PACIFIC OCEAN •••• , .................... ,, .. ,. 
SAN DIECO COUNTY, .VICINITY OF OCEANSIDE ... , .. •• 
SAN DIECO HARBOR S SWEETW'ATER RIVER, CALIF •• • •. 
SAN FRAN BAY & SAC.-SAN JOAQUIN DELTA, WATER 

QUAL & WASTE DISPOSAL.,,,, ........... , .... ,. 
S.AN FRANCISCO BAY AREA (IN-DEPTH STDDY) ....... , 
SAN FRANCISCO HARBO!l. & BAY (COLL & DISP 

DEBRIS), CALIF ................. •• ......... .. 
SAN JOAQUIN. RIVER BASIN., ..... : ....... •• •• ... •• 
SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY ••••• , .................. . 
SANTA ANA RIVER BASIN & ORANGE COUNTY ......... . 
SANTA CLARA. RIVER ............ , ............... , , 
SUNSET HARBOR ........................... , .. •• •• 
VENTURA COUNTY ........................... , .... . 
VENTURA RIVER .... , •••••• , ..................... . 
WALNUT CREEj{ BASIN., ...... , ......... , • ,. .... , •• 

COLORADO 

(FC) . METRO DENVER & SOUTH PLATTE RIVER & TRIBS, 
COLO. • NEBR .. , & WYO • .. • • • ........ • ...... • .... • • • • 

Budget estiute House allowance 

---
92,000 

50,000 

41,000 
349,000 
:110,000 

60,000 

50,000 

40,000 
465,000 

470,000 
100,000 
242.000 

55,000 
75,000 

125,000 

160,000 
40,000 
30,DOO 
so.ooo 
80,000 
60,000 

100,01!0 

365,000 
15.000 

220,000 
75,000 

150,'000 
200,000 
40,000 

420,000 

50,000 
70,000 
15,000 

80,000 
270,000 

25,000 
200,000 
50,000 

300,000 
45,000 
30,000 
75,000 

20,000 

385,000 

50,000 
92,000 

150,000 
50,000 

100,000 

41.000 
349,000 
210,000 

60,000 

'50,000 

40,000 
465,000 

470,01!0 
100,000 
242,000 

55,000 
75,000 

125,000 

160,000 
200,000 

30,000 
50,000 
ao.ooo 
60,boiJ 

100,000 

725,000 
15,01!0 

220,000 
75,000 

75,000 
150,000 
250,000 

'IOU,OOO 

420,000 

200,01!0 
125,000 
15,000 

135,000 
270,000 

25,000 
320, OOil 

50,001! 
300,000 
125,000 
30.000 
75,000 
50,000 
20,000 

385,000 

Comt11ittee 
recommen4ation 

50,000 
92,000 

15o,ouo 
50,000 

100,000 

41,000 
349,000 
210,000 
30,000 
60,000 

50,000 

40,000 
465,000 

470,000 
100,000 
242.000 

55,000 
75,000 

125,000 

160,000 
100,000 

30,000 
50,000 
80,000 
60,000 

100,0DO 

725,000 
15.,000 

220,000 
75,000 

150,000 
200,000 
40,000 

420,000 . 

200,000 
125,000 

15,01!0 

80,000 
270,000 

25,000 
320,000 

50,000 
300,000 
125,000 
30,000 
75,000 
50,000 
20,000 

385,000 
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GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS--CONTINUED 

Type Survey 

CONNEC!IC!lT 

(COMP) CONNECTICUT RIVER l!ASIN A!lTH REPORT 
CONN • .,MASS • .,N.H •• &VT • ... •• ••••• •• •• ••. ••• ..... 

( N) Ntill HAVEN HARBOR.,, .. ,,., ... ,,, .......... , , •• , , 
(PC) RIPPOWAM RIVER, CONN .......................... . 
(B£) SHERWOOD ISLAND STATE PARK ......... •• ........ .. 

(FC) 
(N) 

DELAWARE 

CHRISTINA RIVER BASIN ......................... . 
IIURDERKILL ARD ST. JONES RIVER, ......... , ..... . 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

(SFEC) IIETROPOLITAN WASHINCTON, D.C. WATER SUPPLY ..... 

FLORI!». 

(N) APALACHICOLA RIVER BELoW JIM IIOODRDFF 
LOCK & DAM ................................. . 

( FC) FOUR RIVER BASINS ............................. . 
(N) JACKSONVILLE HARBOR (MILL COVE) ............... . 
(PC) JACKSONVILLE IIETROPOLITAN AREA .. •• .. , ......... . 
(II) MANATEE HARBOR, FLA ........................... . 
(BE) MARTIN CODNTY ................................. . 
(liE) IIOIIROE CODNTY ......................... • • • • • .. • • 
(N) OKEECHOBEE WATERWAY (ST LUCIE CAIIAL) .......... . 
(II) FEHSACOLA HARBOR .............................. . 
(FC) PEIISACOLA-TALLAMASSEE METROPOLITAN & OTHER 

IJRBAH AREAS ........................ • •. • • • .. • 
(BE) SAINT JOHNS CODNTY ............................ . 
(BE) SHORES OF IIORTHWEST FLOlliDA .................. .. 
(BE) VbLOSIA CODNTY SHOBES ......................... . 

CEORCIA 

(FC) METRO SAVANNAH AllEA, CA ....................... . 
(PC) METROPOLITAN ATLANTA AREA ..................... . 
(PC) SATILLA ltiVI!R l!ASIN ........................... . 
(FC) SAVANNAH RIVER BASIN, CA,IIC, & SC •••• •• •••••••• 

GUAM 

(!I) HARBORS & RIVERS IN THE TERRITORY OF CUAM •••••• 

HAWAII 

(FC) HARBORS AIID RIVERS IN HAWAII ••••••••••••••••••• 
(II) KANEOHE BAY AND PART OF METROPOLITAN HOIIOLULU •• 

(N) KAUNAKAEAI DEEP DRAFT HARBOR .................. . 
(FC) KIHEI DISTRICT .......................... • ••• • •• 
(FC) LAVA PLOW CONTROL, ISL. OF HAWAII ............. . 

(FC) 
(FC) 

(COMP) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 

(PC) 
(N) 

(FC) 

(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
i'll't"\ 

II».HO 

BIG WOOD RIVER & TRIBUTARIES .................. . 
COLUMBIA RIVER & TRIBS, IDAHO, IIOIIT., ORE., 

WASH .. & WYO ............................... . 
PACIFIC IIORTHWEST RIVER BASIN, IDAHO, HOIII., 

ORE., & WASH .............................. . 

ILLINOIS 

CHICAGO-SOUTH END OF LAKE MICHIGAN, ILL. & IND. 
DECOCNIA & FODNTAIN BLDFF DRAIN & LEVEE DIST & 

GRAND TOllER,. IL ............... • ••••••• • •••• 
E. C. GIRARDEAU, CLR.CR. ,N. ALEX., PRESTON, & 

HILLER POND D&L DIST ........................ . 
FOX RIVER, ILL. & WISC ....................... . 
MISS RIVER YR-R!IO NAV, IL, MO, IA, III, Mil 

(FUNDS IN R. !. ) ............. • .............. . 
MISS. RIVER, CASSVILLE, WISC. TO MI 300, ILL., 

IOWA, 110., & WISC .......................... . 
MISS. RIVER, COON RAPIDS DAM TO ORIO RIVER, 

tLL., IOWA. & MO••••••••~•.,··--••·••••••••••• 
QUAD CITIES URBAN STUDY ...................... . 
ROCK RIVER AT ROCKFORD ....................... .. 
SALINE RIVER NAVIGATION ....................... . 
C:.TTVRrl r.RV.F.it. ft .... •• •••• •• •• ~••••• ••• •• •• ••• • 

Committee 
Budget estimate Bouse allowance recot~aencfation 

75,000 
89,000 
40,000 
30,000 

50,000 

600,000 

59,000 
377,000 
40,000 

390,000 
25,000 

50,000 
75,000 

235,000 
88,000 
90,000 
50,000 

too,ooo 
350,000 
75,000 

I04,000 

100,000 

240,000 
360,000 

-( 

142,000 

950,000 

30,000 

280,000 

86,000 

75,000 
300,000 

40,000 

53,000 

124,000 

150,000 

135,000 

175,000 
89,000 

100,000 
30,000 

50,000 

600,000 

59,000 
377,000 
40,000 

390,000 
62,000 
25.000 
50,000 
75,000 
50,000 

375,000 
88,000 

I .SO, 000 
100,000 

!Oo,ooo 
350,000 

75,000 
104,000 

230,000 

240,000 
360,000 

70,000) 
75,000 
40,000 

I42,000 

950,000 

30,000 

280,000 

86,000 

100,000 
300,000 

40,000 

53,000 

124,000 
1SO,OOO 
150,000 
60,000 

135,000 

175,ooo 
89,000 

100,000 
30,000 

50,000 
20,000 

600,000 

59,000 
377,000 
40,000 

390,000 
62,000 
25,000 
50,000 
75,000 
.so.ooo 

300,000 
88,000 

150,000 
too,ooo 

100,000 
35o,OOO 

75,000 
104,000 

230,000 

240,000 
360,000 

70,000) 
75,000 
40,000 

142,000 

950,000 

30,000 

280,000 

86,000 

75,000 
300,000 

40,000 

53,000 

124,000 

150,000 

135,000 
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GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS--CONTINUED 

Type 

(PC) 
(FC) 
(BE) 
(COMP 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

Survey 

IIIDIAMA 

COLU!Ilii!S ...................................... . 
FORT WAYNE, INDIANA METROPOLITAN AlEA ......... . 
INDLANA SHORELINE ElOSION, LAKE MICHIGAN ••• •••. 
WABASH RIVER BASIN AUTH REPORT, IND. & ILL ••••• 
WABASH RIVER NAVIGATION, IMP. & ILL •••• •• ...... 

IOWA 

DES MOINES RIVER BANK EROSION, lOll A ........... . 
IOWA & CEDAR RIVERS, IOWA & MINN ••••••••••••••• 
LAKE MANAWA ................ •. • • • • • • •. • • • ••••••• 
METRO SIOUX CITY & MO. RIV, SD, NB, lA •••• ,. .... 

RAIISAS 

(PC) ARKAHSAS RIVER, GREAT BEND, KAliS. TO JOHN 
MARTIN DAM, COLO ............... • •••••••••••• 

(FC) ARKANSAS RIVER., CREAT BEND, KANS. 
TO TULSA, OKLA ............ • ................ . 

(PC) KANSAS RIVI!R & T!l!BUTARIES ••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) MARTRVILLE, KANSAS ••••••••••••••••••••• • • • • • ••• 
(FC) VERDIGRIS RIVER, KANS. & OKLA •••••••••••••••••• 

KENTUCKY 

(FC) CLARKS RIVER BASIN ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(II) CREEK & BARREN RIVERS, KY ..................... . 
(N) LOUISVILLE HARBOR, I(Y •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(ll) LOVER CUMiiERLAIID & TENN RIVERS BELOW BARKLEY 

CANAL, KY. & TENN ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(PC) Hl!TROPOLITAH LEXliiCTON RECION •••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) UPPER CUMBERLAND RIVI!R BASIN .................. . 

LOUISIANA 

(JI) BARATARIA BJ,Y WATERWAY (DUPRE CUT) ••••••••••••• 
(II) BARATARIA BAY WATERWAY, ENTRANCE CHANNEL ...... . 
(II) BAYOU HANCHAC AND AMITE ....................... . 
(N) GlJLF IW-LA. SECTION, HIGH LEVEL HIGHWAY 

CROSSINGS ••••••• • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(!1) .G1JL1!' IW-TEX. SECTION, LA. & TEX ••••••••••••••• 
(FC) LOUISIANA COAS~lL AREA ......................... : 
(1'6} NEW ORLEAN!l-MTON ROUGE IIETROPOLITAN AREA •••••• 
(FC) WEST BANK MISS RIV IN VIC OF NEll ORLEANS, LA •• 

MAINE 

(!!) FORE RIVER CliiiL, PORTLAND HBR, HE ............ •. 
(SPEC PASSAIIAQUODDY TIDAL STUDY ••••• , •••••••••••••••• 
( FC) ST. JOHN RIVER ••••••••••••••• • • ••••••• • •••••••• 

(PC) 
(FC) 
(SPEC) 
(II) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(II) 
(II) 
(BE) 
(11C) 

(II) 
(N) 
(II) 
(FC) 

(SPEC 

II) 

MARYLAIID 

BALTIMORE METROPOLITAN STREAMS ••••••••••••••••• 
BEAVER DAM CREEK AND CABIN BRANCH •••••••••••••• 
CHESAPEAKl! BAY STUDY, MD. & VA ................ . 
CHESAPEAKE CITY BRIDGE ........................ . 
l«liiOIICAli£LA YOUCHIOCHENY RIVER BASIN, MD PA \IV, 
SHITK ISLAND .................................. . 

BOSTON HARBOR (DEBRIS). • •••••••••••••••••••••• 
BOSTON HARBOR (35 PT CI!Al'IIIEL) •••••••••••••••••• 
CAPE COD EASTERLY SHORES ...... • •••••••••••••••• 
HOOSIC RIVfik,, MASS • ., N .. Y. • & VT ......... ~ ••••• ~ ••• 

MICHIGAN 

CRAIID HAVI!N HARBOR ••••••••• ••• ............. : ••• 
GRAll!) HAVEl! HARBOR & RIVER (SHALL BOAT) •••••••• 
GREAT LAKES CONNECTING CHANNELS & RARBORS, MIC 
GRT LAKES, OIITARIO & ERIE, (HE'rRO 

DULUTH-SUPERIOR) ,MI,MN,NY,OH,PA&Wt .... ~ •••••• 
GRT LAKl!S..ST LAWRENCE SWY. IIAV SSN. EST., 

HI, IL,lN,MN,NY.,OH,PA, WI ....... ~ ........ • ...... . 
LITTLE CIRL'S l'lliiiT ........................... . 

C001mitte.e 
Budget estimate H.ouu. allowance recommenqatto"' 

85,000 
80,000 
50,000 

100,000 
150,000 

110,000 
150,000 

100,000 

170,000 

260,000 
290,000 
40,000 

225,000 

ll2,000 
' 30,000 

180,000 
153,000 
80,000 

50,000 
so.ooo 

65,000 
150,000 
160,000 
421,000 

50,000 

76,000 
50,000 
90,000 

200,000 

1,840, 000 

50,000 

52,000 

40,000 
40,000 

42,000 
25,000 
80,000 

427,000 

650,000 

85,000 
80,000 
50,000 

100,000 
150,000 

200,000 
150,000 

5,000 
100,000 

170.000 

~30,000 
290,000 

4o.O"oo 
225,000 

30,000 
112,000 
30,000 

180,000 
153,000 

80,000 

so.ooo 
50,000 
10,000 

65,000 
150,000 
160,000 
421,000 

50,000 

76,000 
soo.ooo 
150,000 

200,000 
20,000 

1,840,000 
40,000 
so,ooo 
25,000 

102,000 
,50,000 
80,000 
110,000 

42,000 
25,000 
80,000 

427,000 

760,000 
70,000 

85,000 
120,000 
80,000 

100,000 
150,000 

110,000 
150,000 

5,000 
100,000 

170,000 

330.000 
290,000 
"40.000 
225,000 

30,000 
112,000 
30,000 

180,000 
153,000 
so.ooo 

50,000 
50,000 
10,000 

65,000 
150,000 
160,000 
421,000 
50,000 

76,000 
500.000 
150,000 

200,000 
20,000 

1,840,000 
40,000 
50,000 
25,000 

102,000 
50,000 
80,000 
40,000 

42,000 
25,000 
80,000 

427,000 

760,000 
70,000 
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GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS--CONTINUED 

Type Survey 

(II) MO!iiiOE RAI!IlOR, MICH •••• , •• ,, .................. . 
(SPEC) WATER LVLS OF THE CRT LAKES, 

KI, IL, IN 7 MM,NY ,OH,PA,.&Wl ..... ~ ~ .............. ~ 

MINNESOTA 

(II) RESERVOIRS AT THE HEADWATERS OF THE 
MISSISSIPPI RIVER .......................... . 

(!I) UPPER MISSISSIPPI (SMALL CRAFT LOCKS), MINN. 

(N) 
(FC) 
(II) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FO} 
(FC) 
(II) 
(FC) 

(FC) 

(FC} 

(FC) 

(FC) 

(BE) 
(II) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(N) 
(FC) 
(II) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(II) 
(FC) 
(II) 
(CONP) 

(FC) 
(PC} 
(FC) 

IOWA, HO., & Wise ......................... .. 

MISSISSIPPI 

PASCACOULA HAI!IlOR ..... , ..................... , •• 
PASCAGOULA RIVER BASI!! ..... ,,, ............... .. 
PEARL RIVER ............... ••• .......... • .... ••• 

CAPE GIRARDEAU JACKSON'HETRO AREA •••••••••••••• 
HETilOPOLITA!I ll.EGION OF KANSAS CITY, HO, & KANS. 
MISS. RIVER, OLD CHANNEL MILE 111-117 ........ .. 
PLATIIN CREEK •••• ,,, •••••••••••• ,,,,,,,,, ••• , •• 
ST. GENEVIEVE .. ,.,, .......................... .. 
ST. LOUIS HARBOR, 110, & ILL ... < ... ., .......... . 
ST, LOUIS METROPOLITAN AREA, 110. & ILL ....... ,. 

MONTANA 

FLATHEAD AND CLARK FORK RIVER BASINS .......... , 

NEBRASKA 

PLATTE RIVER & TRIBUTARIES •••• .,, ............ .. 

!lEV ADA 

TRUCREE I!EADDWS .. , ....... , .............. ,,., ••• 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

CONN. RIV. STRBK. EROS. (WILDER LK.,NH&VT TO 
TURNERS FALLS DAM,HA),. ..... .,.,.., ........ . 

NORTH AND FOSS !lEACHES ... ,,,,. ............. ,,., 
PORTSMOUTH HARBOR,., .... , ... ",,,,,,, ........... . 

NEW JERSEY 

CAMDEN METROPOLITAN AREA ..... ., .............. . 
DELAWA~E IIAY, SHORE OF NEll JERSEY .. , .. ,. .... ,., 
HACKENSACK RIVER, N,J, & N.Y .............. .,,.. 
ULL VAN KOLL CHANNEL, NEWARK l!AY CHANNEL, 

N,J, & N.Y ............................... .,, 
RAHWAY RIVER ............ ,. .. ., .... ., ..... ,., .. .. 
RARIT.\N RIVER BASIN .......................... .. 
THIRD RIVER,. ... ., ...... ,.,. ........ ., ..... .,., 

NEW MRKICO 

PECOS RIVER & TRIBUTARIES AT CAR!,Sl\All,.. ,.,. .. . 
PUERCO RIVER AT GALLUP ........................ . 
RIO GRANDE & TRIBUTARIES, N.M. & COLO ........ .. 

NEW YORK 

RIG SANDY CRE!!l{ MEXICO BAY,. ................. ., 
DELAWARE RIVER TRIBUTARIF.S IN NEll YORK STATE,,, 
GOWANUS CREEK CHANNEL, NY.,., • ., .... ,. ... ,. .. ,. 
GREAT LAKES TO HIJDSON RIVER WATERWAY ••••••••• , • 
IRO~DEQUOIT CREEK, NY .... ., • , ,. .. ,. ........ ., .. 
HORRISOIIVILLE AND VICINITY, NY,. ...... • ...... ., 
OGDENSBURG HARBOR, NY ........... • ......... " • • • 
OSIIECO RIVER BASIN ............................ . 
ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY, ADDITI~Al, LOCKS ........ .. 
SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN AUtH REPORT, N.Y., 

PA., & MD ................................. .. 
UPPER ALLEGHENY RIVER BASIN, NY & PA .......... • 
WALLKILL RIVER, N.Y. & N.J ................... .. 
WESTCHESTER COUNTY STREAMS, NY AND BYRAM 

RIVER, CT, ............................... .,, 

Committee 
Budget estimate House allowance recOIDWI8n4&tion 

30,000 

220,000 

100,000 

140,000 

60,000 
100.000 
40,000 

100,000 
414,000 

so.ooo 
50,000 
50,000 

165,000 

75,000 

75,000 

30,000 

80,000 
40,000 

285,000 
40,000 

us,ooo 

35,000 
146,000 
174,000 

60,000 
50,000 

565,000 

50,000 
50,000 
40,000 
50,000 
40,000 
30,000 
40,000 

464,000 
200,000 

400,000 
so,ooo 
50,000 

160,000 

100,000 

880,000 

150,000 

140,000 

6(),000 
100,000 
40,000· 

100,000 
414,000 
100,000 
50,000 
50,000 
so.ooo 

165,000 

220,000 

75,000 

30,000 

110,000 
40,000 

285,000 
40,000 

115,000 

35,000 
146,000 
174,000 
70,000 

60,000 
50,000 

565,000 

so,ooo 
50,000 
40,000 
50,000 
40,000 
30,000 
40,000 

464,000 
250,000 

400.000 
50,000 
50,000 

180,000 

100,000 

500,000 

150,000 

140,000 

60,00D 
100,000 
40,000 

100,000 
414,000 
100,000 

50,000 
50,000 
50,000 

165,000 

220,000 

75,000 

30,000 

no.ooo 
40,000 
20,000 

285,000 
40,000 

115,000 

35,000 
146,000 
174,000 
70,000 

60,000 
50,000 

5n5,ooo 

50,000 
50,000 
40,000 
50,000 
40,000 
30,000 
40,000 

4!;4,000 
250,000 

400,000 
50,000 
50,000 

180,000 
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GEnERAL InvESTIGATIONs--CoNTINUED 

Type 

(BE) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FCJ" 
(FC) 

(FC) 

(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(SPEC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(II) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(N) 
(FC) 
(PC) 
(II) 
(COMP) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC)" 
(II) 
(FC) 

Survey 

NORTH CAROLINA 

BOCUE BANKS AND BOGUE INLET, N.C ............. . 
CAROLINA BEACH INLET .......................... . 
L\IIIBER RIVER, NC & SC ........................ .. 
NEUsE RIVER ............... ·" • •" • .... • .. • • • .. • 
ROANOKE RIVER (SOUTH BOSTON & VICINITY), N,C, 

" & VA ...................................... .. 
SUGAR CREEK BASIN, N.C. & S,C ..... • .......... .. 

IIORTK DAKOTA 

RED RIVER OF TilE 1101\TH, N.D. & MINN ..... • ...... 

OHIO 

CENTRAL OHIO SURVEY ............................ . 
r;IIYAIIOGA RIVER BASIN .................. , ...... .. 
LARE ERIE-WASTEWATER IIGMT. (SEC. 108A,PL 

" 92-500) ,OH,HlCII.,N.Y .,PA .... • ........... •• .. 
MIAMI RIVER, LITTLE MIAMI RIVER & HILL CR, OHIO 
l!IJ."l'OII llAM Alii! !IESI!RVOIR .............. • ", • ..... • 
IIOsnNGUII !l.lVIIIt BASIN ........ • .. • .. • .......... • 
OBIO PORT l)IWELOI'M!!IIT, OHIO .................. .. 

OKLAR~ 

CANADIAN RIVER & TRIBUTARIES OK TX NM ..... • • .. • 
TENKILLER FERRY LAKE .... , ................ • .. • .. 
TULSA URBAN STUDY ........... , ., , ............. .. 

OREGON 

COLUMBIA RIVER AT THE MOUTH, ORE & WASil., ...... 
PORTLAN!l-VA!ICOUVER, METROPOLITAN AREA, •••••••• •. 
SIL~IES RIV.R & TRIBUTARIES .... , •• ., .. , • ., ... .. 
TILLAMOOK BAY AND RAR ................... " .... • 
IIILLAME'J!TE !liVER BASIN AutH REPORT, OREGON .... • 

PENNSYLVANIA 

BEAVER RIVE!l BASIN, PA. & OR .................. . 
CHESTER CREEK WATERSHED .. .,., ................ .. 
1'0TOliAC RIVER, NOll Til BRANCH (lilliE 

DRAI!IAGE),PA.; HD., & II. VA ................ . 
RAYSTOW!I LA'!:!<-HYDRO STUDY .. , ., .. , , , ........... . 
SCHUYLKILL I.IV,I!R REVIEW ..... i, , ............... . 
SUSQUEHANNA RIVER,.BASI!I, MillS DRAiNAGE, PA., 

MD •• & tt~Y ....... ~~··•••••••••••••~<~··••••••••• 

' RHODE ISLAND 
' 

PAWCATOCK RIV & NARRAGANSETT BAY DRAIN' BASIN,. 
R,I,,MASS,&CONN.,,,,, .,,.,., ..... ,,.,, •••••• 

Pl!UVIDENCE HARBOR (DEBRIS) .................... .. 

(FC) 

(II) 
(N) '"' SAKOIINIIT HARBOR.; .. ; .......................... . 

(B!l,) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

.SOUTH CAROLINA 

Fl}l.LY BEAC!I,,,,,,,,,,. , , , , , , , • , , , •,,,,,,,, •• , , , 
GEORGETOWN HARBOR ............................ ., 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

MISSOURI RIVER.• S.D., MONT ... NEBR. & N.D ... *" .. 
UPPER BIG SIOUX RIVER & EASTERN SO WATER 

SUPPLYt SD_& IA ..................................... .. 

TENNESSEE 

METROPOLITAN REGION OF MEMPHIS.,,.,.., ....... .. 
METROPOLITAN REGION OF NASHVILLE ... ., .... .,,.,, 

Committee 
Budget estimate House allowance recommen4ation 

60,000 
48,000 
35,000 
75,000 

85,000 
230,000 

335,000 

110,000 
llO,ODO 

770,000 
too,ooo 

so,ooo 
50,000 

100,000 
45,000 

170,000 

82,000 
358,000 
131 .ooo 

10,000 
92,000 

250,000 
70,000 

250,000 
138,000 
50,000 

137 ,ooo 

599,000 
39,000 

25,000 
42,000 

SI,ODO 

140,000 

196,000 
300,000 

60,000 
48,000 
35,000 
75,000 

85,000 
230,000 

335,000 

110,000 
no.ooo 

770,000 
100,000 

50,000 
50,000 

100,000 
45,000 

400,000 

82,000 
620,000 
131,000 

10,000 
92,000 

250,000 
70,000 

250,000 
136,000. 
5o,ooo 

137,000 

800,000 
39,000 

25,000 
42,000 

81,000 

140,000 

196,000 
300,000 

60,000 
48,000 
35,000 
75,000 

85,000 
230,000 

335,00Q 

110,000 
130;000 

77D,OOO 
100,000 
50,000 
50,000 
50,000 

200,000 
45,000 

400,000 

sz.ooo 
620,00D 
131,000 

60,000 
92,000 

250,000 
70,000 

250,000 
138,000 
50,000 

137,000 

800,000 
39,000 
30,000 

50,000 
42,000 

81,000 

140,000 

196,000 
300,000 
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GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS--CONTINUED 

Type 

(PC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(PC) 
(II) 
(N) 
(II) 
(BE) 
(PC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(I!) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(II) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(SPEC) 

Survey 

TEXAS 

BEA~ CREEK AHD TlliBS •••••••••••• • •••••••••••••• 
Bl!AZOS RIVER & TRIBUTARIES ••••••••••••••••••••• 
I!OFFALO BAYOU & TRili!ITARIES ••••••••••••••••••• • 
COLORADO RlV!lt & TRIBUTARIES ••••••••••• , • , ••••• 
COLOBADO RIVER CI!AliNEL TO BAY CITY •• , •••••••••• 
CORPUS CHRISTI S!llP C!IANIIEL, !IAR110R ISLAND, •••• 
GALVESTON BAY AREA IIAV. STUDY •••• , ••••• , ..... .. 
GALVESTON CO!lliTY SHORE EROSION ••••••••••••••• ;. 
JOHNSON CREEK •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
LINNVILLE BAYOU & CANEY CREEK, TRES PALACIOS, •• 
LOWER SABINE RIVER, TEX ....................... . 
MATAGORDA SHIP C!IANNEL ................... • ••• • • 
I!UECES RIVER AND '!RIBS ••• , •••••••••••••• , •••••• 
PALO BLANCO CREEK AMD CIBOLO CREEK 

Ill VICUITY OF FALFURRIAS .................. • 
SABINE-!IECI!ES WATERWAY,.,,. , •••• , •••••••••••••• 
SAN DIEGO CREEK ....... , ....................... . 
SAN JACINTO RIVER & TRIBUTARIES .... , .......... . 
TEXAS COASt HURRICANE, TEK •• ,, ................ . 

UTAll 

(FC) COLO. RIV & TRIBS, ABOVE LEE FERRY, 
UTAfl,A!tiZ:. ,COL.,N,.M .. &WY .. ••••" •• ~ •• ....... •• ..... 

(FC) JORDAN RIVER BASIN ................ •• •• •• •••••. • 

VIRGIN ISLANDS 

(FC) VIRGIN ISLANDS (CROWN BAY), ••••• •• •• ,., ..... • •. 

(FC) 
(II) 
(II) 
(PC) 
(BE) 

(PC) 
(FC} 

(FC) 
(C!»!P) 
(II) 
(N) 
(FC) 

VIRGINIA 

CHOWAN RIVER, VA. & N.C ••• , ............. • •• •. • • 
RANPTO!I ROADS DRIFt REMOVAL, ••••••••••••••••• •. 
NORFOLK HARBOR & CHANNELS, (ANCHOIIAGES) ••••••••• 
ROAliOKE RIVER, UPPER BASIN •••••••••• , •••••••••• 
liORFOLI: VICINITY WILL01JGIIIIY SPIT ••••••••••••••• 

WASHINC'I'OII 

Cl!El!ALIS RIVER & TRIBUTARIES •••••••••••••••••• , 
METROPOLITAN SPOKANE & SPOKANE RIVER & 

TRIBUTARIES, WASH. & IDAHO •••••• • • •••• • •, ••• 
ORANOGAN RIVER & TRIBS ••••••••••• ; ......... , ••• 
PUGET SOUND & ADJACENT WATERS AUTH REPORT, WASH 
SEATtLE l!ARBOR, ELLIOTT BAY, WASH ••••••• • •••• • • 
SNOH!»!ISH RIVER & TRIBUTARies •••••••••••••••••• 
YAKIMA VALLEY, REGIONAL WAtER MANAGEMENT ••••••• 

WEST VIRGINIA 

(FC) ' GAULEY RIVER.; •••••••• : ....................... . 
(FC) ISLAND CREEK, •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , • 
(COHP} UNAWBA RIVER BASIN AUTH REPORT,W.VA., N.C., & 

VA ......................................... . 
(FC) METRO REGION OF H!J!ITINGTON, W.VA. ( ASHLAND, 

KY. PORTSMOUTH, OHIO) •••••••••••••••••• , •••• 
(FC) METROPOLITAN REGION OF Wl!EELIIIG, W.VA. & Ol!IO •• 

WISCONSIN 

(FC) CHIPPEWA RIVER ................................ . 
(N) HARBORS BE'IWEEN KEliOSllA & KEWAUNEE, •••• •, •••• , • 
(FC) WISCONSIN RIVER PORTACR ....................... . 

Total, ALL STATES~.,..~ •••• • • •••• • ... 

: co·mmittee. 
Budget estimate House allowance recoa.en~ation 

236,000 
70,000 

180,000 
50,000 

150,000 
105,000 
100,000 
154,000 
65,000 

100,000 

95,000 
45,000 
75,000 

3!0,000 

30,000 
50,000 

60,000 

200,000 

5o,ooo 
90,000 

100,000 

55,000 
80,000 

150,000 
63,000 

142,000 
80,000 

280,000 

200,000 

450,000 
220,000 

100,000 
120,000 

33,625,000 

75,000 
236,000 
110,000 
zoo.ooo 
100,000 
150,000 
150,000 
315,000 
!54,000 
65,000 

250,000 
40,000 
50,000 

so,ooo 
95,000 
45,ooo I 

100,000 
400,000 

30,000 
50,000 

60,000 

200,000 
50,000' 
50,000 
90,000 

100,000 

55,000 
80,000 

150,000 
63,000 

142,000 
150,000 

280,000 

200,000 

450,000 
220,000 

100,000 
120,000 
40,000 

40,230,000 

236,000 
110,000 
200,000 
100,000 
150,000 
150,000 
315,000 
154,000 
65,000 

250,000 
40,000 
50,000 

50,000 
95,000 
45,000 

100,000 
400,000 

30,000 
50,000 

60,000 

200,000 
50,000 
50,000 
90,000 
50,000 

150,000 

55,000 
80,000 

2oo,ooo 
63,000 

142,000 
150,000 

280,000 
5o;ooo 

200,000 

450,000 
220,000 

100,000 
120,000 

40,000 

39,580,000 

Type 

41 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS--CONTINUED 

Committee 
Survey Budset eatillate House allowance reco~n"ation 

COORDINATION StuDIES WitH OtHER AGENCIES ••••••• 3,100,000 2,900,000 3,100,000 

REVIEW OF All'I'HORIZED PROJECTS: 
REStUDIES OF DEFERRED PROJECTS, ••••••••••••• 75,000 75,000 145,000 
!lEVI EW OF COMPLETED PROJECTS 

(SEll. 216, PL 91-611). • •• • • ••• •• •••••• ., • 720,000 720,000 720,000 
REVIEW FOR DBAUTHORIZtiO!I 

(SEC. 12, PL 93-251) ......... ; ........... 375,000 375,000 375,000 
- ------ -

Total .................... ~········~·· 1.170,000 I, 170,000 1,240,000 

COLLECTIO!I AliD StuDY OF BASIC DATA: 
STREAN GAGI!IG (U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY) ...... 465,000 465,000 465,000 
PRECIPITATION StuDIES (NATIONAL WBAtllER 

SERVICE) •••• ••. • • • • ••• ••• • • • • • • •• • • • • •• •• 280,000 280,000 280,000 
FISH Allll WILDLIFE S'I'UiliES (USF & WS) •••••••• 2,000,000 1,800,000 2,000,000 

'INTERMATIO!IAL W:.I.TER S'f001ES ..... , • • • • • • • • • • • 300,000 300,000 300,000 
FLOOD· PLAIN MANAGEMENT SERVICES .......... • • • 10,000,000 10,000,000 10,000,000 
HYDROLOGIC S'I'UDI!S; •••••••••••• •. • • • • • • • • • • • 290,000 290,000 290,000 
SCII!NTIFIC AND tECHNICAL lNFORMATION CENTERS 125,000 125,000 125,000 
COASTAL DATA COLLECTJON .............. • • • • • .. 400,000 300,000 300,000 ------ -------

1'ota1 ••••• ···•· ........... • •• •••··•• 13,860,000 13,560,000 13,760,000 

ltESEARcH Allll lll!VELOPMENT ............ , ...... • ••• ' 12,500,000 12,250,000 14;500,000 
AIITICIPATED ADDitiOIIAL !JNOBLIGATED CARRYOVER 

BALANCES A!dl OtHER ADJUS1MENTS .............. -- - ------------ --------- --------
Total, GEN INVEStiGATIONS •••••••••• 64,255,000 70,110,000 72,180,000 
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COLUMBIA RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 

(Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Washington and Wyoming) 

Within the amount I?rovided for the Columbia River and Tribu­
taries study, the Committee intends for the Corps to initiate detailed 
feasibility studies, and preparation of interim report, on selected 
pump storage sites in the Columbia River Basin, including the Goose 
Flats-Omak Lake area.. 

RIO GRANDE AND TRIBUTARIES 

New Mexico and Colorado 

The Committee recommends the amount of $565,000, the same as 
the budget request, for this study a.nd directs that $100,000 of this 
amount be used to initiate the restudy of Abiquiu Dam and Reservoir 
in accordance with the resolution adopted on December 5, 1975 di­
recting a review to determine whether any modification should be 
made with respect to the existing Abiquiu Dam and Reservoir project 
and the Rio Chama Downstream. The study is to consider the reallo­
cation of the storage in the project and channel improvements down­
stream to enable larger releases which will benefit the water users 
d()wnstream of Elephant Butte Dam. 

RES'l'ORATIONS OF HOUSE REDUCTIONS 

The Committee recommends restoration of the House reduction of 
$200,000 for coordination work with other agencies, $200,000 for fish 
and wildlife studies for work in accordance with the fish and wildlife 
coordination act and $250,000 for research and development. Addi­
tionally, the Committee recommends $2,000,000 for the Corps' research 
and development program. The Committee believes this additional 
R. & D. amount is essentia..I to enable the Corps to carrv out its mission 
and activities with maximum effectiveness, economy, ·itnd safety, and 
with proper concern for protection or enhancement of environmental 
values. Just as with any other comparable activity-in the public 
sector or private industry-the Corps needs a vigorous, dynamic 
R. & D. effort to provide timely and practical solutions to water 
resource problems of growing complexity. 
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CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

Appropriation, 1976 ______ -------------------------- _ ----- _ $1, 228, 648, 000 
Budget estimate, 1977------- ------------------------·------ 1, 266, 332, 000 
House allowance __ ---------_.:------------------- _____ ---_ 1, 416, 477, 000 
Committee recommendation_-- --------------------------- 1, 436, 559, 000 
Comparison: 

Budget estimate, 1977 ~--- ------------------------------ + 170, 227, 000 
House allowance_ ------------------------------------- +20, 082,000 

The following table shows each project for which funds are recom-
mended for advance engineering and design (planning), land acql'i­
sition; and construction. Immediately following the table, the Com­
mittee has outlined special reductions and· changes made in the 
budgeted projects together with selected other Committee actions. 



CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

Coaaittee Cot=ittee 
Total estimated Allocated Bud~et estimate Budget esttmate ttouse allowance lloul'Je allowance recoaaendation rec011m1e-ndation 

Type State .and project Federal cost to date construction planning construction planning construction planning 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS - CO$TRUCTION. GENERAL 

ALABA.'iA 

(N) JOHN HOLLIS BAN101F.AD LOCK & DA"t (REHAB)., •••••• 48,800,080 48,209,080 591 ,ooo 591,000 591,000 
(MP) JONES BLUFF UX::K ANn OAM •••••••••• , •••• , ••••••• 84.000.000 73,326,000 l, 700,000 4,00(),000 4,000.000 
(N) TENNESSEE-TcttBtCBF.E WAtERWAY 1 ALA. & MISS •••••• 1,380,000,000 17),352,000 84,000.000 100,080,000 104,000,000 

ALASKA 

(FC) CHENA RIVER LAKES, FAIYI:BANKS •••• , ·••••••• •••••• l86tOOO,OOO 44,41!7.000 24,000,000 25.000,000 24.000,000 
(I!P) SNETTISHAM ....... ~., • , •• , •••• , , , ••••• w ••••• , ..... 111,000,000 n.o54,ooo 4,SOO,OOO 4,500.000 4,500,000 

ARIZONA 

(FC) INDIAN BEND WASH ••• *''~*•••····~···••·•·•••···~ 18t300,000 
(Fe) PHOENIX AND YlCINITY (INCLUDING NEW RIVER) 

3,519,000 4,000,006 4,000,080 4,000,000 

STAGY. 1-~···~····~····•••••••••••···•••••••• 18,400,000 
(FC) PH.OENIX AND VICINITY (UfCLUDtNG NEW RIVER) 

5,85!,000 1,500.000 1,soo.ooo t.soo,ooo 
STAGE 2.~····••••••••••·•••••~•••••••••••••• 32,900,000 706,000 394,000 394,.000 394,000 t 

ARKANSAS 

(MP) DEGR-AY LAKE*••·••••••••••••••••••··~·~··•"- ~9.400,000 65,899,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 1,000,000 (FC) DEQUEEN IAK~. ~,, •••••••••• * ••• .................. 16,700.000 15,804,000 896;ooo 896,000 M6,000 (FCl GILLRA."t LAKE:, ................ ~ •• ~ ••• ,. ••••••••••• 17,600,000 1~.918,000 682,000 682,000 632,000 (N) HCCU:Lt.AN.....ftERR ARK. RivtR NAV SYSTEM, LOCKS & 
DA."'S,ARK, AN{) OKLA ••••••••••••• ~ •••••••••••• 524~000,000 499,486,000 2,247,000 2~247,000 2,241,000 (MP) NORFORK LAKE - HIGHWAY RRIDGE .................. 20,900.000 575,000 625,000 62S.ooo 625,000 (liP) NORFORK LAKE - U~ITS 3 & 4 •••.••• H ............ 22,700.000 330,000 470,000 470,000 470,000 (N) OUACHITA AND BLACK RIVERS~ AR.K. & LA, ••••••••• , 173~000,000 84.237,000 3. 700.000 7,ooo.ooo 1 ,ooo,ooo 

(FC) PINE MOUNTAIN LAKE ••••••••••••••••••• ~ •• ,, ••••• 23,200,000 835,000 365,000 365,000 365,000 (FC) POSTEN BAYOU ••• , ••• ~ ••••• ~ ...................... 3~ooo.ooo 90t000 75,000 75,000 75.000 (FCl RED RIVER LF.VEES AND BANK STAR BELOW DENISON 
DAI!, ARK., LA. & T£,l ••••••••••• , ••• ~ •••••••• 48,700,000 34,610,.000 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 

(FC) VILLAGE CREEK, JACKSON AND LAWRENCE COUNTIES ••• 4, 240,.000 460,000 100,000 100,000 100t000 

CALIF01UHA 

(N) BODECA BAY •••••• ~~···~·······~•••••••··•··~···· 2,000,000 190,000 115.000 115,000 115,000 (FC) BUCHANAN DA."f-H. V. EASTMAN LAKE ••••••••••••••• ~ ~ 26,200,000 24,140,000 2,080,000 2.760,000 2, 760,000 (FC) BUTLER VALLEY DAM-BLUF. LAU •• , ••••••••••••••••• 351,000 351,000 (FC) CO'fTO}fWOOD CREEK ............. , •••••• , ••• ., ........ 262,000,000 370,000 :no,ooo (FC) CUCA.'{ONGA CREE¥: ••••••• ., •••••••••••••••• ~ ••••••• 71.000,000 4,622~000 5, lOOsOOO 7,000,000 7 ,OOOtOOO (FC) DRY CREEK (WARM SPRINGS) L..4KE AND CHANNEL ....... 181,000,000 42,694,000 3, 300,000 3,300,000 750,000 (FC) FAIRFIEL!l VICt:NITY STREAMS~, ••••••• , ••••••• , ••• 69170.000 725,000 300,000 300,000 (FC) HIDDEN DAM-HENSLEY LAKE ••••••••• , ••••• ~ ......... 30,600,000 28,699,000 1~901,000 2,101.000 2,101,000 
(Nl HllMROt..T HAlt'SOR AND BAY. , ••••••••••••• , , ••• , •• ~. S; 100,000 500,000 so-o,ono 
(SE) IMPERIA!. HEACl' •• ~·~··••••••••••••••••+•·~··•••• 930,000 390,000 90,000 90,000 90,000 

(FC) LYTLE AND II ARM Cltll!l<S ................ , ••• , ..... 32.200,000 29,500,000 2, mo.ooo 2, 1oo~ooo 2l1oo.ooo 
(Ill') kARYSvtLLE'·lAU. '.. •• ·~ ...... .i.\. · .• .- •~ ·;.~ •••• : .... ~·. 652.000,000 5,-IiJO,OOq soo.ooo 500,000 soo.ooo 
(!'C) H£1!CED COIJIIT'l STJ.EAMS ... , ......... ,. ........... 54,300,000 1,050,000 650,000 fi:So~ooo 65-0,000 
(PC) IIAPA RIVIl ~AS IN ..... ; ......................... n·. soa,ooo l,4BS~ooo 6,ooo.ooo 6.ooo.ooo 6,000,000 
("P) !II!W MELONtS lAIC£ ... : ;, ••••••••••••••• • ... ; .. ; ••.• 283. 00(,., 000 147',.972,000 59,000,000 64,000,000 64.000,000 
(N) PORT SAN LUI$ •••• ~•••··~·•••••••*•~:.~ •••. ~ •• ~. · 5,4ob.ooo ! • 500,000 1 ,5oo.ooo 
(l'Cl SACIWIENTO RIVER ANI) MAJOk AND t11NOlt 

TlliBUI'ARlES ••••••• , ••••••••• ~., •• ~ •• · •• ~ ~ •••• 11,'900.060 10,982,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 
(l'C) SACIW>f£NTO RIVER RANK. PROO'EcTION ••••••••••••••• 68,800,000 '30,670t000 2., 500,000 2.soo.oon 2.soo,ooo 
(FC) SACRAMENTO JHVERi CHICO LANDINC TO RF.D SLUFF ••• 6, 750,000 3, 8!8,000 --' 1 ,soo.ooo 

• (8E) SAN DI!!OO (SUNSET CLIFFS) (SEG, A) ............. 1,485,000 3S, 000 7:5,000 100,000 100,000 
'(N) SAN DIEGO HARBOR, ••••••••••••••••• ~ ••••••• , •••• 19,300,000 to~2rotooo 9,030,000 7,480.000 ) ,480,000 

(N) SAN DIEGO RIVER AND MISSION BAY ................ 14,500,000 lOt 593~000 90,000 90,000 90,000 

(FC) SAN DIEGO RlVER(MISSION VALLEY) ••••••••• ~.~ •••• 32,300,000 1,644.000 240,000 300,000 !00,000 
(N) SAN FRANCISCO BAY tO STOCKTON (J • F. AALOWIN & 

1~100,000 STOCKTON SHIP CRANS) •• ~ •• , , •••• ~ •••••• ~ •••• '. 95,200,000 5,333,000 1,100,000 1,1oo,ooo 
(FC) SAN LUIS REY RIVER. •••••·••·•••••·~·••·~·•••••• u.soo,ooo 135,000 350,000 350,000 350,000 
(FC) SANTA PAiJLA CREEK ••• , •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 17,500~000 400,000 400.000 

100,000 (BE) SURFSlDE-5imSET AND NEWPORT flEACH. ~ ~ ••••••••••• 9,580,000 3,689,000 '100.000 100,000 
300,000 (FC) SWEETWATER RIVER.,, •••••••••••••••••••• ,,'· •••••• 11,900,000 939,000 200,000 300,000 

(FC) WALNUT CR:EEf\ •••••••• ~ ••••••• ~ •••••••••••••••••• 44,.000,.000 18.279,000 s. aoo.ooo s.soo.ooo s.soo,ooo 

bm.ORAOO 

(FC) ARKANSAS RIVER AND TRIBUTARIF.S AROVE JOHN 
MARTIN DAM (PHASE!) ........................ 81,600,000 330,000 350,000 350,000 150,000 

(FC) BJ!AR CREEK LAKE ••••••• , , •••• ., •• ~ ••••••.•••••• ~ •• 69,700,0,00 3'8~883.000 12.500,000 12,500,000 12,500,000 
(FC) CHATFIELD LAKE ••• , •••• , ......................... 86~40(h000 17,444,000 5t soo.ooo 5,500,000 5,-500,000 
(FC) LAS ANIMAS ••• , ••••••••••••• , ••• ~ ••••••••••••••• 4.300.000 1,025~000 1t4oo.ooo 1,400, 000 1.400,000 *'" (FC) TRINIDAD LAKE .•••• ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••• , ••••• 43.800,000 37,061,000 s,soo~ooo 5,500,000 5,500,000 01 

CONNECTICUT 

(FC) DANBURY.~ ••• , ••••••• , •• ~ ••••••••••••• ~ ••••••••• 13t9oo.ooo 12,300.000 1,600,000 1,600,000 1,600,000 
(FC) NEW LONDON HURRICANE 6ARRIER ••• H ...... H ..... 0 5,810,000 200,000 200)000 
(FC) PAIUC RIVER, .............. ·····~-·•••••·••••••··~· 75,800.000 5, 298,000 9,000,000 10,000.000 10,000,000 

DELAWARE 

(FC) DELAWARE COAST PROTECTION, ••••••••••••••••••••• IS,ooo~ooo 500,000 500,000 

DISTRICT OF COLUHBtA 

POT(JtAC EStUARY Ptl))T ~ATER TREA'mE.NT PLANT •••• 9,100,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 

FLORIDA 

(FC) CENtRAL AND SOtrrHF.RN FLORIDA., •••••••••••••• ·~. .543,000,000 223, 97S,ooo· 6,ooo.ooo 6,500~000 6 .ooo.ooo 
(FC) OAD£ CQUNTY •• ••·•··•••• ........ ,. .............. 38,200,000 2,800,000 2,800,000 
(BE) OUVAL COU!ITY ••••••.••••••••••••••••• , •••••••••• 11,ooo~ooo 3,900,000 3,900s00(1-
(FC) FOUR RIVER BASINS. ••••·••••••••• ••·•••••···•••• 128,000,000 36,861,000 s. ooo.ooo 8,000,000 8,000,000 
(N) JACKSONVILLE RARSOR (1965 ACT) ................. 36,600,000 28,732,000 7,868,000 5,368,000 5,16R,OOO 
(BE) MANATEE COUNTY, ••• , ••• ~ .................... ~ ••• , 1,270,000 50,000 50,000 
(N) PANAMA CITY MARBOR •• ~ .. + •• ~· •••••••••• ,, ••••••• ~ 3. 700~000 '31 3,000 800,000 600,000 600.000 
(N) PORT EVERGLADES HARBOR •••••••••••••••••••• , •••• 13.800,000 135,000 200,000 200,000 200,_000 (N) SAINT LUCIE INLET ••••• ~·······~··•••••••••··••~ 3,800,000 205,000 45,000 45,000 45,000 
(N) TAMPA SARBOR (MAIN CHAIINEL) .................... us.ooo.ooo 9,495,000 .s,ooo~ootl 8,500,000 6,0(){)~000 



CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL --CONTINUED 

CODIIIIiittee Committee 
toul estimated Allocated Budget e:atimace 8ud~t estimate: liouse allowance Rouse allowance reeoraendation recowaendation 

Type State and proj1!ct 'Federal cost to date construeUon planning construction planning construction planning 

G£0R.GIA 

(I!P) CARTERS LA!<E •••••••••••••••••••• , ........... ,., 107.200.,000 106,000,00{) 1,200,000 1 t200,000 1 .. 200,000 
(MP) HARTWELL LAKE (FIFTH UNIT)GA & SC ..... n ....... 12,000,000 210,000 210,000 210,000 
(I!P) RICHAtU> B. RUSSELl. !>AM AND LA.KE~ GA. & S.C~··~· 231.000,000 10,442,000 10.300.000 to,30o,ooo 10,300,000 
(N) SAVANNAH HARBOR £XT£tiSlON.,.., •• • • • • ••••••• " ••••• 5,212,000 200,000 
(N) SAVANNAH HARBOR (WlDEHlNG AND D&EPENING). * * •••• 13,400,000: 11,414,000 1,986tOOO 1.986.000 1,986,000 
(liP) WEST POINT LAKE, GA,. & ALA •••••••• •••• ••••••••• 118,000,000 111,468,000 5~000,{)()(} 6,.500,000 6,500,000 

HAWAII 

(N) BAUERS f'OtNT (DEEP Dtu\Ft) HARBOR, OAHU.~ ••••• • .32,400,000 517 .ooo 36,.000 36,000 36,.000 
(N) HANALEI SMALL BOAT HARBOR .................... * ••• 882,000 50.000 
(FC} lAO STREAM. ••••••• ,. .. ".,.,, ............. ~ ............... 9.soo,ooo 1,000,000 1.000 .. 000 (FC) KANEOHE-KAILUA AREA,. .......... • ......................... 20,600,000 2,175,000 8,200,000 8, 200,000 8,_200,000 
(N) \lAIANA& SMALL BOAT HARSOR ................. ., ••••• 2.806,000 l,ooo,ooo t,ooo.ooo 

IDAHO 

(MP) DWORSHAK DAM AND RESERVOIR,. ••• •., .................. 312,000,000 295,109,000 5,500,000 5,500,000 - 5,500,000 (FC) RIRIE LAKE ••••••••••••••••••••• •. • •••• ••. •• •••• 36,500,000 26,392,000 6,800,000 6,800,000 6,800,000 

ILLINOIS 
H:>-
0';) 

(I'C} CARLYLE LAKE, .................................. 42,720,000 4l,100,000 1,020.000 t,o2o.ooo 1,020,000 
(FC) COLUMBIA DRAINAGE & l.EVEE DIST. NO, 3 ......... 3,.800,.000 91S,ooo 900,000 900,000 900,000 
(FC) EAST HllLINE .................................... 7,900,000 400,000 400,.000 (FC) ELDRED & SPAN~ DRAINAGE & LEVEE DISTUC!',. .... 7,050,000 100,000 100,000 (FC) FR.EEPORT. ~ ~ ~. ~ •••••• ••••••• ••••••• ~ ~ ~~ •••• ~ •••• 8,500,000 683,000 100,000 1oo.ooo 100,.000 (FC) FULTON ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ,. 8,670,.000 400,000 400.000 (FC) HARRtSONVIU.E & IVY LANDING DRAINAGE AND LEVEE 

DISTRICT NO. 2 .............................. 5,290,000 
(N) ILLINOIS WATERWAY, CALUMET-SAG MODIFICATION 

3,101,000 2.189,000 2,.189,000 2,189,000 

PART l, ILL. & lNO ................. •• .......... 93,340,000 91,081,000 2,259,.000 2,259,000 2,259,000 (N) ILLINOIS WATERWAY, DUPLICATE LOCKS,. 
ILL. AND IND •••••• ~·•••••••••,.•••••••••••• •• 691' ooo.ooo 2,265,.000 130"000 130.000 

(FC) KASKASKIA ISLAND DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT •• ~ 6,880,.{)00 362,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 (N) KASKASKIA RIVER: NAVIGATIOS •••••••••••••• • ~ ••• ~. t24,.ooo.ooo 96,151,000 s,ooo.ooo - s,aoo.ooo s,soo,ooo (FC} LITTLE CALUMET RIVER •••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ •• 3t655,000 330,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 (H) LOCK AND DA1! 53 (TE>IPORARY LOCK) , ILL. 0. KY •••• 31,100,000 24,163.000 s.soo,ooo s~soo.ooo 8,800,000 (I'C) LOUISVlLLE LAKE ••••••••••••• • • • • • • ,_ •• ~ ••••••••• 49,700,000 979,000 150.000 150.000 150.000 (N) MISS. RIVER, CHAIN OF ROCKS,. ILL & !10., ........ 500,000 soo,ooo 
(N) Mt$S RI BTWN THE OHIO & MO 'RIVEttS (REGULATUlG 

WORKS), 1L1"* & MO. ••••••••••• •• •••••• •• •••~ • 144-,000.000 17,.5-61,000 3,5(}0.000 4,500,000 4,500,000 
(FC) MOLlNt.,.. ~ ... ., .............. ~. ~ .......... ~,. ........... 16.400,000 370,000 250,000 250.000 250,000 
(FC) ROCK ISLAND ........................ • •. • • ~ • •••••• 7. 790.000 6,8[2,000 220,000 220,000 220,000 
(FC) ROCKFOtu> .. ,. ••••• · ••• •••• ...................... •• ..... fi,060,.000 1,125,000 2,600,000 2.600,000 2,600,000 
(N} SMITli!.AI!D LOCKS AND DAM, ILL., IND. & KY ••••••• 238,000,000 163,218,000 34,000,000 39,000t000 39,000.000 
(FC) SNY ISLAND LEVY & DRAINAGE ....... , • , ....... , ••• 943,000 50,000 
(FC) SOUTH BELOit •••••• , ............................ 1,100,'000 so,ooo 100,000 100,000 1001 000 
(PC) 1IOOil RIVER DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT ••••••• , • 1,060,000 195,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 

IHDIAIIA 

(PC) BIC Bi.8B UU .... , ; ............ ; ............... 48,100,000 375,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 

'(FC) aiG WAL!IUT LAD (LAIID ACQUlSlTIOll) •• , •• ; ... ; • •• 45.100,000 1,800,000 1,, 400,000 900,000 250,000 

(FC) BROOKVILLE LAKE •• ., ., ., •••• • ••••••••••••• ~ ......... 37,.900,000 36 .. 160,000 1,. 740,000 1, 740,000 l, 740,000 

(N) CA1f'M'ELTON l..001CS AHD MMft. lHD. & KY •••••• ~••••• 97,300,000 96,617,000 300,000 300,000 300.000 

(PC) EVANSVILLE ••••••• • ••••••••• ~ ~ •••••• ~ ••• ~ ••••••• 36,700,000 12,281,000 1,.400,.000 1,200,000 1,200,000 

(FC) LAFAtE'm! !AU, ....... ·" •• •., .. • ·; .. ·;; • • • • " .. 88,90"0,000 1,412,000 1,300,000 7So,ooo 
(FC) LEV£€ UNIT NO. 5 •••••••••••••••• ~ .... , , • • • • •• • • .. 7,350,000 6,5%1.000 750,000 750,000 

(FCJ KIJtlOH .................. ~ •••• ·~ •• ~ •••• •; • • • • • • • • 2,930,.000 125,000 175,000 175,000 17St000 

(FC) MASON J~ NIBLACK LEVEE (PUMPIMC FACILITIES} •••• 2,840,000 2, 737,000 103,000 103,000 103,000 

(N) MEI/l!URCI! LOCKS & DAM, INn. & KY ••• ~.~ ........... •• 104,500,000 101,911,000 1,100,000 1.100,000 1,100,.000 

(FC) PATOKA UU. •••••·••4•••••••·•••••••••·•••••••• 41,300,000 18,950,000 11,.300,000 10,000,000 to,.ooo~ooo 

(N} UNlOitl'OWN LOCKS AND DAM, tND. & KY ................ 98, 100~000 93,482:,000 2,200,000 l. 700,.000 1.700,000 

' IOWA 

(FC) BIG SIOUX 1UVER AT SIOUX CITY, IOWA AND S.D •••• 6,350,000 989,000 1,.700,000 1,700,000 l, 700,000 
(FC) CLINTON~ •••••••••••• ~ •• ~ .......................... 23,100,000 6t849,000 1.400,000 1,400,000 7 ,400~000 
(FC) DAVENPORT •••••• , •••••••• , .................. ~ ....... 21,100,000 801,000 139,000 139,00Q 139,000 
(FC} MARSHALLTOWN •• _. ........ , ............................ ~ 8,410.000 6, 771,000 1,639,000 1,359,000 1,359,000 
(FC) MISSOURI RIVER U:VEE SYSTEM, IOWA, KANSAS, 

KISSotml, ANIJ NEBRASKA ...................... ~ 113,000,000 S5,876,000 3,200.000 3, 2"00,000 3,200,000 
(N) MISSOURI RlVER, SIOUX CITY TO MOUTH, IOWA, 

KANS., !Ill., & NEB •••• •··~·•••••••·•••••••••• 450,000~000 407,454,.000 2,200,000 2,200,000 %,200,.000 
(FC) OTTUMWA •• •• •••• •••••••. •••··••••• ~··• •• •••••••• 221,000 120,000 101,000 101,000 101,000 
(FC} SAYLORVILLI, LAKE .................................. 90,.300,.000 12,950,000 3, 500,000 4.600,000 4.600,000 
(FC} WATERLOO ...... 1 ~ ....................... •• ••••••• •. 33,.800,000 17,529,000 6, too.ooo 6,100,000 6,100,000 H:>-

KANSAS "' 
(FC) BIG HILL UKE ........... • •••••••• • • • •• , ..... ~ • • • • 9,960,000 2,376,000 500,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 
(FC) CLINTON LAKE. ~ • •••• • •••••••••••••• , •••••••••• o • 58,300,000 ·40,372,()00 6, 550,000 6,55(),000 6,550,000 
(FC) DODGE CITY ................. ~ ••••••• , ••••••• ~ •• •. 6,670,000 4, 290,000 2, 38Q,ODD 974,000 174,000 
(FC) EL OO!WlO LAKE ................................. 71,900,000 24,030,000 15,600,000 15,800,"000 15,800,.000 
(FC) GREAT BEND •• , ••••• ~ •-• •••••• , ...... •., •••••••••• ,. u.9oo.ooo 700,00o 100,000 100,000 100,000 
(FC) CROV1: LAKE ..... ,, ••••••••••• ., ••••••••••••• • •• •. • 84tSOO,OOO 500,000 
(FC)' HILLSDAJ,E lA!(£ ................................. 52,500,000 9, 254,000 8,000,000 9,000,000 9,000...,000 
(FC) KANSAS CITY 1962 >!ODIFICATION ••• , ...... ,,,,, ••• 47,500,000 18,888,000 -3,800,000 .3,800,000 3,800,000 
(N) KANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION •••••••••••••••••••••••• 4,600,000 100,000 140,000 140~000 140,000 
(I'C) LAIIREIICE •••• , .................................. 11,600,000 6,139,000 2,600,000 2,600,000 2,600,.000 
(FC} MARlON~ •• ••••• •••••••··• • ••• • •·· ••• •• • • •••• •• ~~ 4,500,000 2,332,000 1, 300,000 2,168,000 2,.168,000 
(FC) ONAGA LAKE ••••••••• ~ ••••••••••• ,. ................ 57,200,000 1,563,000 137,000 137,000 131,000 
(FC) PERllY LAKE AREA (ROAD !MPROVEKE!ITS) .......... , • 4,. 920.000 1-,046,.000 700.000 700,000 700,000 
(FC) TOWANOA LAKE ................................... 50-,.200,000 100,000 

KENTUCKY 

(FC) BARKI,£Y ·DAM AND LAKE BA.JUCLE't ••••• •• • ••• •••••••• 1,463,000 
(FC} BIG SOUTH FORK NATIONAL RIVER AND RECREATION 

AREA. KY. & TENN ............................ 32,850,000 1,060,000 3SO,OOO 350,000 350,000 
(FC) BOONE COUrtn' • KY .................................. 737,000 370,000 367,000 
(FC) CAV£ RUN LAK£. •• ••••••••• ~ •••• •. •,. •••• •• •• ••• •• 54,900,000 52,.830,000 1,900,000 2,900.000 2,900,000 
(FC) DAYTON FLOODWALL •••••••••• ~ ••••••••• 9 •• ••,.,.. • • • 6, 730,000 245,000 150,000 
(FC) KEHOE LAKE: .... ,, •• ~ • •••••• * • • ....... • .. ,. •• , ••• • ••••• 34.900.000 2,490,000 3,000,000 3,375,000 2,ooo.ooo 
(MP) LAUREt. RIVER LAK.E ..................... ~~••••••••" 45..600,000 40,433,000 1,.20o.ooo l,zoo.ooo 3.2oo.ooo 
(FC) MAR.TtNS FORK LAU •••••••• ~ ..................... ~ ~ l7 ,800,000 10,537,000 6.5oo,ooo 6,500,.000 6,5oo.ooo 



CoNSTRue noN, GeNERAl.. --,CONTHIUED 

Conmtitte.e Committee 
Tot.ll estit!tated Alloc.ated Budget estiOtate &ldge.t estimate House allowance ltouse allova.nce rec.ommendat ton recommendation 

Type State and project Fedt!ul cost to date construction planning construction planning construct ton planning 

PAINTSVILLE LAK£ .. ~••••••••••••••••~~~·••a•~·~·· 38,200~000 7~!23,000 3,300,000 -- 3,3oo.ooo 2,5009000 -(FC) 

40.200,000 6,085,000 4,800,000 - 6,300,000 6,300,000 -(FC) SOUIKW£ST£RN JEFFERSON COUNTY ••• " •• ,. .............. 

5,300.,000 --51, lOO,OOO 12,480,000 5,300.000 - s,:JOo.ooo -(FC) TAYLORSVILLE LAKE~ •••••••.••••••• • • • •. • • • • • • • • • • 

-- uo.ooo TUG FORK VALLEY (PHASE I) ••.• , ................. ss. ooo .. ooo 520,000 - 150,000 - 150,000 (FC) 

22,000,000 - 26,000,000 - 26.000,000 --(MP) WOLF CREEK DAM - LAKE CI.IHBERLAND (REHAft) ••••••• 106,000,000 ' 18,800,000. 
l,Fsoo,ooo --(FC) YATESVILLE LAKE••••••·~·· .. ··~·-····-··~·••••••••· 48,600,000 6,025,000 J.aoo.ooo --- 3,800,000 -

LOUISIANA 

(N) ATCRAFALAYA klvta AI!D BAYOUS CHE!Il!, BOEUF AND 

2:,000,000 - 2,000,000 --BLACK ••••••••• ._ •• ._~ ....... • •••••••••••••••••• 20,400,000 8,618,000 2. ooo. 000 - ---12,800,000 3,487,000 400,000 -- 1,000,000 - l ,ooo,ooo (FC) BAYOU BO!lCAU AHD TRIBII!ARIES ................... 

12,000,000 -LAKE PONTCRARTRAIN AND VIClNITYH••••H•••••··• 242,000,000 76,839,000 12,000,000 -- 12,000,000 -(FC) 

2,6oo .. ooo - 2,600,000 - 2,600,000 --(FC) LAROSE TO OOLln!:N MEADOW ••••••••••• ~~.~~~ .... ._ •••• 22, aoo.ooo 5.092.000 
2,810,.000 --(N) MISSISSIPPI RIVER OII!LETS, VENICE, LA ........... 4,16-4,000 1,354,000 2,.810,000 -- 2,810.000 -

320, ooo. (}00 70,870,000 100,000 - 100,000 - 100,000 -(N) MlSStSSIPPl RIWR,; GULF OUTLET~ ••••• , ........ ._ ... 

- 5,600,000 --(FC) NEW ORLEANS TO VEMICE ••• ~; ••••••••••••••••• • ••• 85,400,000 35,1)5,000 5,600,000 - 5,600,000 
(N) OVEll.TON-RtiD RlV!R WATEttW.U 

1,645,000 - 1,64$,000 - t ,645,000 (LOWER 31 MILI!S ONLY) .............. , ........ 21,200,000 8,600,000 
(N) R£0 ltt~R PMEI\GENCY BANK PROTECTION, LA., 

2,326,000 - 5,000,000 - s.ooo,ooo -ARK.,. OlCLA~, & TEX ......................... • • ... 44,700,000 22,883,000 
(N) RED RIVER WATERWAY • MISSISSIPPI RIVER YO 

11,200,000 - 18,200,000 -SHREVEPORT,. LA ............................. ,. • ,. •• 956,000,000 so. 773,000 11,200,000 --(N) RED RlVEk WATER!IAY, SHREVEPORT, LA~ TO 
INDEX, AU'" ...... ._ ........... ~. ~ ............ 0 0 ••••••••••• 112,.000,000 - - - - - - 100,000 

MAINE 

(HPJ DlCKEY-LlNCOt.N SCHOOL LAKES •••••• ~ ........... ; • ,_ 46-3~000,000 5,613,006 - 500,000 - 2,000,000 - 2,000,000 

MARYLAND 

114,100, 000 - - 280,000 - 280,000 - 28\}.000 (N) BALTIMORE HARRO!l AND CHANNELS •••••••••••••••••• 

- 16,800,000 -(FC) BLOOHINGTON LAKE, MD. & W.VA ••••••••••••••••••• 151,200,000 61,864,000 11,800.000 - 12,000,000 

MASSACHUSETTS 

28,92Q,OOO 9~9lo.ooq - 10,500,000 -- 10,500,000 -(FC) CRARLt$ RlVER DAM •••••••••• •• •• •• •••••••••••••• 38,850~000 
l,ooo,ooo -- - 1,000,000 --(FC) CRAttLES klVER. NATL STORAGE AREAS (LA) •••••••••• 11,100,000 - - 160,000 (FC) NOUR NASRUA RIVER ............................. 1, 730,000' 80,000 - 160,000 - 160,000 

4, 230,000 1,205,000 2,000,000 - 2,000,000 --- 2,000,000 -(FC) SAXOmLLE •••• -••••••••• ,,.,,,., ••• ; •• 5 ••••••••• 

2,470.000 - 2,470,000 --(N) WEYMOt.rrU...FORE AND T£lm RIVERS •••••••••••••••••• 24, 3oo.ooo Z1,830,000 2,470,000 --
MICHIGAN 

- - -- - 281,000 -- 100,000 -(N) GREAT LAXKS CONNECTING CHANNELS, ........... w •••• 

403,000 ---1,497,000 403,000 - 403,000 ---(N) LEXINGTO!l HARBOR. ......................... y. • • • • • • 1,900,000 
800,000 --(N) LUDINGTON HARBOR ••••• ~ •••••••••••••••••••••• •-•. 4,180,000 - -- - 800,000 -

i (If) OTTAWA RIVER HARBOR, MICH. & OHlOu .......... H t,_69Qp000 90,000 100,000 100.000 100,000 (F,C) RED RUII llltAIN AIID LOWER CLIIITOII RIVE& .......... 208, ooo. 000 650,000 650,000 650,000 6-50,000 (PC) RIVER IIOUG! 1962 ACT .......... , ... ., ., ......... 29.,400,.000 2-6,441,000 2,959,000 2, 959,000 2,959,000 {FC) SACINAV RIVER 1958 ACT ......................... 53,000,000 12:,593,000 4,050-~000 4,050,000 4,050,000 (N) BAY HARBOR ............................... t,soo.ooo 221,000 800,000 soo.ooo 800,000 
lllli!IES!1rA , 

(FC) lllC STONE LAU .. WHETSTONE RIVER, MINN. & S.D •• 10,700,000 8,478,000 1,9{)0,000 1,900,000 1, qo-o.ooo (FC) l!AMICAYO All1> NORTI! >!AIIKATO ...................... 32,500,000' I ,1* 081 , 000 1, 200 .. 000. 7. 200,000 7, 2o-o.ooo CFC) ROCHl!STER (PHASE I).,.,.,.,., ............. .,.,, 45,300,000 184.000 .200,000 300,000 200,000 (FC) ROSEAU RIVER~ •••• ~ .......... ~.~ •••••••• , •••••••• 13,800,000 1.06-3,000 3.600,000 l, 600,000 3,600,000 (FC) TWIN VALLEY LAKE •••••••••••••••••••• , •••••••••• 16,200,000 595,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 (FC) VtNONA •• , ~ •••••••••••••. , •••••• ~. ~ ••• ,, •••.•• ,. 16,100,000 836,000 364,000 364,000 
3~4,000 

MISSISSIPPI 

(FC) EDINBURG LAKE (PHASE I) ........................ 61,1!10,000 608,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 (FC) TALLAHALA CREEK LAKE.~ ... , ••••••••••.••• ~.~ •••••• 39.500,000 3,057,000 3,000,000 3.000,000 :l,ooo,ooo (FC) Tctt:BJGBEE RIV!R AND TRllHITARIES, HISS. & AU~ n 61,600,000 6.691,{)00 3,000,000 'l.ooo.ooo 3,000,000 
MISSOtiRI 

(FC) RLUE RIVER CHANNEL, KANSAS CfrY ••••••• o. o ........ 78.200,000 845,000 500~000 500,000 
500,000 

(MP) CLARENCE CANNON DAM AND RESER\101R ........... •• ••• 215tOOO,OOO 92,009,000 4o.ooo~ooo 44,000,000 44.000,.000 (MP) l!ARRY S. llUIMAN DAM ANll Rf'.SU\101& •••••••••••••• 413.000,000 241,289,000 n. soo,ooo 79,000,000 
79,000,000 (FC) LITTLE BLUR RIVER CHANNEI. ...................... 28.000,000 49 22a.ooo 4,000,000 4 • 000, 000 4.000,000 (FC) LITTLE BLUl! RIVER LAKES ........................ 9'1,900.000 20~6l1,000 2, 200,000 2,200,000 2,200,000 (FCJ LONG BRANCH LAl<E ••••••••• ~ •••••••••••••••• , ••• , 19,600,000 11,717,000 3,880,000 3~880,000 3,880,000 

~ 
(FCJ HERAMf;C PARK LAKE, •••••• ~ ••••••• , ................ tts,ooo.ooo" 25,803,000 4, 500,000 9,500,000 9.500,000 (FC) PERRY COUNTY D&LD NO.1. 2&3 ••••••••••••••• H ...... 3, 900~000 soo.ooo 500,000 (FC) PINE FORD LAp~ ......................... ~~••• .. •••• n,2oo.ooo 550,000 500,000 500,000 soo.ooo (FC) PROSPERITY LAKE (PHASE I) ....................... 30,000,000 

15, 10o,ooo 75,000 75,000 (FC) SMITHVILLI! LAKE ••• ,, •••••••••• ,, ••••••••••• , ••• 68,U>O.ooo 36,871,000 16,700,000 16,.700.,000 (MP) STOClt'l'ON LAKE., ................................ 75,830,000 74,630,000 800,000 800,000 800,000 (FC) U!ilON LAKE, STATE HICHWAY 185 (AllVANCE 
PAlTICIPATION) ••••••••• ~ •••••••••••••••••• .,. 2,800.000 29100,000 700,000 700,000 700,000 

MONTANA 

fMP) LIBBY DAM, t.Al\f; KOOCANUSA •••••• , ••••• , ••••••o•o 480,000,000 448,870,000 6. 000,000 9.000,000 
7,000,000 (MP) LIBBY REREGUt.ATING DAM POYER UNITS, ............ 33,000,000 3So,ooo 260,000 260,000 260,000 (HPJ LI8"8Y ADDTL UNITS &- RERF£ DAM •••••••••••••••••• 193,000,000 l.OOOtOOO 3,000,000 (FC) MILES CITY •••••••••• , ••••••••••• • •• ••••••• • • •• • 2, 110~000 ss.ooo 85,000 85,000 ss,ooo 

NEBRASKA 

(FC) PAFILLION CREEK & TURUTA'RIES LAKES •••••••• ~ ••• 103,300,000 24.412,000 1,1oo.ooo 1,1oo~ooo 550,000 
NEVADA 

(FC) GLEASON CREEK DAM (CllANllllL ALTERNATIVE) ........ 3,450,000 179,000- 75,000 75,000 75,000 
NEV JERSEY 

(N) CORSO'N INI.ET-LUOLAM BEACH •••••••••• ~. ~, ~ •• ._ , ••• 7,103,000: 338,000 197,000 197.000 rq7 ,000 (FC) ELIZABETH ...... ~ •• , •••••••••••• ~ ~ ••••••••••••••• 28,140,000 9,240,000 l~ 780.,000 1, 780,000 I, 780,000 



CONSTRUCTION, GeNERAl. --CoNTI NUI!D 

Co.-ittee Coaaitte• 
Total elt:i:mlted. Allocate« Budse:t e$tilltlte Budset eatiMte: Rouse allowauee Rouse allovaoce recoaaendatiOA r~ation 

type Stau and project Federal ~·t to date COtulltNCtioa. planniq eonatt'UCtion planning eout'ructioo. plonnin& 

(Nl GREAT EGC HARBOR INLET ANJJ PECK BEACH. • • ••••••• 8,698-,000 378,000 142,000 142,000 l42,000 
(N) NEWARK BAY. HACKENSACK, AND PASSAIC RIVERS ••••• 15.434.000 14s454,000 980,000 980,000 980,000 

liliW Ml!.tiCO 

(FC) COCHITI LAKll ••••••• ., .......... ., • , , ., .... , , , •• 93,500,000 89,154,000 3,300,000 3,900.000 3,900.000 
(FC) LOS ESTEROS lAKE ............... ~ .. • • • ••••••• • •.,.,.". 23,700,000 10,279,000 1,800,000 7,800,000 1,800,000 

NEW YORK 

(FC) oANsvtLLe ·ANn vtcrNrrY ...................... ~········ l,420,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 
(N) DUNitiRJ: HARBOR ........ ,.,. • "·., ....... • ... • • •••••••• ,. ••• 2,050,000 150.000 180,000 180.000 180,000 
(BE) EAST ROCKAWAY INLET TO ROCKAVAY INLET /a.ND 

JAMAICA BAY (PART !) ..... , •• ., , , , ........... 21,300,000 7 t 340,000 1,200,000 3,ooo,ooo 3,000,000 
(FC) &LLICOTT CREEK .. ,, •••••••••••• • ••••••••• , •• .... 6,85:0,000 S35,000 240.000 240,000 240,000 
(FC) ENDICOTT. JOl(N®N CI!Y & VESTAL~ ••• 5 ••••••••••• 1,000t000 1.000"000 1.000"900 
(BE) FlR£ ISLAND INLET TO JONES INLET ............... 2.6,140"000 l>, 732,000 I. 780.000 1, 780.000 1,780,000 
(N) tltO!IDEQUOIT BAY ...................... •••.,., ••• 4,l20to000 222,000 100,000 100.000 100,000 
(FC) ITHACA. •••••••··· •••••• •••• •••••••••••••• ••• ••• 3, 745,000 3"640,000 105,000 105,000 105,000 
(If) NEW YORK HARBOR COLLECTION AND REMOVAL OF DRIFT 31,600,000 1,210,000 790,000 2,500.000 2,500,000 
(H) NEll YOIU( HAB80R, ANCHOIW)Ell •••• • •,. •• .......... 27,840,000 25,500,000 2:,340,000 2"J4o.ooo 2,340,000 ~ (N) PQRT , ONTARIO HAB80R .... , ••••• , •••••••• • , , ...... 4,510,000 90,000 150,000 240,000 240,000 0 
(FCj SAW MILL AT EutSFOlUl AND GREENBURGH, N.Y. 3,12o.-ooo 60,000 
(FC) SCAJAqUADA CR££1(,,',. ••••••• , , , , •• , ••••• •., • • , • 2,400,000 400.000 400,000 
(FC) IIELLSVI LL£ ....................... , , , ......... • • • 3,220,000 2,8()0,000 420,000 420,000 420,000 
(FC) YONKERS ..... ~~***. • • • •• ~ •••••• • • • .......... ., • .,. , .. • .. 9,300to000 2,965,000 f.3oO,ooo 1,3oo~ooo 1 ,Joo~ooo 

NOII.Tll CAROLINA 

(FC) .. EVERETT JOIDAN DAM AND t.AKE ..... ~ .. ~··~••••••• 19~300,000 60,699,000 u.ooo,ooo u.ooo.ooo 12,000,000 
(FC) FALLS LAKE ............. *••••••••••••••••••••••••• 84,200,000 19,210.000 6.800,000 6,000.000 8,000,000 
(FC) HOWARDS MILL LAKE .............................. 23,.SOOt000 673.000 50,000 50,000 
(N) MASONBORO INLET. ~ ................... • •••••••••••• • 4 • .sao,ooo 250,000 250,000 
(N) MO~!HEAD CITY HARBOR (1970 ACT) ••••••• , ••••••• 4,290,000 1,410.000 I,ooo.ooo 1,000,000 t.ooo.ooo 
(FC) RANDLEMAN t.A!CE • ., ,. • •••••• ~ ~ ~ •••••••••••••• ~ ...... 29,300,000 1,082,000 250,000 250,000 so.ooo 
(FC) REDDlES RIVER LAKE ......... • • • ....... * * ........... 2s,:soo,ooo 985,000 125,000 12:5.000 50,000 
(FC) ROARINC R1V£R LAKll (PHASE I) ••••••••••• , ...... 24,600,000 315,000 185.000 185,000 185,000 

NORTH DAKOTA 

(FC) BURLINGTON DAM ... , .... , ....................... 81,400.000 2, 790,000 690,000 930,000 930,000 
(Ill') GARRISON llAll - LAKE SAKAI<AW&A ........ , ••••• ., • 295,700.000 292.330,000 l.ooo,ooo t,ooo.ooo 1.ooo.ooo 
(FC) KINJJREO LAKE •••••• ,.,. .............. ., ......... ~ •••• • • w" 40,300,000 130,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 
(FC) MINOT ................................ ; ......... 19,100,000 13,018,000 6,082,000 6,0B2,000 6,082,('JQ(} 
(PC) MISSOURI RIVER, CARRlSON DA.H TO lAKE OAHE ...... 9,200,000 7,535,000 aoo.ooo 800,000 800,000 

OHIO 

(FC) ALUM CREEK 1.\I(E ......... • ...... ,. • • ........... 49,300,000 42t20l,OOO 4,500,000 4,500,000 4,SOO,OOO 
(N) ASHTA!IULA !IAB80R. ••••• •,. .... •, • • ••• ,,. ....... U,olS.OOO 11,1!5,000 1,900.000 1,9oo.ooo 1.900,000 

(FC) CAESAR CREEK LAKE •••••• ., •••••••• ~ ............... 54,400,000 39,323,000 6,100,000 6,100,000 6"101').000 
(FC) CHILLICOTHE, ••••••• •, .......... ., .... ,,., ••• , •• to. 70o,ooo 2,229,000 700,000 700,000 700.000 
(FC) COYAHOGA RIVER BASIN. , , • • •••••• , .. •,. ...... • , , • 1,680,000 200,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 
(FC) EASt FORK lAKE •••• ,. •• • •••••••••• • • • ~ ........... • ., 42t400,000 33,101,000 s,ooo,ooo s.ooo,ooo s.ooo,ooo 
(N) HURON !!ARBOR ................ ;.; .. ., ......... •, ., 2.620,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 
(BE) LAKEVIEW PARK ................ , • ........... ••.,. t,Bto,ooo 1. 260,000 1,260,000 
(FC) MILL CRUK._ •• ·.~·••••••••••••;•••~•••••••••••••• 92,300,000 3,939,000 1,400,000 600,000 600JOOO 
(FC) MUSKINGUH RIVER LAKES (REHAllj .................. s.uo,ooo 400,000 soo,ooo 500,000 soo.ooo 
(FC) NEWARK (LOC I'Otm RI!N) •• , ., ., ••••••• • , , , • ....... 1,265,000 293,000 500,000 
(FC) FOINT PLACE ............. , ., • ................... 4,300,000 136,000 90,000 90.000 90.000 
(N) \lEST HA!UIOR, ........ ,.,., ..... ., ............... !,470,000 65.000 6S,ooo 
{N) Wlt..LOW ISLAND LOCKS AND DAMt OHIO & W. VA ... H•• 75,700,000 73,619,000 900.000 900.000 900,000 

OKLAHOMA 

(FC) ARCADIA- LAKE•••~··••••••••••~···~·•···•~••••••• 45,200,000 t ,08-2,000 428-,000 428.000 428,000 
(FC) ARKANSAS-RED RIVER BASINS CHLORIDE CONTROL, 

, OKLA., KANS .. , & TEX ••••••••••••••••• ~ ••••••• 544,000,000 1,225.000 1"sso.ooo 2,400,000 2,400.000 
(FC) BIRCH LAKE. • ••••••••• • •••••••••• • • -. • .. • .. • • .. • • • • • 13,000,000 9,449.000 l. 900,000 2,850,000 2,850,000 

. (FC) CANDY LAIC.£ ...................... ,, ............. 21,000,000 1,285,000 1,000,000 1 ,ooo,ooo 1,ooo.ooo 
(FC) CLAYTON LAKE •••• , .............................. 38,100,000 1tl49,000 2,ooo.ooo 2,000,()()-0 2,000,000 
(FC) COPAN LAKE •••••••••••••••••••• ,. ............. ., • ,. • 64.900,000 22t 141 ,ooo 1,000,000 9,000,000 9.000,000 
(liP) FORT GIBSON LAKE- UNITS 5 ft 6 ••.• u.-........ H. 12,400,000 450,000 350,000 :tso.ooo 350,000 
(FC) KAW LAK£ ••• ~•••••••••••••••••••···~•••••••••••• lll.IOO.OOO 103,399"000 4,6oo~ooo &,000,000 4.600"000 
(FC} t.UKFATA LAKE •••••••••••• •• ••••.;,. ••••• •• •• •• ....... Jo.ooo.ooo 1,438,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 
(FC) OPTIMA LAKE .......... " .................... ,. ........ 41,800,000 34,591,000 5,000,000 5,ooo.ooo 5.000,000 
(FC) SKIATOOK LAKE ......... • ~ .................... ~ •••• 6. 63,800,000 13,843,000 2,500,000 4,000,000 5,500,000 
(FC) WAURIKA LAKE ............... ~ .................. ~ ...... 79, 7oo.ooo 38,083,000 21,000,000 21,000,000 21,000.000 

~ 
OREGON ...... 

(FC) APPLEGA'l'E LAK£~ " ............................. * ••• 63.000,000 3.872,000 3,000,000 3,00{}.00:0 3,000.000 
(FC) BEAVE~ DRAINAGE OISTIUCT ....................... 2.190,000 791,000 1,399,000 1,399.000 1,399~000 
(MP) BOHN£:VILLE SECOND !'0\lERHOUS£ - ORE. & WASH ••••• 462,000~000 53,292,000 48,000,000 48.000,000 48,000,000 
(N) COOS BAY ........ ,..,.,. ••••••••••••••••••• ••••••••• 19,100,000 5,913,00{) 10,000,000 10.ooo.ooo 10.000,000 
(MP) COUGAR tAKE .......... •. •-•.,. ••• •, •,. ...... • •••••• ~ •• ~ .. 57,500,000 56,629,000 871,000 871,000 871.00() 
(FC) DAYS CREEl:: LAKE (PHASE I) ...................... t 7'J.ooo,ooo 800,000 too,ooo 500,000 soo.ooo 
(MP) JOHN DAY LOCK AND DAf~ t.AK£ UMATILLA, ORE. • 

WASH ........... 6••·~··~·····•••••••••••••••••• 496,000,000 471,583,000 3,too.ooo 3, too.ooo 3,100,000 
(MP) LOST CREEK J.AKE ......... 6 ••••••••••••••• • ....... • 1-45~000,000 120,083,000 1.500toODD 7,500,000 1,500,000 
(FC) LOYER COLUMBIA RIVER BA."fK PROTECTlON, ORE. & 

WASH ••••••• ,.~······•~••••••••·~······~·•·••• 16,100,000 7,794,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 
(MP) MC NARY LOCK AND DAM, LAKE WALLULA, ORE~ & WAS 302,900,000 296,358,000 700,000 700,000 700,000 
(FC) SCAPPOOSE ORAtN~E. DISTRICt •••••••••••••••••••• 3,950,000 1,070,000 2*880,000 2t880,000 2,880,000 
(MP) ST!UlliE LAJJ! ANil COUGAR ADDITIONAL UNIT ......... 45,600,000 150,000 
(FC) liiLLA!!ETrE RIVER BASI!! BANK PROTECTION •• , , ••••• t9,soo.ooo 16,164,000 450,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 

PENNSYLVANIA 

(FC) BLUE KARSH ••• ,.,. ...... •••••••·•••••••••·····~···• 59,000,000 29,431,000 13,569,000 13,569,000 13,.569,000 
(FC) CKARTI ERS CREEK ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ • ~ 28,400,000 21,089,000 4,000,000 4,000,000 4.000,000 
(FC) COWANESQUE r..AKE. ·~~·····•••• • •• •••••••••••• •• •• 92.601},000 29,.S34,000 t2,6oo.ooo 15.600,000 l.S,600,000 
(N) tLK CREEK HARBOR • ., ................ ~ ••••••• ~~ •••• 2,290,000 185,000 
(N) GRAYS tANDING LOCK AND DAM ••••••••••••••••••••• l)5,400,00fl 530,000 170,000 170,000 170,000 
(N) f{}JNT MARlO~ J.:OCK •••••••• 6•5••••••••••••••••••• 36,ooo.ooo 365,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 
(FC) POTTSTOWN ............... ~~555••••••••••• •••M ••• 3,140,000 70,000 150t000 150,000 150,000 
(BE) PRESQUE ISLE PENINSULA .............. ~ ••••••••••• 5,646,000 3,696,0DO 750,000 750,000 150,000 
(FC) RAYS TOWN LAKE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• •• 76,600,000 71,935,000 2,400,000 2.4oo.ooo 2,400,000 
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Total eatilltllted Allocated Budget eatillate: Budget esct.mate H.ouse allovance House allow.s.nce r~ndation reeommendatioQ. 

Type State arul project Federal eoat to date conatTu:ction plannillj$ construction planning: conatructioa. planning 

(FC) TAMAQUA ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ••••. •••• ,, 3,904,000 50.000 
(FC) TIOGA-HAMMOND LAKES,,, .................... ,,, .. 157,700,000 99,110,000 :Js,soo.ooo 4(.},000,000 40,000,000 
(MP) TOCKS ISLAND LAKE ............... , , , •• , ., ....... 426,500,000 61,449,000 t,ooo,ooo l,OOOtOOO 1,000,000 
(M.P) TOCKS ISL. LAKE, ROt.rrE 209 RELOCATION ONLY ••••• 51,500,000 1, soo.ooo -(FC) TREXLER JlAM,. ........ ~ ~ ,. ,. ........ ,. ................... • ••• 16.100~000 989,000 300.000 300,000 
(FC) TYRONE ••• o o. •• ••••••••• •••••• •• ••. •• •• •• ~ •••••• 31,000,000 6,881,000 2,500.000 2,500,000 2 • .soo.ooo 

PUERTO RICO 

(FC) PORTUG,UES AND: BUCANA RIVERS. o .. • • • •• • ............ uJ,ooo.ooo 8,095.000 6.250,000 6,2SO,OOO 6,2SO,OOO 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

(FC) BROADWAY. LAKE ....... •• ••••• 5. • ..... • • • ~ • • •• • • ..... 660,000 90,000 90,000 
(N) COOPER RlV&R, CHARLESTON HARBOR ....... ~.~ • * ..... .,. 9o,ooo .. ooo 5.929,000 3,000,000 J,ooo,ooo 3.ooo.ooo 
(BE) HUNTING ISLAND BEACH •••••••••••••• ; ••••••• ".,. 9. 2,681,000 1 ~487 ~.ooo 1,194,000 1,194,000 1,194,000 
(N) UTILE RIVER INLEt t s.c. -& n.c .................. 10,900,000 873,000 227 .ooo 227 ,ooo 227 .ooo 
(N) MURRELLS INLET ................................... 14,600,000 30L.OOO soo.OQo 

TENNtSSEE <:71 
(!<!') CORDELL HULL DAM AND RESERVOIR ••••• ••• •• ....... '" 

t-..:1 
19,200,000 77,439,000 1, 761.000 1 t 761,000 1,761,000 

TEXAS 

(FC) ALPINE ......................................... 5.630,000 90,000 200.000 200,000 200,000 
(FC) AQUILLA LAKE, .............. , •,,, .. •• ....... , , , , 47,800,000 3,560~000 1~400.,000 l,400,000 3,000,000' 
(FC) ARKANSAS-RED RIVER BASINS CHLORinE 'CONTROL, 

~REA Vl!I ................................... 26,000.,000 1,040,000 3.ooo,ooo 6,000,000 6,000,000 
CFC) AUBREY LAKE ••••••••••• ~ * ~ ~ ••••••••••••••••••••• 175.000.000 7,619,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 
(FC) BIG o.PINE LAKE. • ••••••••• • ~ ••••••••• •• • •• : ••••••• 22,800,000 1,048,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 
!FC) BIG SPRING •••••• o o •• -•••••••••••••••••• _. ......... 2.890.000 85,000 110.000 110.,000 110,000 
(FC) CARLL. ESTES O!M AND LAKE •••••••••••• •• ........ 155,000.000 1.287,000 5oo.ooo 500,000 300,000 
(FC) CLEAR CREEK •• ~* •• ~ ........... • ••••••• •••• ~ •••••• 27,900,000 829,000 140,000 200,000 200,000 
(PC) CLOPTON CROSSING LAKE (PaASE I) ................ 67,100.000 400,000 2SO,OOO 250.000 250,000 
(FC) COOPER LAKE AND CHANNELS ••••• ~ ~ .................. 61,800,000 16,655,000 1.260,000 1,260,000 1,260,000 
(BE) CORPUS CHRISTI BEACH •••••••••••••• ~··•····~ • ., •• 1,560:,000 381,000 700.,000 1 t 179,000 l,l19,000 
(N) CORPUS CHRlSTI SHIP CHANNEL (!968 ACt) ......... 30,000,000 16,639,000 3,100~000 '), 100,000 3,100,000 
(PC) EL-PASO•••••••••••••••••••••••••·•~•••••••···~· 35.500,000 l3,819tOOO 2, 300,000 2,30(),000 2,300,00() 
(FC) FREEPORT AND VICUHT'f., HURRICANE FLOOD 

PROTI!CTION .................................. 25.600,000 19.75-3,000 4,500,000 4,500,000 4.500,000 
(H) FREEPORT HARBOR~ •• ~ ••• •., • .,.,., • •••••••••••••• ~ .... 23,:700,000 379,000 121,000 121,000 121,000 
(N) CHIV-HARBOR OF REFUGE AT SF.ADRlFT •••••••••• ~ ••• 850,000 42,000 38,000 38,000 38,000 
(N) G!WY-TEXAS SECTION .... RELOCATION IN 

MATAGORDA BAY •••••• , •• -. •••• • •••••••••••••••• 1,140,000 50,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 
(FC) HtGHLANll BAYOU •••• ~··~•••••••••••••--•••••••~••• 12, too .. ooo 6,000~000 1,300,000 1,300,000 1,300.000 
(PC) LAI(l!Vlllll LAKE .................................. 114.000,000 6,.613~000 1,000,000 l.OOO.OQO -- 1,ooo.ooo 
(FC) LAVON LAKE MOD. & EAST FORK CHANNEL l!IPROVEMEN 60,2:00.,000 56,231,000 J .900,000 4,100.000 4,100,000 
(FC) LOWER UO GI!AliOE BASIN (PHASE !) .......... ••••• 80,600,000 564,000 250,000 250,000 250.000 

(FC) MILLICAN LA![£, •,,, •••• • ........ • • • • • • • • ........ 160,~00,000 1,999,000 435,000 435,000 435,000 

(N) MOUTN OF OOI.OlWlO RIVER .. , ..... • .. • • • • ......... 8,460,000 S6o.oOo 60,000 100,000 100,000 
(FC) PLAIIIVIEII ... ; • ..... , .... , ••••••••••• • ......... • 6, 'too,ooo I60.ooo 200,000 2oo.ooo 200,000 
(FC) !'OaT ARTHUR & vtCIKITY (HIJRRICAIIE PL00D 

6s,3oo.ooo 4,300,000 PllOTECTtON) ..... _ ..... , , ,,. '"55 ....... •••••• ....... 44,09S,OOO 4.300,000 4,300.000 
(FC) SAN ANTONIO CH.AlftlEL IHPROVEMENT •••••••••• , ••••• 42, ?oo.ooo 23.ns,ooo J,soo,ooo 3,500,000 3,500,000 
(FC) SAN GABRIEL, RIVER .............................. ua.ooo.ooo 41,.343,000 to.soo,ooo 10,500,000 10,SOO,OOO 
(FC) TAYLORS BAYOU.,., ............................ •. 20,600,000 1,995,000 300,000 300,000 Joo.ooo 
(FC) TENNESSEE COLONY LAKE (LAIID ACQUISITION) 509,000,000 1,000,000 
(N) TEXAS CITY CIIAIINEL INDUSTIIlAL CANAL; .. , ........ 3 1 5.70,0QO 200.,000 2~0,000 
(FC) TEXAS CITY & VICINITY (HURRICANE FLOOO 

PROTECTION) ••• ._ ... ,,.,.,. ..... ,. • • • •• ••• ...... ,, • •• •• 29,100t000 24,147,000 600,000 600,000 600.000 
(FC) TltR.EE RIVERS.,, • • •,.. • ..... • • .: .; •• ; .: •• ~ ..... ,. • •,;. • • , 3,860,000 260,000 150.000 150,000 lSO,OOO 
(FC) TRINITY RIVIR PROJECT •• , •••••• ~ .............. ~ ... 733,.ooo.ooo s,oo-4,ooo 800,000 800,000 800,000 
(FC) VINCE AND LITtLE VINCI BAYOUS,. • • •. o. ••••• •., .. • • •. 9,5oo.ooo 3. ns.ooo 945,000 945.000 945,000 

VIRGINIA 

(FC) BUENA VISTA. (PIIASE I) .......... ,..,,. ... ,. ..... 14,:660.,000 395.000 200,000 200.000 200,000 
(FC) FOURMILE RUN.- CITY Of AL£XANDRIA i\¥D ARLINGTON 

COUNT~ ...... , ... ,;.,,.,, .................... 47,-461,000 14,896,000 8,300,000 lO,ooo.ooo 10,000,000 
(FC) GATHRIGHT LAU4 ~ • •••••• •. • •,., • ........... • • •. • * •••• 68,.200,000 47,712,000 11,500,000 n.s-oo.ooo tt,5oo.ooo 
(FC) VERONA LAKE , tPNASE I) ... •• ... '" ..... • • • • • .... • 55, too.ooo 76o,ooo· 240,000 240,000 240,000 
(BE) VIItCINIA BEACH (REIMB) .............. ·•. ~ ~··· •• • .... 4,480,000 1.707,000 260,000 260,000 260,000 

WH!IING'ION 
<:71 

(liP) CHIEF JOSEPH 0AM ADOITIONi\1. UNITS ... , .......... 315,000.000 J OS, 009, 000 78,000,000 78,ooo·.ooo 78,000,000 Cl.:) 
(BE) EDIZ HOOK ............ ~•·••••••••••••••••••••~····· 7. 310,00() 1,100,000 2,000,000 
(HP) ICE HAIUI(}R ADI>l!IONAL UNltS •••••• • • ............... 37,900.000 30,086,000 2,100,000 2".,100.000 2, too.ooo 
(MP) Ll:rTL& GOOSE ADDITIONAL UNltS,. ••••••• ~ * ......... SB.LOO,OOO 22.657 ,ooo 24,600,000 24,600,000 25,075,000 
(MP) tOWER GRANlTE ADDITIONAL UNITS .................. 52,100.000 22,572,000 21,900,000 21,900,000 21,900,000 
(MP) LOWE.R GRANITE LOCK AND DAM •••• ., .................. 310.000,000 291.,675,.000 11.000,.000 u,ooo.ooo 11,475.000 
(MP) LOWER MONUMENTAL ADDITIONAL UNlt'S~ • ., • ........... 55,8-00,00G 9,.245.000 19.900,000 19,900,000 19,900,000 
!FC) SKAGIT RIVER LEVEE ............................. u.soo,ooo 100.000 100,000 
(MP) TKE DALLES ADDITIONAL tlNtTS ... ~ .. •••••••••••••• 69,700,000 50,941,000 3oo.ooo 1,000.000 600,000 
(FC) VANCOUVER LAKE AREA .............. ~~• .. ••••••••••••••• 12-.600,000 293,000 200,000 
(FC) WAitKIA~l.J'M COUNTY CON$0LlDA'I'ED DIKING lllS'rRICT 

NO. !. ....... : .............................. 4~500,000 1,319,000 600.000 600,000 600,000 

WEST VIRGINIA 

(FC) BEECH FORK LAKE ............... ~ ••••••••••••••••••• 33,800,000 29,264.,()00 2J 100,000 2,700.000 2, 100~000 
(FC) 8UR11"SVILLE LAKE •• • •••••••••• ~ .......... _. ••••••• ,. 43,000,000 30,020JOOO 6,ooo.ooo 6,000,000 6,000JOOO 
(FC) EAST LYNN LAKE ••••• ~~~~·····~···••••••••• .. ••••• 34~400,000 30,621.000 1-ooo.ooo 1,000,000 1,000,000 
(FC) R.D. BAILEY LAKE ... •••••• ............................ 148,000,000 135,484.000 7 .soo.ooo 10,)00,000 10,300,000 
(FC) ROWLES'&UR.G LAKE ................................. 216.000tOOO 2,880,000 145.000 145,000 145,000 

WISCONSIN 

CFC) LA FARGE L.AKE AND- CHANNEL IMPROV£Ml!:NT • .. ,.., ........ 51,500,000 17,472,000 1,000.000 1,000,000 1.ooo.ooo 
(N) NORTHPORT HAMOR ........ ,. ••• * .. '* ••• • ......... ,. ,.. ... 2,640,000 165.000 125,000 125,000 125-,000 
(PC) PRAIRt£ DU CHIEN ................................ 3,120.00() 1()3,000 so.ooo so.ooo so,ooo 
(FC) STAT£ ROAD AND EllNER COULEES ••• " ••••••••••••••• 15.700,000 :ll;1,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 
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REVISED PROJECT CAPABILITIES 

As shown on the foregoing table, the Committee has reduced the 
amounts for those projects listed below due to revised project capabil­
ities. The amount of the decrease from the budget request and the 
reason for the r~duction follow: 

Project Dec111ase Reason 

san Diego Harbor, CaliL •••••.•••••••••••• -$1,550,000 Funds transferred in fiScal year 1976 to accelerate project 
completion. Funds provided in fiscal year 1977 will 

, . . complete Pf!!]ect. . 
san Diego (MISSIOn Valley), Calif............ -140,000 Delay .m planmng reqUirements. 
Jacksonville Harbor, Aa.................... -2,500,000 low bid on contract. 
BigWa!nut Lake, Ind ••••••..•.•••••••••••• -1,150,000 Delay !n sec.-.221 agreem.ent 
Evansvllle1 Ind .... ----------·------------- -200,000 Del~ m des1gn o! pumpmg plant. 
Lafayette t.ake, Ind •. --···----···--------- -1,300,000 ProJect support Withdrawn. 
Uniontown lock and dam, Indiana and -500, 000 Funds transferred to project in fiscal year 1976 reduce 

Kentucky. requirement in fiscal year 1977. 
Patoka lake, Ind.......................... -1,300,000 Do. 
Marshalltow~1_1owa....................... -280,000 Do; , 
Dodge City,_ NlnS ........ _.................. -2,206,000 _ 0~. 
K~hoe laRe, Ky •••. ~...................... -1,000,000 Delay m sec. 2?1 &lJreement . 
Mill Creek, Ohio.......................... -800,000 Delay in obtainmg nghts-of-way from localmteruts. 
Aub111y lake,Tex......................... -1,000.000 Funds available and delay in sec. 221 agreement 

In addition .to the reductions explained above, the Committee has 
made reductions in the amounts allowed by the House because of 
revised capabilities reported to the Committee during recall testimony 
and hearings subsequent to House Committee action. The amount of 
decrease from the House allowance and the reason for the reduction 
follow: 

Project Decrease Reason 

Barkley Dam and lake Barkley, Ky ••••••••• -$1,463,000 

G11181 lakeS Connecting Channels, Michigan.. -181, 000 
Rochester, Minn. (Phase 1).----~------····· -100,000 

Tocks Island Lake, Route 209 relocation only, -1,500,000 
PeiiiiSYIJIInia. 

TenlltSsae Colony llike, Trinity River Project -1,000,000 
<~ acquisition only). 

The Dlillu additional units, Washington and -1, 200, 000 
Oregon. -

SAN FRANCISCO BAY TO STOCKTON 

(Baldwjn and Stockton Ship Channels, California) 

The Committee agrees with the House Committee that the Corps 
must thoroughly assess and study the matter of ocean salinity intru­
sion in connection with on-going studies for this project. 

RED RIVER WATERWAY, MissiSSIPPI RIVER TO SHBEVEPORT, LoUISIANA 

The_ C9~ittee urges ~he Co.rps to maintain o:ptimum work sched­
ul~ a,nq progress on this proJect and to expedite the ongoing and 
fisCal y.,a.rl9T7 work so as to avoid any slippage in the next fiscal 
year follow .. on. requirements. · 
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NEW YORK HARBOR COLLECTION AND REMOVAL OF DRIFT PROJECT, N.Y. 

This Committee concurs with the House allowance of $2,500,000, an 
increase of $1,110,000 over the budget request for this important 
project. The purpose of this project is the removal of sources of drift, 
such as derelict vessels, deteriorated shore structures and debris along 
the shoreline of New York Harbor. The Committee continues to sup­
port this project, which is so important to the health and vitality of 
the 16 million people living in the area. · 

The total commerce for the port, which ranks first in the U.S. in 
total tonnage, has increased from 153,800,000 tons in 1965 to 195,095,-
000 in 1974. About 15 percent of the total waterborne and 13 percent 
of foreign commerce of the United States are handled by the port of 
New York. It is not in the national interest to allow this national asset 
to deteriorate. 

' HOWARDS MILL LAKE, RANDLEMAN LAKE, AND REDDIES RIVER LAKE, 
NORTH CAR()LINA 

Funds to initiate reconstruction planning of these three projects 
were appropriated in fiscal year 1971, fiscal year 1970, and fiscal year 
1970, respectively. Planning has continued m every fiscal year smce. 
The Committee believes that the preconstruction planning phase has 
continued for entirely t:Qo long. In view of the several potential prob­
lems, including water quality, reformulation, and reauthorization, the 
Corps should determine in cooperation with the appropriate local 
sponsors or State agencies whether further planning should be 
pursued. 

BURLINGTON DAM, NORTH DAKOTA 

Again this year tremendous flooding occurred from the Souris 
River in the City of Minot and vicinity and other areas downstream 
of the proposed Burlington Dam. But for the successful flood fight 
waged by the Corps, enormous damages would undoubtedly have been 
the result. This Committee·di:rects.the Corps to make the maximum 
effort on resolving the remaining issues in order to be able to proceed · 
expeditiously with construction of this needed project .. The Corps 
has reaffirmed in testimony this year that the Burlington project is 
the only feasible solution to the serious flood problems of that area. 
This Committee also calls on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to 
cooperate with the Corps to the maximum. Further, the Corps is to 
advise the Committee no later than January 15, 1977, as to any re­
maining unsolved issues in connectJ.on with proceeding to construc-
tion of this needed project. · 

TOCKS ISLAND (RELOCATION OF ROUTE 209 ONLY), PENNSYLVANIA: 

If. additional :funds are ~~ired during fiscal year 197.7 beyond 
those funds preVIously appropnated for the relocation and construc­
tion of Route 209 at the Tocks Island project, the Committee recom­
mends that the Corps use such funds as may be necessary but not to 
exceed $1,500,000 from within available fiscal year 1977 funds. 
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MILLICAN LAKE, TEXAS 

The Committee concurs with the House Committee report on the 
proposed Millican Lake proj~ct. Further, the Corps is to advise the 
O>mmittee by September 15, 1976, of its recommendations in light of 
the report of the Bureau of Mines on the lignite deposits. 

GALLIPOLIS LOCK AND DAM, OHIO AND WEST VIRGINIA 

The Committee agrees with the House report that early improve­
ment of the eXisting navi~ation facilities at Gallipolis Lock and Dam, 
Ohio and West Virginia 1s of particular concern. The Committee is 
advised that the inadequacies of the existing facilities burden essen­
tial cotnmodity movements with excessive costs,. and shutdowns and 
delays disrupts supply schedules to the detriment of the economy of the 
Ohio and Mississip~i Valleys. Accordingly, the Committee Wishes to 
express its interest m expeditious submission of the project re~ort to 
the appropriate committees of Congress with a view to authonzation 
this yea!· It is this Com~i~tee's view that further, lengthy, delay is to 
the detrinient of the pubhc mterest. 

SMALL PROJECTS PROGRAM 

The President's budget did not include funds to continue the six 
sma\lp!ojec.t progra~s under. the special continuing or delegate?­
autnonties. The Committee considers these delegated program anthon­
ties to be of significant priority and importance. ·The 9ommi~e 
addressed the liwk of budgetary requests for thE',se programs m the Sec­
ond Supplemental Appropriation Bill and the harm done as a result 
of such shortsighted policies on the part of the Administration. There 
a~ many, many worthwhile and meritorious small projects which 
have had to be deferred, or suspended in the last few months because 
of the lack of support of these programs by the Administration. As 
shown at the end of construction general table, the Committee has 
recommended increases over the House allowance for these small 
ptO~~ts. If the Committee's recommendation is enacted, many eligible 
proJ~cts will proceed based on the Rarticular status priority and merit 
at. the time allocations are made. 

<'•l . • " 

SECTION 32, STREAMBANK EROSION CONTROL EVALUATION AND 
,. ' DEMONSTRATION 

~ Com~ittee recom?lends ~,000,000 for fiscal year 1977 to carry 
out the Sect10n 3.2 program, an mcrease over the budget request inas­
much· as no funds were requested in the President's budget. This 
amount, together with the $4: million appropriated for fiscal year 1976 
and. the transition quarter, should enable the Corps to undertake a 
D;MJnber of d~monstration projects in accordance with the authoriza­
hon.-No proJects have been undertaken or even finally selected as of 
thi& reporting period. ' 
~le suppo_rting the increase over the budget request, the ·Com­

mittee . eml?has1zes that the work performed under the Section 32 
authority 1s a research, development and demonstration effort to 
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develop methods and techniques to prevent and control streambank 
erosion. It is not designed as an operational authority for correction 
of streambank erosion problems. 

In accordance with the authorization, demonstration projects under 
this section shall be undertaken on streams selected to reflect a variety 
of geographical and environmental conditions, including streams with 
naturally occurring erosion problems and streams with erosion caused 
or increased by manmade structures. At a minimU1n, demonstration 
projects shall be conducted at multiple sites on-

(1) the Ohio River; 
(2) that reach· of the Missouri River between Fort Randall 

Dam, South Dakota and Sioux City, Iowa; and 
· (3) that reach of the Missouri River in North Dakota at or 

below the Garrison Dam. 

FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 

Appropriation, 1976----------------------------------------- $163,250,000 
Budget estimate, 1977----- _ __ __ _ _ __ ____ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 191, 220, 000. 
House allowance____________________________________________ 227,667,000 
Committee recommendation _________________ ------------ ____ · 231, 497, 000 
Comparison: 

Budget estimate, 1977----- __ ~ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ +40, 277, 000 
House allowance________________________________________ + 3, 830, 000 

An appropriation of $231,497,000 is recommended fol' fiscal year 
1977, an increase of $40,277,000 over the budget request and $3,830,000 
over the House· allowanc~. . 

· The recommended allocation is shown in the following table. 

FLOOD CONTROL, MISSiSSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 

Budget Committee 
. estimate fiscal House recom-

year 1977 allowance mendation 

1. General investigations: 
(a) Surveys": · 

$75:000 Helena and vicinity, Ark ________________ --------i94;ooo· $75,000 
Laconia Cltcle area, Desha County, Ark. 94,000 94,000 
Lake Neark, Ark·---.----------"--------" 100.000 100,000 100,000 
St. Francis River Basin below WO:ppao· 

pello Lake, Ark. and Mo _______________ 145,000 145,000 145,000 West Memphis, Ark ______________________ 110,000 110,000 110,000 
Bayou du Chien, KY-------------------- 25,000 25,000 25,000 
Atchafalaya Basin (W!Iter and land re-sources), La ____________________________ 475,000 475,000 475,000 
Berwick lock-Atchafalaya Basin, La ____ 25,000 25,000 25,000 Lake Providence, La ____________________ 25,000 25,000 25,000 
Louisiana State Penitentiary levee, Loul-

25,000 slana ____ -~'" ____________ ---- _____ .: •• ·~_ 25,000 25,000 ,. 
Yazoo River Basin, Miss _________________ . 450,000 600,000 600,000 
Mississippi River-East Bank levees, 

Kentucky and Tennessee ______________ 130,000 130,000 130,000 
Obion and Forked Deer Rivers and trib-

utaries, TennesSee and Kentucky, _____ 
Wolf and Loosahatchle Rivers and Non-

150,000 150,000 150,000 

connah Creek, Tenn. and Miss _________ 150,000 150,000 150,000 
Mississippi River, Cairo, Ill., to Batop 

50,000 50,000 Rouge, La _____________________________ ----------------(b) Collection and study of basic data ___________ 156,000 156,000 156,000 

Subtotal, general investigations. ___________ 2,060,000 2,335,000 2,335,000 

See footnote at end of table. 

59 

FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES-Continued 

Budget 
estimate fiscal House 

year 1977 allowance 

2 Construction and planning: · Mississippi River levees _________________________ _ 
Channel improvement __________________________ _ 
Old River, La.---------------------------------­
Lower Red River, South Bank levees, Louisiana __ Atchafalaya Basin, La __________________________ _ 

$29,725,000 
36,225,000 
2,500,000 

825,000 
31,665,000 

Lower White River: 

a~~~~~ll':':~~~~~~~~~:~::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::: 
Cache Basin, Arkansas •.. -------•---------------- 1, 000,000 

st. Francis Basln
1 

Ark. and Mo_____________________ 9, 750,000 
Tensas Basin, ArK. and La.: 

Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, except Lake Chicot 
pumping plant _______________ --------- _______ _ 

Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, Lake Chicot pumping 

R~laii\v.e;.·:a-ook:wai~r :Area: :L8.; 'Exceiit-iftinsss-
Cocodrie Pumping Plant ____________________ _ 

Red River Backwater area, Louisiana, Tensas Cocodrle pumping plant _____________________ _ 
Reelfoot Lake-Lake No. 9, Tennessee and Ken-

W~~~entucky-trii)utarles~~~~~~~~~::::::::~:::::::: 
Bayou Cocodrle and tributaries, Louisiana .. _______ _ 
TecheNermllion Basins, LB-----------------------­
Yazoo Basin, Miss.: 

Sardis Lake ..... -------------------------------­
Arkabutla Lake----------.---------------------
Enid Lake.-- •• ---------------------------------
Grenada Lake----------------------------------
Greenwood.--- .. _------------------------------
Upper auxiliary channels-----------------------
Main stem .. ____ .... -.--------------------------
Tributaries: 

Except Ascalmore-Tippo and Opossum 
Bayous ... --------------------------------Ascalmore-Tippo and Opossum Bayous ____ _ 

B~8:~~~~~: --~~~~~~ -~~~:- _<~~~~~?!~-~- ~-t~~~~ _ 
Yazoo Backwater: 

600,o<io 

760,000 

4,290,000 

860,000 

1,500,000 
480,000 
280,000 

1, 700,000 

300,000 
540,000 
300,000 
870,000 
80,000 

3,820,000 
500,000 

225,000 
275,000 

940,000 

· Exoopt Muddy Bayou control structure_____ 4,538, 000 
· · , Muddy Bayou control structure.------ .. ---- 962, 000 

Streanibank erosion controL ________________________ ------------- __ _ 
West Tennessee tributaries._________________________ 2, 710,000 

~~~ B~~~e!'8and"-sotiiii-ceiiimi" :Avoyeiies- I 
300

' 
000 

G~~~Ii:·k!r&ir;Miss:~:::::::::::::::::::::::::: :i~:~ 
~~:~~~!~e~~-~-~-~~~~~-~~~~~~-~~~:-~~~- 1200,000 
MiSslssiPJ?i R!'\'8~, East Bank, Vicksburg-Yazoo 
~. Mississippi .. --------- •• ---- .. ---------- .. --. 1140,000 

$30, 225, 000 
40,000,000 
2,500,000 
1, 700;000 

35,000,000 

420,000 
100,000 

1,600,000 
12,500,000 

1,380,000 

1, 760,000 

6,000,000 

2,860,000 

2,100,000 
480,.000 
330,000 

1, 700,000 

1,000,000 
1,100,000 
1,000,000 
1, 700,000 

100,000 
7,000,000 
1,000,000 

700,000 
1,075,000 

1,800,000 

6,000,000 
962,000 

2,000,000 
3,200,000 
1300,000 

1100,000 
1400,000 

1200,000 

1140,000 

Committee 
recom­

mendation 

$30,225,000 
40,000,000 
2,500,000 
1, 700,000 

35,000,000 

420,000 
100,000 

1,500,000 
12,500,000 

1,380,000 

4, 760,000 

6,000,000 

2, 860, 090 

2,100,000 
480,000 
330,000 

1, 700,000 

1,000,000 
1,100,000 
1,000,000 
1, 700,000 

100,000 
7,000,000 
1,000,000 

700,000 
1,075,000 

1,800,000 

6,830,000 
962,000 

2,000,000 
3,200,000 
1300,000 

:i~:~ 
1200,000 

1140,000 
----------1----------:----------

170, 332, ooo I Subtotal, construction and planning______________ 139,360,000 
3. M~tenan~--- _____ ., .. -- .......... -- .. ---- .... ---- -!==4,;9,=800~, 000=<==~== 

• Total _____ ,_______________________________________ 191,220,000 I 
174, 162, 000 

55,000,000 55,000,000 

221, 667, ooo 1 231, 497, 000 

I Planning. 
ST. FRANCIS BASIN' 

The:Committee recommends concurrence in the House al1owance of 
the following increases over the budget: $75,000 for the County 
Bridges, Ditch 19, Item 1, Missouri; $325,000 for St. Francis below 
Marked Tree, Arkansas; $375,000 for Rivervale Outlet Ditch; and 
$1 ,305;000 for. Cookleburr Slough Ditch. Additionally, the Committee 
has included $600,000 to initiate construction of Drainage District 
No. 17 pumping plant. The budget request includes funds to begin 
acquiring pumps and engines for the pumping plant. 

YAZOO BASIN 

The Committee concurs with the House action on items in the Yazoo 
Basin and has included an additional $830,000 for the Yazoo back­
water work (except muddy Bayou control structure). The Committee 
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also agrees with the House report language relative to work in the 
Basin. 

TENSAs BASIN 

. The am~unt of $4,760,000 re:commended f?r the Lake Chicot Pump­
mg Plant Is to be used to contmue to expedite work on this important 
project. The Corps is to advise the Committee of any delays in proceed­
ing with work on this item. 

Or.n RIVER CoNTROL SmuCTURE 

The Committee directs the Corps to take all such steps that are 
necessary in the Corps' professional judgment, consistent with 8ound 
engineering principles, in rehabilitating the Old River Control Struc­
ture and to us~ such sum~ a~ are needed to meet its established require­
ments from this appropnatwn account or from any other appropriate 
account. The Committee is to be advised immediately of any need for 
additional funds beyond available funds. 

. OPERATION ·AND MAINTENANCE, .GENERAL 

Appropriation, 1976_____ _ ____________ _ 
Budget estimate, 1977 ______ _ 

--------- $582, 073, 000 
House allowance_________________ _ ______________________ _ 
Committee recommendation__ -----------------

583,900,000 
648,900,000 
648, 900, 000 

Com~arison: . 
udget estunate, 1977----- _______ :..____ _ __ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ + 65, 000, 000 

House allowance _____ "_________________________ _ _______ '"- __ 

. The Committee recommends concurence with the House allowance 
of$648,900,000, an increase of $65,000,000 over the budget request. 

Funding provided under this heading is required for the operation 
and maintenance of over 1,600 completed channels, harbors, and major 
structures, 222 locks and dams, 260 flood control reser;voirs, and 65 
multiple-purpose projec~s with power; including nine new flood 
c~mtro~ reservoirs. and three power projects which will become opera­
tional m the commg fiscal year. 

Again this year, the Committee is concerned with the continued 
accumulation of deferred· maintenance in channels and harbors 
and also in structural maintenance and repair of navigation and flood 
coq.tr?l projects nationwide. At the present time, the estimated cost , 
of. ~his ~acklo.g of defe~red work am<;m_nts to approximately $300 
mdhon, mcludmg an estrmated $120 milhon of deferred maintenance 
dredging. 

Price escalation, additional requiremeiJ;ts, and additional costs im­
pose1 b~ environmental considerations have con~inued to out~ace 
fundmg mcreases over the past several years. This has resulted m a 
red~ced standard of maintenance on many navigation projects. In 
maJor. harbors authorized. depths ha':e been mf!:intain_ed, but in. many 
case~ !t has no~ been possible to provide authonzed widths and slopes. 
Additionally, 1t has been necessary to defer completely maintenance 
dr~d~g on many smaller harbors in order to accomplish higher 
pnonty work. The increase provided for dredging is for improving 
the level of maintenance of channels and harbors considered most 
critical of the projects which will require maintenance in fiscal year 
1977. The selection of the most critical projects is based on traffic 
type and volume, the effect on local and national economics, and the 
present state of maintenance. 
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As in past years, the Committee prefers not to make specific alloca­
tion of its increases to individual projects. The increase recommended 
includes the individual capabHities for the most critical needs brought 
to the Committee's attention. However. tJhe attention of the Corps is 
directed to the testimony and expressed needs such as the many high 
priority navigation projects needing maintenance. 

The Committee has concurred in the request for $200,000 for the 
Upper Mississippi. River environmenta;I ~u~es. study relating to 
maintenance dredgmg- on the Upper Mississippi River. However, be­
cause of the expanded and total scope and cost of the proposed con­
tinued study, referred to ·as the Great Study, the Committee must insist 
that authorization be provided prior to the consideration of any funds 
beyond the amount in the budget. 

GREAT LAKES DIKED DISPOSAL PROGRAM 

The Great Lakes Diked Disposal Program, authorized under Sec. 
123 of the 197.0 Rivers and Harbor Act provides for alternate m0thods 
for the disposal of polluted dredged material in lieu of open lake 
disposal. Currently, 59 of the 115 Great Lake harbors and chr.nnels 
are classified as polluted. Disposal of the polluted material from these 
harbors will require the construction of 42 separate disposal sites. 

The .!Jommittee has included $27;703,000 for fiscal year 1977; which 
is the same a:s the House allowance and $9,472,000 over the budget 
request; The Chief of Engineers is directed to use these additional 
funds to initiate and continue work on high priority disposal sites. In 
establishing priorities, consideration should ·be given to the. amount 
and type of commerce, the trend of lake levels elevations, the additional 
shoalmg expected prior to the availability of a disposal site, the im­
pact of reduced drafts on commerce, and other pertinent factors. 

REVOLVING FUND 

Appropriation, 1976 _________ - _ -- __ -- _- _ --- _ ---- __ ~ ------ __ _ _ _ $700,000 
Budget estima.te,.1977-·-~----- ------ ___ ----------------------- ------ ·----
FloDSeallovvance---------------------------------------- ---- -----------
Committee recommeJl,dation ___ - --------- _____ -- __ ------------ 6, 600,000 
Comparison: . 

Budget estimate, 1977------------------------- ___ -------- +6, 600,000 House allowance _____________ --_________________ _ _ +6, 600,000 

The Committee recommends a fiscal year 1977 appropriation of 
$6,600,()QO.to the Revolving Fund to provide for the continued design 
and construction of hopper dredges initiated in fiscal year 1976 as 
sho~. in the follo~g tabulation: 

HOPPER f)l!EDGE DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION FOR FISCAL YEAR 

TYJ!t or hopper dredce · . · 

AND FISCAL YEAll 1977 PROGRAM , 

Fiscal year Transition 
1976 quarter 

Fiscal year 
1977 

West~; sllalliiw draft: · 

.g::Udior.:::,~::~::::: :::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::_ .. _. ---~-----·--~--___ --$~-~:..·. ~_00_._--_-:sa:.__··.:.__-Ooo_-·:.__; fioo_--

: .• iotll •• ' ·-·•·•···· •••••• _ -· •••.••••••.....•••• ·c···-·-··-· ·=· ==300=''=0=00==7=00=, 000===3,'=000=""', 000= 

Medium class: 

:m~n::::::: =~=: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::--.--:~: ~~-.. ----:~·-~- 100,000 
3,000,000 

TotaL •••••••••••••••••••••• ---··----····-··--············· 300,000 100,000 3, 100, ooo. 
Lower MissisSippi River: =~;,;;.,;,~=~~~~~;,;,;. 

Desi&IL •••••••. ----·-··········-·-·········-··--·--····--··· 100,000 150,000 500,000 
==~~==~~==~ 

Grand total--·······················--··················---- 700,000 950,000 6, 600,000 
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The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is responsible for maintaining 
22.000 miles of inland waterways, 3,000 miles of intracoastal channels, 
107 commercial port facilities and approximately 400 smaller ports 
and harbors throughout the Nation. 

Keeping the channels of these waterways, ports, and harbors open 
to navigation is critical to the economy of the United States. Domestic 
waterborne commerce presently moves one-sixth of the nation's cargo 
that travels between cities by all methods of transportation, Addi­
tionally, the traffic on waterways continues to increase at a compound 
rate of slightly more than 5 per cent per year. It is predicted that the 
volume of this traffic will increase from four to six times in the next 
50 years. . 

Dredging is required to keep these navigation channels open. Ap­
proximately two-thirds of the Federal dredging workload is done 
under contract with private dredging companies. 'Most of the remain­
ing one-third is done directly by the Corps of Engineers using its fleet 
of hopper dredges, which a,re seagoing, self-propelled ships specially 
designed for working in exposed water. At the present time exposed 
water work that can be done by contract is limited because the type of 
dredges owned by industry cannot operate safely and efficiently where 
adverse wave, wi:J,1d, and current conditions exist. · ,. . 

Testimony presented in. ;lihis year's. hearings indicates f4at there, is 
currently a backlog of $120 .million w9rth of maintenance dredging in 
the U.S. and that there is critical shoaling in most major U.S. ports .. 
For example, in the Southwest Pass channel on the :Mississippi River, 

1 

the Corps was able to mah_1tain the authorized depth of 40 feet only 43, , 
percent of the time between 1973 and 1975, resulting in tremendous · 
losses to the country's economy. . . 

Part of the reason for this shortfall has been the fact that ou.r pres­
ent supply of hopper dredges is too small, obsolete, and inefficient. The · 
Corps hopper dredge fleet has dwindled from 27 in 1940 to 15 today. 
Three of the existing vessels are approaching 40 years of age and will . 
have to be retired soon. The average age of the entire fleet is 8() years. ,· 
At any one time several of the vessels may be unavailable for work 
because of transit or repair and maintenance ddWil-time, which is ' 
increasing with age. The Corps expects to retire· 8 of the present ves­
sels by 1992. 

In this year's hearings the Corps testified that it needs three addi­
tional hopper dredges now and three more by 1983 at the latest. The 
197 4 National Dredging ,Study forecast the ;need by 1985 of 9 to 11 
new hopper dredges. . . . . ' . . 

'Dhe Committee is encouraged that the pd;Tate dredging industry 
has becom.e :intt;rested in developing a h?pper dredging capability for " 
the first time SI'f\Ce 1906 .. Industry has mformed the Committee that 
there is one large private hopper barge now available for certain 
kinds of work, one private hopper dredge under construction, one 
being designed, and one ready for construction. Only the latter of 
these vessels, however, is designed according to Corps standards for 
performance of the specialized work for which the present Govern­
ment fleet was constructed. The Committee has learned that construc­
tion work on this vessel inay be delayed for an undetermined period of 
time. . 
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It takes two to three years to build a hopper dredge once the design 
is comple~d. The earll~t -an additional Corps or Industry. hop!X:r 
dredge designed accordmg to Corps standa~ds could be ~vailable IS 
fiscal yerur 1979-only four yep.,rs from the trme the U.S. IS expected 
to need six more. . 

It is clear that both Industry and the Government must begm 
construction of additi<?n~l hopper dre~ges s~n in or~er t~ prevent 
attrition from undermmmg the Corps capamty to mamt-am the en­
trance channels of U.S. ports and harbors~ Furthermore, wheth~r or 
not Industry performs as hoped, the Corps must. develop a r~sidual 
fleet of modern, efficient hopper dredges for use m emergenmes and 
the national defense. . . . . 

Accordingly, the Committee contmues to encour':ge private mdu_stry 
efforts in the hopper dredge field. At. the same time, the Committee 
believes that the Corps must be provided ~~e necessary resources. to 
proceed in fiscal year 1977 at a full capability ~evel with the des~gn 
and construction of hopper dredges. The Committee recommendatiOn 
includes $100,000 for design an~ ~3 million for co!lstruction of a 
medium class dredge and $3 mllhon for constructiOn of a small, 
shallow draft dredge. Also included .is $500,000 for design of a Lower 
:Mississippi River hopper dr~dge. . 

The Committee concurs w1th the House that the Corps IS to proceed 
immediately with the design .and modificati?n of the :e.ssel. Currituck. 
This modification is to provide a self-loadmg ~pab1hty m order t:D 
determine the ;feasibility of a new s~nd bypass.mg and other. ~xpen­
mental techniques in shallow draft mlets and m order to utilize the 
Currituck to apply these techniques on a regular basis in the future 
should this demonstration project be successful. 

If these experimental dredging technigues pr~v.e feasible, the 
private. :setttor is encouraged to develop their capab1hty to make use 
of them. 

Appropriate adjustment has been made on the limitation on the 
capital of the Revolving Fund. 

FLOOD CONTROL AND COASTAL EMERGENCIES 

Appropriation, 1976 ______ --- ---------------------------------
Budget estimate, 1977----- _----- -----------------------------
liouse allowance-----------------------------------------

$90, 400, 000 
18, 140,000 
30,000,000 
22, 140,000 Committee recommendation_ -------------------------------­

ComPa.ri...QQn: 
Budget estimate, 1977-------------- -----·----- --------- +4, 000, 000 
House 8J.lowance ___________________ -------------- -C--

7
- -~ -7, 860, 000 

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $22,140,000 for 
fiscal year 1977, which is an increase of $4,000,000 over the budget 
request and a decrease of $7,860,000 below the House allowance. 

This appropriation item is required to finance flood emergency prep­
aration, flood fighting and rescue operations, and repair of flood con­
trol and Federal hurricane and shore protection works. 

Section 5 of the Flood Control Act approved Au~ust 18, 1941, as 
amended (33 USC 701 n), established this fund. This legislation pro­
vides the authority to utilize certain sums to meet emergency work by 
transfer to the emergency fund subject to reimbursement and reads, 
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in part, as follows: ~<Provided that pending the appropriation of said 
sum, the Secretary of the Army may allot, from existing flood­
control appropriations, such sums as may be necessary for the imme­
diate prosecution of the work herein authorized. Such appropriation 
to be reimbursed from the appropriation herein authorized when 
made." 

It is clearly the intent of this legislation that funds diverted from 
other appropriations to meet. the urgent flood emergencies through 
this fund are to be reimbursed. In the future, the Committee is to be 
advised of transfers in a manner similar to present reporting practices. 

GENERAL EXPENSES 

Appropriation, 1976------------------------------------------ $43,700,000 
Budget estimate, 1977 __ c _________________ ·-----·-------------- 47,400,000 
House allowance_____________________________________________ 4 7, 200, 000 
Committee recommendation _____________ --------- _____ --_---- 47, 200, 000 
Comparison: · 

Budget estimate, 1977-----·----------------·--------------- -200,000 House allowance _______ ~_________________________________ _ _________ _ 

An appropriation of $47,200,000 is recommended for fiscal year 
1977, which is the same as the House allowance and $200,000 below the 
budget request. · · 

This appropriation finances the expenses of the Office, Chief of 
Engineers, the division offices, the River and Harbor Board, and 
certain research and statistical functions of the Corps of Engineers. 

The reduction of $200,000 is applied to travel, rent, communica:. 
tions and utilities and other services. 

SPECIAL RECREATION USE FEE 

Appropriation, 1976 _________________________________________ _ 
Budget estimate, 1977 ______________________ --- __________ ---- _ 
House allowance ______________ _ ..: ~ ________________________ - _- -
Committee recommendation _________________________________ _ 

$1, 200,000 
3,100,000 
2, 000, 000 
2, 000, 000 

Comparison: 
Budget estimate, 1977-----------------------------c------ -1, 100,000 
House allowance ___________________ -~ _______ ----- _______ - __ ---------

The Committee recommends concurrence with the House allowance 
of $2,000,000, which is $1,100,000 below the budget request. 

This· appropriation allows the Corps of EnginEers to use recrea­
tion fees collected for authorized recreation purposes, including fee 
collection, recreation facility development and items essential to the 
health and safety of the using public as authorized by Public Law 
92-347. 

TITLE III 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

TETON DAM DISASTER 

On June 5, 1976, the earth filled Teton Dam, the principal feature 
of the Lower Teton Division, Teton Basin project, Idaho, failed 
causing a tremendous wall of water reportedly ?ngi_ng from 12 to 
20 feet in the downstream areas of the dam. A maJOr disaster declara­
tion for this southeastern Idaho area was made on June 6 by the 
President. On .Tune 11, the President submitted a request to the 
Congres~ ~H. _Doc. 94-523) for a fiscal year 1976. supp~emental 
appropriation m the amount of $200,000,000 to provide reimburse­
ment for damages suffered fr?m the. failur~ of the Teton Dam. This 
appropriation, to become av_ailable Immediately upon enactment of 
this bill, is included in the bill as passed by the House and approved 
by the Committee. 

The Teton Basin project is a multipurpose project designed by the 
Bureau of Reclamation and being constructed under its supervision 
:for flood control, power generation, recreation and ~upplemental 
irrigation water supply for 111,210 acres of :f~rm lands m the Upper 
Snake River Valley. The project was authonzed September 7, 1964 
by Public Law 88-583. Funds to initiate preconstruction pla:nni~g 
were first appropriated in fiscal year 1967 and for construction m 
fiscal year 1968. Construction of the dam was initiated following an 
award of the construction contract in December 1971. The contract 
reQuired completion of the dam by March 10, 1977. According to 
information made available to the (;ornmittPA, construction progressed 
such that water storage began in October 1975. At the time of failure, 
the reservoir was nearly full, just 3.5 feet below the spillway. 

It is estimated that the reservoir contained approximately 250,000 
acre-:feet of water of the reservoir capacity of 288.250 acre-feet. About 
4 million cubic yards of the dam embankment (about 40 percent of the 
embankment) were lost. The powerhouse and the warehouse structure 
were completely submerged in the debris. The Bureau of Reclamation 
is giving top priority in helping to alleviate the suffering and to repair 
some o:f the damage resulting from the failure, particularly to rectifica­
tion of damages to canal headin~s and irrigation wm·ks which deliver 
water to crops undamaged by floods, but which would be burned out 
in a matter o:f weeks if water were not available. The Bureau has also 

(65) 
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assured its maximum cooperation with blue ribbon panels of independ­
ent engineering experts appointed to determine the cause of the failure. 
During its 74 y(lars, the Bureau of Reclamation has designed and 
constructed more than 300 major dams, 250 of which are earthfill, with 
heights ;ranging up to 465 feet above streambed. All of those dams, 
with the single exception of Teton, have performed satisfactorily. 

BENEFITS FROM RECLAl\IATION PROGRAM 

Today, after nearly 75 years of Bureau of Reclamation activities, 
the great physical structures, works, and facilities of the Reclama­
tion program have proven to be of enormous benefits and contribu­
tions to t.b.e people and the development of the 17 Western States. 

All time records were set in nearly every aspect of project opera­
tions in the prior year. Some of the data on the impressive benefits 
of these projects are as follows: Bureau projects provide irrigation 
water to approximately 10 million acres of land. Nearly 30 million 
acre-feet of water was delivered, including about 2 million acre-feet 
for municipal and industrial use. Almost a third of the population 
of the 17 Western States, about 18 million people, received water 
service, including both irrigation and municipal and industrial water 
deliveries. The fOod and fiber production from irrigated land would 
satisfy the annual food needs of nearly 33 million people. About 52 
billion kilowatt-hours of hydroelectric power were marketed. This 
clean, non-polluting, power production brings gross revenues to the 
U.S. Treasury of almost $250 million annually. Flood benefits are 
·obtained ettch year and accumulated benefits from flood control op­
erations since 19M are estimated at about $1.3 billion. Over $175 
million in flood damages were estimated to have been averted. The 
total investment in reclamation facilities through fiscal year 1975 
since 1902 is about $7.7 billion. The annual gross crop return from 
irrigated lands exceeded $4.5 billion with the accumulated gross re­
turn being about $45 billion. Various independent studies have shown 
that these projects generate increases in taxes many times over the 
total Federal investment in the project. Federal Internal Revenue 
collections attributable to operations of Reclamation projects through­
out the 17 Western States total nearly $1.5 billion annually in personal 
income taxes and corporate profit taxes. This amount does not in­
clude state and local taxes. In several instances studies have shown 
that the Federal income tax revenues derived in one year as a result 
of project operations exceeded the total Federal investment in the 
project. Another study made by the University of Denver Research 
Institute showed that over $4 billion in increased business activity 
resulted throughout the Nation in one year from aH functions of 
the Reclamation program. This is over and above that which would 
have occurred without the program. Increased personal income and 
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cor orate profits were estimated at over $3 bil~ion. Whi.le this study 
didp not include an estimate of the n~mber of JObs P.rovided, Bureau 
officials believe the employmen~ eqmvalent of the mcr~ased wages, 

rofits, interests, and rents·attributable to the ReclamatiOn program 
~ould total as much as 500,000 man-years annually. 

URES AND PRACTICES FOR COMPUTING AUTHORIZED COST CEILINGS 
PROCED 

AND PROJECT COST ESTIMATES 

The Committee Report accompanying the fiscal year 1976 appropri­
ation bill called on the. Bureau to submit a full r~sponse to the GAO 

t (B-164570) entitled "Bureau of ReclamatiOn Procedures and 
repor . C C 'l' d p . t C t Practices for Computing Authonzed ost e1 mgs an roJec os 
Estimates Need Improvement," releas~d November 17, 1.975. _In ac­
cordance with the requirements of section 236 of the Leg:Islatlve Re­
organization Act of 1970, the Department of the Interior and t~e 
Bureau responded to the GAO report on January 27, 1976. Addi­
tionally, a subcommittee of the House Committee on Governm~nt Op­
erations, for which the GAO report was made, has hel~ ~earmg~ on 
this matter and made its report on March 1, 1976 contammg .various 
recommendations (Fourteenth Report of the House Committee on 
Government Operations) . · 

The Committee agrees with the Bureau that this matter has gen­
erated a great deal of misinformation and confusion concerning the 
Reclamation Projects and Program. Many mistakenly assume that 
these reports discuss use of appropriated funds, cost accounting prac­
tices, and the reporting of costs. The reports do not tou.ch on an:y of 
these. GAO has reviewed and approved Bureau accountmg practices. 

The reports deal with the methods and practices of the Bureau in 
estimating the total cost of construction of projects which may take 
several years to complete; in the way the Bureau had been "cost in­
dexing" the "authori:r,ed cost ceilings" and the "estimated total Fed­
eral obligations" on the Bureau projects. An understanding of these 
terms in quotes above is essential in order to understand the complex 
subiect matter of these reports. 

The authori:;o:ation for appropriation is the authority in the enabling 
legislation authorizing the Congress to appropriate up to a certain 
amount (based on the authorized cost ceiling) to complete a project. 
"Estimated total Federal obligations" is an estimate as of a specific 
date of the total Federal funds that will be required to complete a 
proiect. "Cost indexing" is the method used to update cost estimates 
at the time of authorization to more current prices. 

In recent years, cost indfi'Cing has usually been authorized bv law 
for Reclamation proiects. The reason is that, in todav's inflationary 
marketplace, the estimated costs of projects rise rapidly and, were it 
not for the allowable cost indexing, the estimated costs would exceed 
the ceilings set by Congress long before a project was completed. In 
order to avoid having to reset these ceilings periodically, the Congress 
usually includes the right to cost index in the authorizing legislation. 
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However, Congress has never included procedures or methodology to 
be used in cost mdexing. 

Thus, the issue is whether the Bureau's methods are acceptable. 
And cost indexing is not a simple matter of, say, applying the average 
rate of inflation over the past year to a construction project. The rate 
of inflation varies greatly-by section of the country, by materials 
used, by manufactured goods, by labor markets, by the type of work 
being done. 
· So long as the authorized cost ceiling of a project exceeds the total 
estimated cost there are no problems. But should the estimate of total 
Federal obligations exceed the authorized cost ceiling, then, at some 
time before the Congress appropriates construction funds in excess 
of the cost ceiling, the Congress would have to raise the ceiling or limit 
the amount of work to be completed by the Bureau. The reports of the 
GAO and the House subcommittee found fault with a number of the 
cost indexing procedures used by the Bureau to estimate the total cost 
of its projects and recommended that certain improvements be made 
and that the Congress legislate clarification as to the extent of index­
ing authorized. 

Some of the recommendations can be implemented without legisla­
tion and the Bureau has testified that most of those recommendations 
are being implemented. The Bureau has also stated that it will continue 
to cooperate with the various Committees having an interest in the mat­
ter. In the remaining one or two areas of disagreement over the ap­
propriate methods and procedures to be used in cost indexing, the Com­
Jllittee does not believe, in the absence of legislation, that the Burea.u's 
methods are unreasonable. The recommendation that the Congress 
legislate clarification as to the extent of indexing authority is, of 
course, beyond the jurisdiction of this committee. However, the com­
mittee agrees with the improvements the Bureau is implementing. 

Most important of all to this Committee in this issue is the fact 
that actual appropria.tions have not exceeded the authorized cost 
ceilings. Nor has the Bureau been seeking funds in excess of the 
authorized cost ceiling or expended funds is excess of appropriations. 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

Appropriatioll!, 1976----------------------------------------- $20, 892, 000 
Budget estimate, 1977---------------------------------------- 21,030,000 lloueeallo1Vance _____________________________________________ 24,487,000 
Committee recommendation ______ -- ___ -- __ ----_------------__ 24, 762, 000 
Comparieon: 

Budget eetimate, 1977------------------------------------ +3, 732,000 llouee allowance ___________________ -- ___ - __ ----- _______ -- +275, 000 

An appropriation of $24,762,000 is recommended for fiscal year 
1977, which is $275,000 over the House allowance and $3,732,000 
over the budget request. 

Funds provided under this heading are allocated to surveys and 
activities as follows: · 
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COLORADO 
CRSP Power Peaking Capacity ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Feas.-P 
Dominguez Reservoir ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Feas.-M&I.P 
Energy Research and Development (Pumped Storage) •••••• 
Front Range Unit (Long's Peak Division, P-SMBP),,,,, •• Feas.-M&l 
Grand Mesa, Reformulation ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Feas.-l,M&I 
Uncompahgre Improvement ••••••••••••••••••••••••• ,,,,,, Feas, 
Upper Colorado Resource Study ••••••••••••••••••••••••• Feas.-l,M&l 
Water Resources· Planning and Engineering Research ••• ,. 

IDAHO 
Boise Project, Anderson Ranch Dam and Powerplant •••••• Feas.-P 
Minidoka, Minidoka Powerplant Rehabilitation & 

Enlargemen~···•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Feas.-P 
SOuthwest Idaho Water Management Study •••••••••••••••• Sp. Inv. 
Upper Snake River, Oskley Fan Division, 

Reformulation ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Feas. 
Upper Snake River Water Management Study, ••••••••••••• Sp, Inv. 

KANSAS 
Chikaskia •• •••••••••••• ,, •• •••••• ••••••••••••••••• ,,_,.. Feas.-M&I 
Kansas State Water Plan--Phase 11 •••••••••••••••••••• Appr. 
SOlomon River Basin Water Management Study (P-SMBP)... Sp, Inv. 

~IONTANA 

Eastern Montana Basins •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Hardin Unit. Reformulation ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Total Water Management Study (P-SMBP) 

(see South Dakota) 

NEBRASKA 
Crofton unit••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Highland Unit (Elkhorn Division, P-SMBP) ••••••••••••• 

NEVADA 

Appr. 
Feas. 

Appr.-1 
Feas.-I 

Lahontan Basin Total Water Management Study •••••••••• Sp. lnv. 

102,848 
150,000 
200,000 
90,000 
58,000 
73,830 

285,000 
2,600,000 

75,000 
205,000 

150,000 
204,000 

101,000 
167,000 
53,000 

25,000 
75,000 

40,000 

80,000 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS--CONTINUED 

Name and location of study 

NEW MEXICO 
Boulder Canyon, Hoover Powerplant Modifications 

(see Arizona) 
Elephant Butte Reservoir- Ft. Quitman •••••••••••••••• 
GalluP•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••······· 
Llano-Estacado Total Water Management Study ••••••••••• 
Raton Water SupplY•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Tucumcari ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••• 

NORTH DAKOTA 

Type of 
project 

Sp. lnv. 
Feas.-M&I 
Sp. lnv. 
Appr.-M&l 
Feas.-1 

Feas.-l,M&l Apple Creek • ••••••••••.••• • • •. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Garrison Diversion Unit, M&I Facilities (P-SMBP) ...... Feas.-MU 
Total Water Management Study (P-SMBP) 

(see South Dakota) 
versippi Alternative, Dickinson unit, Heart Division •• Feas.-M&l 

OKLAHOMA 
Cache Creek • •••••••••••. • •• • · • • • • • · • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Criner Hills •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
McGee Creek •••••• •••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Oklahoma State Water Plan ••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••• 
Seward •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Feas.-M&I 
Appr.-M&I 
Feas.-M&l 
Appr. 
Feas.-M&l 

Budget estimate 

' .168,000 
·120,000 
100,000 

50,000 
' ~o.ooo 

! 

260,000 
50,000 

---
44,000 

4,000 
100,000 
120,000 
100,000 

102,84.8 
150,000 
200,000 
90,000 
58,000 
73,830 

285,000 
2,450,000 

75,000 
205,000 

150,000 
204,000 

101,000 
167,000 
53,000 

25,000 
75,000 

50,000 
40,000 

80,000 

House 
allowance 

168,000 
120,000 
150,000 
100,000 
40,000 

260,000 
50,000 

30,000 

44,000 
4,000 

100,000 
120,000 
150,000 

102,848 
150,000 
200,000 
90,000 
58,000 
73,830 

285,000 
2,600,000 

75,000 

75,000 
205,000 

150,000 
204,000 

101,000 
167,000 
53,000 

25,000 
75,000 

50,000 
40,000 

so,ooo 

Committee 
recommendation 

168,000 
120,000 
15<!,000 
100,000 
40,000 

260,000 
50,000 

30,000 

44,000 
4,000 

100,000 
120,000 
150,000 

1 

~ ..... 



OREGON 
Klamath, Butte Valley Division •••••••••••••••••••••••• Feas.-I 
Rogue River Basin, Grants Pass Division ••••••••••••••• Feas, 
Rogue River Basin, Medford Division, Reformulation •••• Feas. 
Umatilla Basin ............................... , ........ Feas.-I ,M&I 
Walla Walla, Reformulation (see Washington) 
Willamette River, Molalla Division •••••••••••••••••••• Feas.-I.M&I 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Oahe Unit, H&I Water Facilities (James Division, 

P-SMBP),, ••• ., .......... , •• , ....... , •• , ........... Feas .-~1&! 
Total Water Management Study, Missouri River 

Upstream of Gavins Point (P-SMBP) ••••••••••••••••• Sp. Inv. 

TEXAS 
Elephant Butte Reservoir - Ft. Quitman 

(see New Mexico) 
Lake Meredith Salinity Study •••••••••••••••••••••••••• Appr. 
Llano-Estacado Total Water Management Study 

(see New Mexico) 
Texas Basins •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Feas.-I,M&I 

UTAH 
Central Utah, Ute Indian Unit ......................... Feas.-I,!I&I,P 
CRSP Power Peaking Capacity (see Colorado) 
Upper Colorado Resource Study (see Colorado) 

WASHINGTON 
Chief Joseph Dam, Colville Indian Reservation and 

Adjacent Areas •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Appr.-I,M&I 
Columbia Basin, Grand Coulee Dam Third Powerplant 

EKtenaion ......................................... Fe as .-P 
Walla Walla Reformulation ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Feas.-M&I 
Yakima, Yakima Indian Reservation ••••••••••••••••••••• Feas. 
Yakima, Bumping Lake Enlargement, Reformulation ••••••• Feas.-I 
Yakima Valley Water Management Study •••••••••••••••••• Sp, Inv. 

120,000 
100,000 
50,000 
69,000 

55,000 

so,ooo 

120,000 

60,000 

114,000 

653,000 

12,000 

101,000 
120,000 
75,000 
25,000 

210,000 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS--CONTINUED 

Name and location of study 

WYOMING 
CRSP Power Peaking Capacity (see Colorado) 
Minidoka, Minidoka Powerplant Rehabilitation and 

Enlargement (see Idaho) 
Muddy Ridge Area, Riverton unit ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
North Platte River Hydroelectric Study (Oregon 

Trail Div., P-SMBP) ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Seminoe Dam Modification (Kendrick Project) ••••••••••• 
Sublette •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Total Water Mangement Study (P-SMBP} 

(see South Dakota) Reformulation 
Upper Snake River, Oakley Fan Divisiqn, 

(see Idaho) d (see Idaho) Upper Snake River Water Management Stu y 

VARIOUS STATES 
Colorado River Water Quality Improvement Program •••••• 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Studies •••••••••••• 
General Engineering and Research: 

Atmospheric Water Resources Management Program •••••• 
General Planning Studies•••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Type of 
project 

Feas.-I 

Appr.-P 
Feas.-I,M&I,P 
Feas.-I,M&I 

Feas. 

Budget estimate 

---
50,000 

170,000 
186,000 

1,950,000 
554,000 

4,650,000 
250,000 

120,000 
100,000 
50,000 
69,000 

55,000 

so,ooo 

120,000 

&o,ooo 

114,000 

653,000 

12,000 

101,000 
120,000 
75,000 
25,000 

210,000 

120,000 
100,000 
50,000 
69,000 

55,000 

50,000 

120,000 

60,000 

114,000 

653,000 

12,000 

101,000 
120,000 

75,000 
25,000 

210,000 

Bouse 
allowance 

Committee 
recommendation 

40,000 40,000 

50,000 50,000 
170,000 170,000 
186,000 186,000 

1,950,000 . 1,950,000 
554,000 554,000 

6,400,000 6,400,000 
200,000 250,000 

"" ~ 
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LAKE RoosEVELT, WASHINGTON 

The Colville and Spokane Indians recommended initiation in 
fiscal year 1977 of a 5-year, ,$5 million study of the fish, wildlife, and 
recreational potential of Lake Roosevelt. The Committee believes 
several technical, economic, and legal issues need to be examined first. 
For example: What consideration must be given to the Lake's role in 
energy production in assessing its potential for fisheries, etc.? Would $5 
million be better spent on immediate fisheries and wildlife enhance­
ment elsewhere on the Columbia system? Who would control the 
fishery if one were established? What would be the participation in 
the "study of the Tribes and the Federal and State agencies in­
volved in managing the Columbia and fish and wildlife"? Thus, the 
Committee requests that the Bureau, with the Tribes and appropriate 
Federal and State agencies, examine the technical, economic, and legal 
issues and determine if a study is merited and, if so, its proper scope. 

CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 

Appropriation, 1976 ______ ------ ________ --- _ --- __________ --- _ $327, 308, 000 
Budget estimate, 1977--------------------------------------- 347, 017, 000 Houf!e allowance ________________________ -- __ ------- ____ --___ 351, 386, 000 
Committee recommendation ________ ---- _______ ---- ___ ---____ 347, 811, 000 
Comparif!on: 

Budget ef!timate, 1977----- ______________ ---- ___ --- _ _ _ _ _ _ + 794, 000 
Houee allowance--------------------------------------~- -3, 575, 000 

Thi! Committee recommends an amount of $347,811,000 for fiscal 
year 1977, an increase of $794,000 over tho budget request and 
a reduction of $3,575,000 below the House allowance. 

A $200,000,000 appropriation is also provided under this heading 
for the payment of claims related to the failure of the Teton Dam. This 
amount is not included in the tables or in the total amounts shown. 
The $200,000,000 is a fiscal Y.ear 1976/transition quarter amount inas­
much as it will become available immediately upon enactment of the 
bill. This is anticipated to occur during the transition quarter. 

The following table shows the allocation of funds recommended 
for projects and activities under this account. Committee comments 
appear after the table. 



BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 

Total uti.ia.lted 
Federal eoat 

Alloc:ated. 
to date 

Budget: eetimate Bud.aet' e:atia&tt House .allOff.IU'lC';IJ Houae allowance 
Co*aittee 

recomerulat1cm 
COQ8tn<:ti0ft 

Cowdtt.U 
l'K~tioa 

plnllina State and pToject construetiou planniq ccm.•truetiocl planning 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATlON 
CONSTRUCTION AND REHAlHLITATlON 

ARlZOSA 
Pacific: Northwest-Pacific Southwest lntertie~ 

Central Valley PTojeet~ALIFORNIA 
Sacramento River division 
San Luis tD\lt! ~~··•··•·••••••a··••••··••• 

:::t~~:• d!!~~ribution and drainage system.,. •••••• 

All other San i.t:t;·:a;{~"f~~iii;{;;:::::::::::::::: 

Subtotal, San Luis unit ••••••• 

Auburn-Fol8011D South unit: 
Auburn Dam and Reservoir 
Folsom South Canal. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •••• ~ 

All other Auburn-Poi;;~ • ~~~h • ;_.;~~ • f~;{i~~{;;::::: 
Subtotal, Auburn-FolSO!ft 

South unit ••••••••••••••••• 

Mhcellaneous project programs 
San Felipe division ••••••••••• :::::::::::::::::::::: 

272,462,092 

246, 638,000 

362,3S7,550 
131,400,000 
2S5, 720~680 

749,478,230 

766,290,000 
178.205,000 

39,087 .ooo 

983,582,000 

819.224,000 
174,869,000 

12t~:ns.368 

143,488,639 
40,270.059 

218,834,325 

402,'\;93,02] 

136*085~553 
38,793.232 
12,140,412 

181,019,!97 

781 '916, 204 
9.460,015 

810,000 

32,000,000 

14,090,000 
4.05()~000 
5,472,000 

40,914,000 
266,000 
325,000 

4t,S05,000 

u.no,ooo 
12,725,000 

Total, Central Valley Project. ·••••. 2.973,791,230 1.502,32.3,807 121,592,000 

Pacifie Northwest-Pacific South 
(see Arizo-na) wst Intertie 

Fryingpan-Arltansas proj~~RADO 
San Wts Valley project, ci~;d 'B;~i~ • di~i;!~~:::::: :: 539,978.000 

25.370~000 
2Sl,635,79S 

125,000 
39,000,000 

Teton Basin project, t.ow!~;~ton divisi 
Upper Snake River project~ Salmon Falls o~{;~;i;~:::::: 102,410,000 

s2. qso.ooo 
69.455.817 

699,141 
5,300,000 

NEW M!XtCO 
Brantley project 

• • a • • • • • • • * •" • • ~ • • • • • • • • • '• •" • • • ~ • o • • • 73.15.5,0()0 3,614,482 5,600,000 

!'lEV ADA 
Pac(ific Northweat-Paciftc Soutvest Intertie 

see Ar bona) 
Southern Nevada \later projeet ........ ~ ....... ~ ....... . 137,076,444 51,1!08,444 

GKLAlHl'IA 
Hourttain Park projeet. ·~····· •••••••••••••.•••••..•••• 

OREGON 
Rogue lttver Basin project. tierlin division ••••••••••• , 
Tuallltin project ••••••.•••••.•• •• • •• •• ••• • • •• •• ••• • •• • 

TEXA$ 
Palaettc Bend project., .••• , .•••••.••• , ............... . 
Nueees 'River project ••.••••.• ~·····•••••••••••••·••••• 

WASHINGTON 
Coh.ftbia Basin projeet: 

IT-rigat1on fac111titia •••••••••• ~ ••.•• ~ .............. . 
Baoon Siphon and :r-1#2 .............. ; •• , •• , ... , 
Third powerplant ••••••• , ••••••••••• ~ ••••••••••••••• 

Total. CoLumbia Basin Project •••.••• 

Walla walla ptojeet, Toucht.'!t dtv1a1on .......... Ho••••• 
Yaktma Fo:fect, ltennewick dtvtsion •• " ........ , ••••••• ~·· 

VARIOUS 
Dt'atnalte ani minor c:onstrueti<H't pro'R;ram: 

All-American Canal Systet'l, CslifcrnU ~···u•••• .... 
Belle Fourche project, South Dakota.~··············• 
t\oise project,. Payette divie!on, I4.tho •• ···~··~··••• 
lkmlder Canyon project, Arizona-Nevada ••••••••••• .- •• 
Gila project, Arizona ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
K.,ndrick project~ Wyo.tng ......... · •••.••• ", .••• ····~·· 
Klamath project, Oregon-California ••• ~ ••••••••••• • •• 
Lower ttio Grand• projett, Mercedes divtaion, 

Tex••··•·~··~······················~•••••••••••• 
MtS(:ellaneoua engineerin~ &ei'vieea.· Color&do •••••••• 
Parlter....Oavle project. 'Arhona-talifo.tnia-Nevada ••••• 
Rec·re-«tion fac:tlittea at exiStii'lg uHrvoirttt 

various states •••••••• ~.~ ••••••••• .' ••••••••••••• 
ttogue River bsitt project - Sava&e Rapids Da:ta 

P'isltway m0dificatlQns 1 Orescu. ..................... . 
San Angelo project, Tei:aa ........ :.· ••••• -••••••••••••• 
Solano p:-oj"eet - t.&lte aerrye .. a t'eC!Teadmtel 

facilities, Californu .................. a ......... ~ ••• 

Unultllla project. Heltay D.tll spi11w&Y modtftc8tion .. .-. 
Ventura tt1ver pioject - Cas1tae Reservoir O{H!Q 

•pace. Ca1ifomia ••• -. ............... ~ ••••••• ,. ••••• 

40,833,000 

48,764,000 
52,1 u.ooo 

73,926,000 
60,650,000 

2.l06~844.S60 
48,800,()00 

S20,000,000 

2,67~.644,560 

39,526,000 
12.594,000 

64~S14,S96 
3, 700,000 

25.429,742 
!78.647,871 
71,820,000 
34.305,000 
27,884,000 

II, 781,657 
359,000 

161,645,000 

1,054,000 
26,159,231 

3,382,000 
1, 300,000 

to.ooo.ooo 
104.528,000 tl&JJ.hoe project, Nevada-califomia .... ~. ••••••• ....... 1-----

Total•••••••••••~••••••••··•••••~••• 

RehabU.Hatton and betterrrte:nt of exi•tin& projee:tau 
Crooked River pro:f..:t, Oehoeo Irrigation 

District • Oregon ...... • • • ... • • • •• • .... • ••• •• ••• •,., •• 
French-.an - ca.brldge Division., Nebraska'" ••••••••••••• 

HyrUI'I project, Utah ................. ~ .......................... . 
Hin1do~ project, Jlurl.ey Irrigation OUt., Idaho •••• 

Mewlanda Project, HeYtlda ................. ••••••••••••••• 
Rio Cr4l\de project, El Paso Co11nty l1'1proveaent 

District No. 1 1 Texa•·••••··••••·--•••••••••••••• 

737,281,091 

S96,000 
4,180,000 

285,000 
1,383,000 
2,196,000 

733,664 
39,643,693 

36,777,612 

702,380,996 
6,205.663 

440,736,056 

64.469,14S 
9(10,000 

21,879,142 
110,287, S86 

71,563,201 
H,959,14l 
23,286,969 

11,139,!16 
305,889 

15()~079,798 

2,167,2)2 

120,000 
25,052,529 

1,875,000 
30,056,882 

607,142,230 

120,000 

so,ooo-
1oo,ooo 

3,694,700 

6,5009000 

9,000,000 

61,300,000 

5,000 
2,1!00,000 
1,500,000 
1,000,000 

120,000 
510,000 

t ,oro~ooo 

300,000 
10,000 

2,415,000 

405,000 

71!0,000 
50,000 

900,000 

t.zoo~ooo 
330,000 

soo.ooo 
. 40(),00ll 

810,000 

32~000,000 

16,000,000 
4,oso.ooo 
5,472;000 

25,5.22,000 

40,914,000 
500,000 
325.000 

4!, 739.000 

11.865,000 
12,7.25:,000 

123,851,000 

375,000 

400,000 

200,000 

300,000 

300.000 

39,000,000 

5, 300,000 

1,200,000 

6,500,000 

9,00{),000 

16.400,000 
4~500,000 

44,900,000 

61,300,000 

5,000 
2.800,000 
l,5oO,OOO 

120,000 
no.ooo 

1,070,000 

300,000 
10,000 

2,415,000 

405,000 

·780,000 
50,000 

900,000 
150,000 

t,I!Oo,ooo 
no.ooo 

l3,14S,OOO 

loo.ooo 

2)5,000 
soo.ooo 
400,000 

1,000,000 

810,000 

!6,000,000 
4,oso.ooo 
5,412,000 

40t9l4,000 
500,000 
325,000 

41,739.000 

11,865,000 
9. 725,000 

120,8Sl,OOO 

17.5,000 

300,000 

300,000 
25,000 

39-.000,000 

5,300,000 

9,000,000 

16~400,000 
2,500.000 

!6,400.000 
2.000,000 

44.1)00,000 

5,000 
2,800,000 
t.soo.ooo 

120,000 
SIQ,OOO 

1,070.000 

300,000 
10,000 

2,415,000 

405,000 

780,000 
. so.ooo 

900,000 
150,000 

t,8oo.ooo 
330,000 

375,000 

400,000 

300,000 

300,000 
25,000 

-------- ------... -
lJ, 145,000 

100,000 
275.000 
235,000 
soo,ooo 
400,000 

t,ooo,ooo 

1 



BUREAU OF RECLAMATION--CONTINUED 
CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION--CONTINUED 

. State an4. pr:ojee.t · 

Rogue liver BaUn project, Med(atd and Rogue 
River Valley Inigation District, ~regon-:· ....... 

Salt River Jfroj'eet.. Arizona ...... ~~.~ ........ ~ .......... 
Shoshone project, Carland dtvie.foft• Wyottd.ttJt .. ~ •· ..... ~ •• 
Solano COunty Flood Control and Water Conservation 

Distriet, California ••••••••••••••• : ............... 
tucumcari project, New MeXiec" ..... -••• -••••• •••••••• •• 
UncomlJahgre 'proje-et, Colorado~ ••••• -................ ·~ 
YakttU project~ Snipes Mountain lt'rigat:ion 

tliatrtct,. -Waahtngton. • ... •. o o •••• " ....... ~ ••••••• ,. 

Total uti•ted 
Feftral coat 

350,000 
27,000,000 
6.ooo,ooo 

1,077,000 
3tll6.000 
2,.486,000 

550,000 ------
Total ••••• ~·•••••••••• .. •••••••••• ••• 54,395,200 

PICK..SLOAN MlSSOUlll BASIN PR:OCRAM 

COLORADO 
Narr01f8 mit ••••• .:. ........... :.~·····••••••········~··· 137.000t000 

MONTAIIA 
Canyon Ferey unit (dust abatetaent) ••••••••••••••• ~ •••• 13,000,000 
Lower Martu. unit. Tibet' Data' 1110dific:ations •••••.•••••• 47 .093,.()00 

NEBRASK'A 
North Loup division .......................... , ••••••••• Ill, 720,000 
o~Me:ill unit •••.••••••••• ·.~·········~···~··············· 159.090,000 

NORTH DAtroTA 
tlic:kioson unit., ................................ , •••••••• 4,000,000 
CaTrison diversion mit ........................ ~ ••• ; ••.• 495,792,034 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
4to.ooo.ooo 

Oahe unit ••••••••• o •· •• • • •• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1:6,000,000 
Pollock-Herreid unit ••••••••• • • • • • • • • ••• • • • ••• ···*• · ... 

WYOMING 
46.000,000 

Polecat Bench unit •• ~····•·······~···••••••••••••••••• 19.,500,000 
Riverton unit •••••••••••••••• ••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

VARIOUS 
374,403,00J 

Transmiealon division •••••••••••• ·········~ • •• • • • • • • • • 

Drainqe and minOT construction program: 
55,807,000 Bostwick d:lvieiou, Kebraa'ka-Kanaas. • • • • • • • • •• • • • • •• • 
24,230,000 

Esat Bench unit, Montanll •• , ••••••• o ••••• • • .... • • • • • • • 

36,984,000 
FanJe-11 units l'lebras\:a •••••••• ••• • • •• • •••••• •• •••• •• 

82,709,000 Frenchman-cam.bridt:te dlv:taion,. Nebraska ••••••• • • ••• •• 
OWl Creek unit, WyOiling •• ••••••••• ••• ••••••••··· ..... 

6,440,428 

Ye11ovt.al1 unit. Hontan....W,Otlling ••• ~ •• ~. •• • ~ • • • • • • • • 94,700,000 

and ttinor Total. Drainage 
300,870,428 construction progritl'll.···········~ 

Total, Pick-Sloan Mhsouri baain 
2,144,468,462 prOJtraD •••••• , ••••• ,. ~ •••••• • • • ~ • 

Subtotal~ Construction & Rehabitttatton •• • 10,152,201,079 

Undtatdbuttd reduction based on &ntktpated 
delays ............. ~ ••• • .. • • • • • • • •• •• •• •• • • •• • • • o • • • 

-------
Total. 10,152.672,079 

C~itte4! · 
Wget esUaat6 8ud.&et eatiaate lkkula allowance Houn allowaoee ue~ndation 

COiaittee 
ruo.aendation 

planning e.ouatruction p14M.iq cOt\atrueuon -planaia& eOt\ltruetion 

121,994 12S,oO.O us.ooo us.ooo 
23.058,037 t.ooo,ooo 1,ooo.ooo t,ooo.ooo 
2.437,900 550,000 sso,ooo 550,000 

soo.ooo 500,000 
2,338,005 100,000 too,ooo !00,000 
1,877~989 200,000 200,000 200,000 

100,01)0 200,000 200,000 200,000 - ------ -----33,898,624 4.175,000 4,910,000 4,950,000 

2,113,148 3~ 99-5,000 3, 99S,ooo l,99S,ooo 

6, 780,.734 2,300,000 2,300?000 2,300t000 
26,.S62, 975 4,.500.,000 4, 500,000 4.500,.000 

890,194 1.ooo~ooo 1,000,000 t,ooo.ooo 
1,823,093 1,300,000 1,'300,000 1,300.000 

too~ooo 100,000 
102,196,687 23,500,000 23,500,000 23,500.000 

!6,600,000 1~,600,000 
22,117,716 16,600,000 !00,000 100,000 

so.ooo 50,000 

3,000,000 3,000,000 
5,064,508 3,000,000 

!6,620,000 16,620,.000 
346,092,740 16, 61:0~()00 

1,380,000 1~380,000 

48,505,347 1,380,000 
210,000 210.000 

12, 77S,695 210,000 
730,000 130,000 

35,749,699 730,000 
225,000 225,000 

82tll7,.322 225,000 
90,000 90,000 

6,350,42.8 90,000 l, 160,000 
93,21:6,198 1,160,000 1~160,.000 

3. 79S,OOO 3, 795,000 
288,72$,289 3.795,000 

76,610,000 250,000 76.610.000 21),0,000 
802,467,.084 76,610.000 

368,126,000 1, 650,000 365,401,000 l,&so.ooo 
4,662,S39,242 3S9.682.000 l,S75t000 

-14,240,000 -18,390,000 -19,240,000 

---------- ------- ------------- ----- --~--- ------ 346.161,000 !,6~0.000 

4,6S6,383.579 '345,442 .ooo I ,575,000 349.736 ,ooo 1,650,000 

r 

"'-) 
~ 
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UPPER CoL ORAliO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT--UPPER CoLORAllo RIVER BASIN FuND 

Coaaittee COIDittee 
Total utia&ted Allocated Buclpt eatlaatt: Budaec eat:laate House allowance 1iouee allowance rec:omaaendation rec~dation 

State and project FIJ<ler&l coat to Ute eon8tnt.ct1oa pl..U.iq eonstruetioa. pl.uming <:onatruct1on plannin3 

COtottADO IUVER STORACE PROJECT 

COLORADO 
Cureeanti unit ••••••••••••• ., ........................... 131,022,623 127.139,169 3,280,000 3,280.000 3,280,000 

VARIOUS 
Tran8m:iaa1on Division •••••••••••••••••••••••••• ,. ...... ~. 208.449,605 140,734,.330 13,200.000 13,200,000 13,200;.000: 

PARTICIPATING PROJECTS 

COLORADO 
An:Uaaa-La Plata project ••••• ~·••••••·••••••••••••••••• 114,081,800 2,047.672 200,000 200,000 200,000 00 Dall;as Creek project ......... -. .............. ~···•••••••• tH,0419000 2.86.5, 181 4,500.000 4,500,000 4,500,000 ...... Dclot'ea project •••••••••••••• ~ ...................... ~ •••• 129,704.000 850,000 sso .. ooo Fruitland Meu project ..................... _ ................ 60 .. 981.-323 2,711.014 3,000,000 J .. ooo~ooo 3,ooo.ooo 
San Juan-ch .. a proje~,t ........... ~ ~ .••••••••• ~ •••••• ~,. •• 108,617,000 74.490,544 800,000 soo.ooo 800,000 
San Miguel project ............. ~•-•••••••••••••••••••••• 71.183,000 9'58.045 480.000 480,000 480,000 Savet'y-Pot Hook project ...................... : •••••••••••• 68,716,.000 2. 746,306 I,2oo.ooo 1,200,000 1,200,000 
West Divide pro,1eet ••• ~ ................................ 105,538,000 580,998 230,000 230,000 230.000 

NI!W MEXICO 
Anbt .. -La Plata project {.see Colorado) 
San Juan-chama project (Bee ColGrado} 

UTAH 
Central tltah project, Bonneville unit ••••••• •••• ••••• 688 .. 716,072 122,297,292 20.300,000 21,100,000 21,100,000 
Cetttral Utah project. Jensen unit ..................... 27,424,000 4,287.920 6,300,000 6,300,000 6,300,000 
Central Utah project, Uintah unit •• ~····•·••• ··••••• •• 68,660,()00 225,000 860.000 86o,ooo· -- 860,000 Central Utah projeet:, Upaleo unit.~ ............... ,,.~ 31,414.000 1,556,346 soo.ooo 80(), 000 --- 800,000 t.yman project (see Wyocaing.) 

WYOMlNC 
Lyman projeet ........................................... 
Sav~ry-Pot Hook project (see Colorado) 

21,282,240 13,662.%83 3,600,000 3,600,000 3 .. 6oo.ooo 
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COLORADO RIVER BASIN PROJECT 

Appropriation, 1976------------------------------------------ $29,205,000 
Budget estimate, 1977--------- ____________ - ------------ __ ---- 73, 420, 000 
House allowance--------------------------------------------- 73,420,000 
Committee recommendation----·------------------------------ 73,420,000 
Comparison: 

Budget estimate, 1977 _______________ -- _____ -------- _ _ _ _ __ _ _________ _ 
Houseallowance _________________________________________ -----------

.An amount of $73,420,000 is· recommended by the Committee, 
the same as the House allowance and budget request. 

The funds provide for continued construction of the Central 
Arizona project. Included in the amount recommended is $60,622,-
000 for the Granite Reef Division, $2,750,000 for the Salt-Gila 
Division, and $5,398,000 for transmission facilities. Also included is 
$1,050,000 for preconstruction planning and data collection for the 
Orme Division . 

APPROPRIATION TO LIQUIDATE CONTRACT AUTHORITY 

Appropriation, 1976 ___________________ -- _________ -- _________ _ 
Budget estimate, 1977------ ____________________ -- ___ -- __ _ __ 
House allowance_______ _ __________________________________ _ 
Committee recommendation- ____ ------ ___________ -------- __ _ 

$22,440,000 
201600,000 
201600,000 
20,600,000 

Com~arison: udget estimate, 1977----- __________________ -~-- _ _ _ __ _ __ _ _ _________ _ 
House allowance________ _ _ ___ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ ___ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _________ _ 

The Committee concurs with the House allowance, which is the 
same as the budget request. 

The appropriation is required to liquidate contract authority for the 
thermal powerplant of the Central Arizona Project under the Navajo 
project participating agreement . 

COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL PROJECTS 

Appropriation, 1976------------~-----"----------------------- $19,670,000 
Budget estimate, 1977------- _ -- ________ -- ____ -- ___ -- ____ -- _ _ _ 431 120, 000 
House allowance _____ -~_______________________________ _ _ _ _ 44, 700, 000 
Committee recommendation-- ------------------------------- 44,680,000 
Comparison: 

Budget estimate, 1977-------------------------- ____ ------ + 1, 560, 000 
House allowance-----------~----------------------------- -20,000 

The Committee recommends $44,680,000 which is an increase of 
$1,560,000 over the budget. request and a reduction of $20,000 below 
the House allowance, for enhancement and protection of the water 
quality of the Colorado River for use in the United States and Mexico . 

The appropriation provides for the continued construction of the 
desalting complex under title I and the initiation of construction on 
three of the salinity control projects under title II of the authorizing 
leci.slation. 

Funds recommended are allocated as shown on the following table: 
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. OPERATIO)j AND MAINTENANCE 
~ria.tion, 1976----------------------------------------- $132, 162, 000 
~t estimate, 1977----------------------------- -~---- --- 143, 000, 000 
House allowance------------------------------- ------------ 143,000,000 
CoJD.mittee recommendation.----,..------------------------_-- 143, 000, 000 
Comparison: 

Budget estimate, 1977----- _______ --- __ __ _ _ __ __ _ ___ _ _ _ _ _ __ ----- ___ _ 
House allowance __ _. ___ ---- __________ ------ __ -------_____ _ __________ _ 

The Committee recommendation provides $143,000,000, the same 
as the House allowance and the budget request. 

This appropriation is required to protect the Federal investment and 
insure continued efficient operations of the Bureau of Reclamation's 
irrigation, power, municipal and industrial water supply projects 
through pro:{ler operation and maintenance. In addition to the opera­
tion and mamtenance of power generation transmission facilities and 
the storage dams and reservoirs of completed projects, the Bureau 
operates and maintains irri&"ation works until the water users are able 
to undertake this responsibility. 

The recommended allowance over the appropriation for fiscal year 
1976 is . due primarily to inflationary increases, including wages, 
materials and supplies, the increased requirements on completed 
projects, new projects, and the purchase of power and wheeling. 

LOAN PROGRAM 
Appropriation, 1976-----------------------~---------------~- $22,665,000 
Budget estimate, 1977 -----------------------~--------------.;- 10, 773, 000 
House allowance--~----------------------------------------- 22,209,000 
Committee recommendation. ___ ------------------------------ 28, 495, 000 
Comparison: 

Budget estimate, 1971-----------------------------------+17, 722,000 
House allowance __ '-------------------------------------- +6, 286,000 

The Committee recommends $28,495,000, an increase of $6,286,000 
over the House allowance and $17,722,000 over the budget request, 
for the Bureau of Reclamation loan program. · 

TIPs appropriation provides for loans to non-Federal organizations 
for the construction and rehabilit~tion of, distribution systems and 
for loans and grants to construct small irrigation projects as provided 
bylaw. · · . 

The funds.are allocated as shown in the following table: 
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,; •· . . , EMERGENCY Ft1ND 
Appropriation, 1976 ___ - -------.---------------------------._.; __ 
audBet e!j~mate, 1971----- -.~---·:. _________________ ------------

ouse allowance__ -- __ ----·-- --------------------------------
Committee recommendation __ ------------------.,.-----~-~~--

$1, 000, OOQ 
1, 000,000 

400,000 
1,000;000 

Comparison: . . .. ·· · · · 
Budge~ estimate, .1977 __ - ~ -------------------------------. ---------­
House allowance __ -------------------·------------------- +600, 000 

The Committee recommends an appropriation of· $1,000,000, the 
same as the budget request and an increase of $600,000 over the House, 
allowance. · 
, The emergency fund is utilized to assure the continuous Operation 

of irrigation and power systems in the event of drought~, canal bank 
failures, damage to transmission lines, and other emergencies affecting-
Bureau projects. · · ' 

The Committee believes that the full budget request will' be required 
during the fiscal year in light of the average annual requirements of the 
past few years. 

GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE' EXPENSEs 

Appropriation, 1976 ___ ------------------------------------- $21,840,000 
Budget estimate,,1977- ,.-------------~-----------,.----------- 22,600,000 
House allowance- _______ :._ __ ~ __________ .; ___ ------------------· 22, 600; 000 
Committee recommendation~;;_---------------------"-" ___ _: __ :.. '22{600, 000 
Comparison: . . , • · . 

BudgE~t .estimate, 1977,_- __ -~-- ---,---------~-~-~---~- .. -.--- --,.,..--,.- ---
Ho~se allow.anc.e---- -.---:'-:;·---- . . ____ .,_:.._.,. ___ . ___ ----,-,--,-·-: 

. The·.Oommit,tee :reco:w.mendation provides .$22,6001000, .. the same 
as the H;ouse allowal).c~ and the budget,request. · . · ., 

This appropriation finances the generall,\dministr.ative and technica~ 
direction of the rec~amation program ,as performed by the Department, 
the Denver regional offipe and otherofficesin the seven reg10ns. · 

AL~sxA PowER ADMINISTRATION 

... ·' • . . .: GENERAL.INVESTIGA'f,[ONS 
Apprnpriation, 1976~.---- __ ---~ -------- ______ ----,.- ___ :_ __ --------
Budget estimate, 1977 ,-----------.:~'---~--------'.::.: ---"'--:...::.. __ _ 

$652, 000 
763, 000 
749,000 
749; 000 

House al:lowanae_ ·· --~--'-----'---------------------~-'-------
C<>mmit~e recoifl.menda.tion __ • .;._,,. ____ .., ___ , -------- ~•-r ---- ---;.. --
Comparison: . , . · . . , · 

Budget estimate, 1977 ------------,.-·-----------:---------: ____ -14, 000 
House allowance---~--·-------- · ~-:.·-~_:_ ___ ._ ______ ._:..~---- :.:.. ___ :. __ 

.'l'he ~mount of $749,000 is recom;n:,1ended 'by. the qo~ittee, the 
satri.e a8 theHous~ allowa~ce arl~$.~4,000 below the qU:dget reque.~t. 
. Ft!fids. a;re PJiOYideqfor 1Ilv~tiga.~on$1 surveys, ~~:n4 eotnprepenstve 
stl.ld1es for the, development ,Rlf.d utilizat1on ot :Wfl.tler and relate? land · 

Al
resoukrces to assur~, adequa,te · and eco:r:lOrnJ,Cal . power suppli~s to 

as a. 
OJ'ERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Appropriation, 1976 _____ ---- ______ .,._ ------------ ~._ ---- ------
Budget estimate, 1977 -~--" __ .:, ___ ;.; _____ -------- __ ._ ______ .,; _____ _ 
House allowance ______________ -~------ __ ---- ____ --------------
Committee recommendation ___ --------------------------------
Comparison: 

Budget estimate, 1977-------------------------------------
House allowance. ___ -------------------------------------

$1,0071500 
1; 164,()00 
1, 141,000 
1, 141,000 

-23,000 
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·The Committee concurs with the House allowance of $1,141,000, a 
decrease of $23,000 from the budget request. 

The appropriation covers the expenses of the Alaska Power Ad­
ministration in the operation and maintenance of the Eklutna project 
which supplies power to the greater Anchorage area and the operation 
of the Snettisham project which supplies power to the Juneau area. 

BoNNEVILLE PowER ADMINISTRATION 
Appropria,tion, 1976____ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ ____ __ __ __ __ __ 0 
Buc\get. estimate, 1977 ______ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ ___ __ __ __ ____ ______ __ __ __ 0 
House allowance _____________________________ _: ______ ·_______________ : 0 
Committee recommendation ________________ _: ___ --------------______ 0 
Comparison: . . 

Budget estimate, 1977------ ____________________________ ~- __ __ __ _ ___ _ 
House allowance_______________________________________________ _ ___ _ 

Public Law. 93-454 created the Bonneville Power Administration 
Fund in order that the agency and its programs be financed from power 
revenues and sale of bonds; therefore, direct appropriations are no 
longer required. Fiscal year 1976 was the first under which BPA 
operated without appropriations, and this is to be continued in fiscal 
year 1977. · 

The Committee has reviewed the proposed budget of the Bonneville 
Power Administration for fiscal year 1977, which provides for a total 
program of $347,870,000. 

The total program consists of two major categories, direct andre­
imbursable programs. Direct program requirements for operating costs 
and capital outlays for the transmission system are almQSt $300 million 
for fiscal year 1977. The total includes the $46.7 million for operation 
and maintenance of the transmission system, $15L8 million for the 
construction of transmission system facilities, $65 million for acquir­
ing power and wheeling, and $36.2 million for certain power costs of 
the Federal hydro projects in the Northwest. BP A will make a capital 
transfer of $108.6 million to the Treasury to pay for interest on the 
Fe~eral investment in the power system. Reimbursable program re­
qmrements during fiscal year 1977 are estimated at $48.2 million and 
will cover costs for acquisition of energy and other services that BP A 
provides to various utilities. The direct program will be financed from 
operating receipts and borrowing authority as provided by the "Self­
financing" legislation (Public Law 93-454), and reimbursable pro­
gram requirements will be financed by receipts from other entities. 

About half of the approximately $300 million direct pro~am pro­
pos~~ ~or fis.cal year 1977 is for the. construction of transmissiOn system 
faCilities~ Eighty-three percent ofthe .l?roposed construction program 
is for continued construction of facilities begun . in prior years; 13 
percent is to initiate construction of proposed additions to the trans­
mission system; tne remainder of about 4 percent is for acquisition 
of t~ls and ~uipment. Only one maj?r transmission ~ystem facility 
reqmres specific approval by Congress m accordance With the Federal 
Columbia River Transmission System Act; that facility is the Lost 
River-Salmon River Area Service which will provide improved serv-
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ice to BP A loads in Southeastern Idaho. Approval of this facility and 
approval for the purchase of one aircraft for replacement only is 
specifically included in the appropriation bill language. · 

This Committee concurs with the House Committee that the Con· 
gress holds BP A accountable for its costs affecting rates including the 
cost components of power plants from wh~ch BP A is acquiring; power 
by net billing or b;y: purchase and. such thmgs as rpurc~ase of aucraft. 

Also, this Committee agrees with the House Committee that '!hen 
participating in res~arch projects s'!loh as the ~RDA/NASA ~n~­
grated wind generatiOn research proJect, Bonneville Powe~ Admi~Is­
tration should fund its portion of the research costs consistent with 
what other utilities ~ould fund in a joint effort. 

SouTHEASTEll.N PowER AnMINISTll.ATION 

OPEll.ATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Appropriation, 1976------------------------------------------ $1,000,000 
Budget estimate, 1977---------------------------------------- 1, 106,000 
House allowance.-------------------------------------------- 1, 076,000 
Committee recommendation----------------------------------- 1, 076,000 
Comparison: 

Budget estimate, 1977 ____ -------------------------------- -30, 000 
House allowance. ____ ---- __ ------------------------------ ----------

The Committee recommends concurrence with the House allowance 
of. $1,076,000, which is $30,000 below. the budget request. . 

'The increase over the amount prov1de for the current fiscal year IS 

required as a result of inflationary costs and increased purchase power 
and wheeling charges. 

The Southeastern Power Administration markets power from 21 
Corps of Engineers multipurpose power projects in a 10 State area of 
the Southeast. Power deliveries are made by means of transmission 
facilities owned by others. 

SouTHWESTERN PowER AnMINISTll.ATION 

CONSTRUCTION 
Appropriation, 1976. ___ ---------------------------------------- $680, 000 
Budget estimate, 1977------------------------------------------ 960,000 
House allowance. ____ ------------------------------------------ 896, 000 
Committee recommendation------------------------------------- 896,000 
Comparison: 

Budget estimate, 1977 ____ ---------------------------------- -64, 000 
House allowance ___________________ ---- __ ------------------ --------

The Committee recommends an amount of $896,000, the same as 
the House allowance, which is a reduction of $64,000 below the budget 
request. 

The Southwestern Power Administration is responsible for market­
ing power produced at Corps of Engin~ers hydroe~ec~ric .genera~ing 
plants in the Southwest. The co?str~ct10n appropn~t!on IS req.m~ed 
primarily to continue minor modificatiOns, make additiOns to existmg 
facilities, and expand and modernize communications and control 
systems. 
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Appropriation, 1976----------,------------------------ __ $6 080 000 
Budget estimate, 1977 ___ ----------------------------==--==== 1; 821; 000 
House allowance___________________________________ 1, 707,000 
g~:~t;:n~commendation __ - ----------------------========== 7, 707, 000 

li~~!tafl~!r~:~-~~~~~-~================================= -~~=:~~~~ 
The Committee recommends concurrence with the House allowance 

of $7,707,000, which is a reduction of $114,000 below the budget 
request. 

The funds proyide for operation and maintenance, purchase of 
P?Wer and wheeling charges, and general administration associated 
w1th the power tranemission and interconnection system. 

TITLE IV-INDEPENDENT OFFICES 

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL CoMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Appropriation, 1976~---- _ ___ __ __ __ _ _ ____ _ _ ___ ____ _ __ _ _ __ _ ___ _ $1,870,000 
Budget estimate, 1977 ______________________ ---- _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ 1, 897,000 
House allowance ________________________ -""-- ___________ ----__ 1, 897,000 
Committee recommendation. _____ ----------------------------- 1 ,897.,000 
Comparison: · 

Budget estimate, 1977------ __________ .:. ________ --~- _________________ _ 

House allowance.---------------------------------------- ----------
The Committee recommends concurrence with the House allowance 

of $1,897,000 for fiscal year 1977 for salaries and expenses, which is 
the Fame as the bud~et request. 

These funds proVIde for the salaries and· expenses of the Federal 
Cochairman, his immediate staff, and the contribution by the Federal 
Government of 50 percent· of the administrative expenses of the Ap-
palachian Regional Commission. . 

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

(Funds appropriated to the President) 
Appropriation, 1976 _________________________________________ $288,200,000 

Budget estimate, 1977----- ------------------------~------'-~- 298,500,000 
House allowance _____ ._ ___ .. _________ --- ___ --------- _______ --- 300,500,000 
Committee recommendation.~------------------------------- 306, QOO,OOO 
Comparison: . , , 

·Budget estimate, 1977------ _____________ ----------------. +7 ,500,000 
House allowance ________________ ---- _______ --- __ , _____ --_ · +5,500,000 

The Committee recommends $306,000,000, . an increase of $7,-
500,000 over the budget request and $5,500,000 over the House allow­
ance for Appalachian Regio}lal Development Programs. 

The Committee has restored the $500,000 House reduction for 
research and local development districts. An increase of $5,000,000 is 
recommended over the House allowance for area development pro.: 
grams to partially offset the funding reductions recommended by the 
Administration in the fiscal year 1977 budget. 

The funds recommended under this head are allocated as shown in 
the following table: 

Committee 
1977 House recommanda· 

Program 1976 budget allowance tion 

Area development ___________________________________ $117,500, 000 $104,500,000 $107, oilo, 000 .$112, 000,000 
Research and local development districts............... 8, 500,000 9, 000,000 8, 580,000 · 9, 000,000 
Highways.......................................... 162,200,000 185,000,000 185, 000,000 185, 000,000 

TotaL .•...••. ----------------------------·- 288, 200,000 298, 500,000 300, 500,000 306,000, 000 

(9-J.) 
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DELAWARE RIVER BAsiN CoMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Appropriation, 1976 ________________________ --- __ --- ______________ $81,000 
Budget estimate, 1977------ ___ ---- ________ ------------- _ ___ _ _ _ __ _ 83,000 
House allowance ______________________ -------____________________ 83,000 
Committee recommendation ___ ------- __________ ------------------ 83,000 
Comparison: 

Budget estimate, 1977 _____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ + 2, 000 
House allowance ____________________________________________ _ 

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $83,000, the same 
as the House allowance and the budget request. 

This appropriation provides for salaries and expenses of the U.S. 
Commissioner and his staff in representing the interests of the Federal 
government in the Delaware River Basin Commission. The Delaware 
River Basin Commission was created by a compact between the 
Federal government and the States of Delaware, New York, New 
Jersey, and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to enable joint 
participation in the development of water and related resources in 
the Delaware River Basin region. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE DELAWARE RIVER BASIN COMMISSION 

Appropriation, 1976 ____________________________________ ------ _ 
Budget estimate, 1977 __________________________________________ _ 
House allowance ______________________________________________ _ 
Committee recommendation ____________________________________ _ 
Comparison: 

$215,000 
198, 000 
198, 000 
198, 000 

Budget estimate, 1977 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - -- - ___ _ 
House allowance _______________________________________ -_-- ------ _-

The Committee recommends concurrence with the House allowance 
of $198,000, which is the same as the budget request. 

This appropriation provides the Federal share of the operating costs 
of the Delaware River Basin Commission as provided in the legis­
lation establishing the Commission. 

FEDERAL PoWER CoMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Appropriation, 1976 ____________________________ - ____________ $36, 560, 000 
Budget estimate, 1971---------------------------------------- 41,582,000 
House allowance____________________________________________ 41, 582, 000 
Committee recommendation__________________________________ 41, 582, 000 
Comparison: 

Budget estimate, 1977 _______ ----------------------- _ --- ____ --- __ ---
House allowance________________________________________ _ _________ _ 

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $41,582,000, the 
same as the House allowance and the budget request. 

The Federal Power Commission administers the provisions of the 
Federal Power Act and the Natural Gas Act and performs other work 
related to both Federal and private electric power development and 
associated natural resources. 

' ' 
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The funds reco~ed by the Committee are allocated as follows: 

Hydroelectric regulation ____ -- ____ -----------------------------
Electric power industry systems evaluation_-_-----------------_­
Electric power utilities regulation_-----------------------------
Natural gas pipeline regulation_ _______________________________ _ 
Natural gas producers regulation_-_- ________________ - _________ _ 
Natural gas industry systems evaluation_--------------_---- ___ _ 
Services to other agencies and public- _ - - - - - ___________________ _ 
Energy utilization_---------------- __________________________ _ 
Administration ______________________________________________ _ 

$6,472,000 
3, 768, 000 
5,453,000 

13,677,000 
5, 613, 000 

616,000 
2, 592,000 

438, 000 
2,953, 000 

Total------------------------------------------------- 41,582,000 

INTERSTATE CoMMISSION ON THE PoTOMAc RIVER BAsiN 

CONTRIBUTION TO INTERSTATE COMMISSION ON THE POTOMAC RIVER 
BASIN 

Appropriation, 1976 _________________ "'-- __ ------------------------
Budget estimate, 1977----- ____________ --------------------------House allowance __________________________________ ---- _________ _ 
Committee recommendation ___ ---------------------------- _____ _ 
Comparison: 

Budget estimate, 1977----- _________________________________ _ 
House allowance __________________________________ -------- __ 

$52,000 

52,000 
52,000 

+52-000 

An appropriation of $52,000 is recommended, which is the same as 
the House allowance. The President's budget for fiscal year 1977 did 
not contain funds for continuation of this contribution. 

The Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin was created 
in 1949 by a compact among the four states in the basin, Maryland, 
Virginia, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia plus the District of Co-
lumbia and the Federal Government. ·· 

The Commission has the responsibility for Basinwide water quality 
planning coordination and assistance, and is the only interstate coor­
dinating body covering the entire Potomac River Basin. 

NucLEAR REGULATORY CoMMissiON 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Appropriation, 1976----------------------------------------- $217,423,000 
Budget estimate, 1971-----------------------------·---------- 249,430,000 
House allowance____________________________________________ 244,430,000 
Committee recommendation _______________________________ -- 244, 430, 000 
Comparison: 

Budget estimate, 1971----------------------------------- -5,000,000 
House allowance________________________________________ ------ __ ----

The Committee recommends concurrence with the House allowance 
of $244,430,000, which is $5,000,000 below the budget request for 
the salaries and expenses of the Commission. 

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission is responsible for the review 
and licensing involved with applications to construct and operate 
nuclear power plants, the licensing of various non-civilian power 
nuclear facilities, research in nuclear safety, the development of 
standards, the inspection of operating nuclear plants, the development 
of safeguards systems and various studies. 

S. Rept. 94-960 --- 7 
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TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY-Continued 

EXPENSES 

Water resources development: 
Navintion operatioDS. ------------------------- ___ _ 
Flood control operations.-----------.--------------­
:Regional water quality m.!lllllgement •••••••••••••••• 
Roorea:tion development •••••••••.••••• ------ ••••••• 
Fisheries and Wl.terfowl resources develOp!!ll)Dt ..••• 
Preliminary SllrVeys and engineering ............... . 
Multipurpose reservoir operatioDS •••• __ •••••••.•..•• 

General resources development: 
Al!rleultural pro)eets •• - -----------------------------
W"aste heat utilWI.tion. •••••••••••• ----------- •••••.• 
Forest resources development •••••.••••••••••••••••• 
Strip mine reclamation demoDStratiOJ!B ••••••••• = ... 

Budget 
estil:n&te 

$1,220,000 
1,092,000 
1,104,000 
1,097,000 

757,000 
200,000 

7,378,000 

1,&81,000 
655,000 

1,650,000 
3,200,000 

257,000 
483,000 

2,100,000 
Hmnan ~development •• :::::::::::::::::::: 992.

7
.,. 

000
000. 

Regional economic studies ••••• ~-----·--·---------- -. 
Townl!ft community improvement................. 705,000 
Interagency health service dem0118trations. ____ ••••• 202, 000 
Multipurpo811 reservoir operatioDS................... 100,000 

Land between the Jakes ••• ------------------------------ 2, 9113,000 
Fertilizer development: 

Fertilizer r~h and development................. 8,008,000 
Fertilizer intrOdnctlon ••••••••• ~------~-------------- · 12,477,000 

General service activities: · Valley :inapptng and remote sensing_________________ 534,000 
I oint Bicentennial demonstration caravan.......... 125,000 
Scientlftc and technical cooperation................. . 20,000 
Other expeDSes ••••• · •••• ··"···"------ --------~. ··"--· Z't&, 000 

Honse 
allowance 

$1,220,000 
1,092, 000 
1,104,000 
1,097,000 

757,000 
200,000 

7,318,000 

1,681,000 
300,000 

1,650, 000 
3,200,000 

257,000 
483,000 

2,100,000 
992,000 
700,000 
105,000 
202,000 
100,000 

2, 9113,000 

8,008,000 
12,477,000 

534,000 
125,000 

20,QOO 
275,000 

Committee 
l'l'eOm-

mendetlon 

$1,220,000 
1,092,000 
1,104,000 
1,097,000 

757,000 
200,000 

7,378,000 

1,681,000 
300,000 

1,650,000 
5,900,000 

257,000 
483,000 

2,100,000 
992,000 
750,000 
705,000 
202,000 
100,000 

2.1183,000 

9,508, 000 
12,477,000 

~:l8 
20,000 

·275,000 1---------1--------1---------
Tota.l eJ:PeDSe---------------------"----------:____ 50,014,000 F======l,=======l======= 
Total PfOip'am.................................... 121,185,000 

49,759,000 53,959,000 

123, 930, 000 131,130,000 

Slippage and-nnohllgated balance ••••• ------------------.1----------------------_--+, -----I-----
Total approprl&tioDS ••••••••• .'.................... 121,186,000 

8,000,000 4,000,000 

120,930, 000 127,130,000 

TELLICO PROJECT 

The bill, as reported, contains the full $9.7 million budget request 
for the Tellico project. During subcommittee hearings, TV A was 
questioned about the relationship between the Tellico project's com­
pletion and the November 1975 listing of the snail darter (a small 
3-inch fish which was discovered in 1973) as an endangered species 
under the End,angered Species Act. TV A informed the Committee 
that it was continuing its efforts to preserve the darter~ while working 
tOwards the scheduled 1977 completion date. TV A r~peated its \!iew 
that the Endangered Species Act did not prevent the completion of the 
Tellico project,.which has been under construction for nearly a decade. 
The subcommittee brou~ht this matter~ as well as the recent U.S. Dis­
trict-Gourt'sdecision upholding TVA's decision to complete the proj­
ect, to the attention of the full Committee. The Committee does not 
view the Endangered Species Act as prohibiting the completion of the 
'.fellico project ~t its advanced sta1re and ·directs that this project be 
completed as promptly as possible in the public interest. 
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WATER REsouRcEs CouNCIL 

WATER RESOURCES PLANNING 

~paropriation, 1976 __ -------------------------------------- $10,122, ooo 
H~J!~lf!:!te, 1977_______________________________________ 9, 465,000 
C . ce __ ---------------------.,-------------------- 11,965,000 
c~~i~~:n~ec~nunendation __________________________________ 1~665,000 

H 
get estimate, 1977----------------------------------- +5,200,000 ouse allowance ________________________________________ +2, 700,000 

. The Committee recommends an appropriation of $14,665,000, an 
mcrease of $2,700,000 over the House allowance and $5,200,000 over 
the budget request. 

The following table shows the allocation of the recommended 
appropriation for the Water Resources Council. 

Program 

Administration and coordination •• ----···-··--------·-------------·· 
~=~~~asi~;:;:;:r:i ____ ...... ______ .. ____ .. __ .. ________ .. ___ _ 
Com r~e~slve lannln ·····----------······--------·····-····----P P 1----------····-------···-----····----·-···· 

Budget 
estimate 

$1,748,000 
2, 500,000 

0 
5, 217,000 

House 
allowance 

$1,524,000 
2, 500,000 
2, 500,000 
5, 441,000 

Committee 
recommenda­

tion 

$1,648,000 
?,500,000 
5,090,000 
5, 517,000 

In making the above recommendations, the Committee has restored 
$12.4,00~ of the House reduction !or f!-dministration and coordination, 
wf:Uch will enable the WRC to mamtam current coordination activities 
~th ~h.e .Federal ~d state riyer basin commissions of which $75,000 
xs to nntiate a specxal study m the Connecticut River Basin to seek 
means to implement Section 73 of the 1974 Water Resources Act. A 
t!>tal of $5,000,000, the full authorization, is also recommended for 
t1tle III grants to states program. 

The recommended increase for comprehensive planning provides a 
total of $300,000 for ~he. Huds<?n River Level B study. The Council 
should apply, ~om wxthin available resources, any additional funds 
needed to contmue the IIudson study in fiscal year 1977. 

II :j 
I 
I 

:.I 
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COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF BEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHOIUTY FOR 1978 ABD THE BUDGET 
ESTI)IATES FOR 1977 

PERMANENT NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY-FEDERAL FtJ'NDS" ..... 

!Becomes avail&ble automatically under earlier, or "permanent" law Without ful'ther, or annual aetlon by the Congress. Thus these amounts are not inCluded in the aooompanying 
' b!li] . ' 

Agency and item 
.. New budget Budget estimate or new Increase ( +) or 

(obligational) (obligational) decrease(-) 

' 
authority, 1976 authority, 1977 

I . (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Corps of Engineers-Civil: Permanent appropriations_ $4,500,000 $4,548,000 +$48, 000 

Department of the Interior: Reclamation: 

Miscellaneous appropriations ___ --------------------------- 3,000,000 3,000,000 ----------·-- ----
Colorado River Basin Project (contract authority) ____________ 19,500,000 -· ---- -19,500,000 

Federal Power Commission: Payments to States under Federal Power 
Act-------------------------------- --------------------- ·-- 85,000 85,000 1-

_ ... ____________ 

Total, permanent new budget (obligational) authority, Federal 
funds-------------------------------L----------~------ 27,085,000 7,633,000 -19, 4~2, QOO .. 



COMPARATIVE STATEltiERT OF BEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 1976 AND THE BUDGET 
. ESTiliATES FOR 1977 

PBBlltAli1'EN'. NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY-TRUST FUNDS 

Becomes available automa.tica.lly under earlier, or "permanent" law without further, or annual aetion by the Congress. ThWI these amounts are 'IIlli Included In the aecompanylnc 
. bill] . .. . 

Agency and itsm 
Newbu4get 
(obligatlorial) 

authority, 1976 

Budget estlma.te or new 
(obligational) 

authority ,19'17 

Inereasa <+>or· 
deereasa(-) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

Corps of Engineers-Civil~ Trus~ Funds ______ --- ______________ ~~-~ ___ $22,000,000 $28,000,000 + $6, 000, 000 

Department of the Interior: 

Reclamation trust funds ____________________________ --;- _________ 12,285,000 29,00(),000 + 16, 715, 000 

Energy ~esearch and Development Administration: Advance for co-
operat1ve work-------------------------------------------- 235,000 235,000 ------------------

Appalachian Regional Commission: Miscellaneous trust fund accounts ____ 3, 370,000 3,421,000 +51, 000 

Water Resources Council: River Basin Commissions------------------- 4,552,000 6,692,000 +2, 140,000 
j, •. 

Total permanent new budget (obligational) authority, trust fu~ds~ __ 42,442,000 67,348,00() + 24, 906, 000 
. 
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COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBUGA­
BUDGET ESTIMATES AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED 

Item 

TITLE !-ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATIO! 
(EXCEPT FOSSIL FUELS RESEARCH DEVELOPMENT) 

Operating expenses .......................................... . 
Plant and capital equipment ........................... • ...... . 
Geothermal Resources Development Fund ••••••••••••••••• 

TOTAL, TITLE I ••••••• ,., •••••••••• ••••• , •• •• 

TITLE II - DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE - CIVIL 

Department of tne Army 
Corps of Engineers - Civil 

General investigations ••••••••.••..•.••••••• •• •••.••.• 
Construction. general ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Flood control, Mississippi River and tributaries •••••• 
Operation and maintenance~ general ..................... • • 

Revolving fund .................................. • .... • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Flood control and coastal emergencies ••••••••••••••••• 

General expenses ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••• 
Special rec;reation use fees ................................. . 

TOTAL, TITLE II .... ••••• .......... •• •• • .... . 

TITLE III-DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Reclamation 

General Investigations ............................................ . 
Construction and Rehabilitation ........................ . 

Upper Colorado River Storage Project •••••••••••••••••• 
Colorado River Basin project •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Colorado River Basin project (appropriation to 
liquidate contract authorization) .................. . 

Colorado River Basin Salinity Control project ••••••••• 

Operation and maintenance ........................................... • • • 
Loan program ............................... ., ......................... .. 

Emergeney Fund • ........................................................... • 
General Administrative Expenses ........................ . 

Total, Bureau of Reclamation ................... . 

Alaska Power Administration 

General Investigations ........................ • • • •• ••• ••• 
Operation and Maintenance ................ • ....... • .... • • • • • • • 

Total, Alaska Power Administration •••••••••• 

Soutneastern Power Administration 

Operation and maintenance ................. ., .................. . 

11176 Appropriation 

$3,149.015.000 
907,642,000 

4,056,657,000 

66,836,000 
1,228,648,000 

163,250,000 
582,073,000 

700,000 
90,400,000 

43,700,000 
1,200,000 

······--------2,176,807,000 

20,892,000 
327,308,000 

41,152,000 
29,205,000 

22,440,000) 
19,670,000 

132,162,000 
22,665,000 

1,000,000 
21,840,000 

615,894,000 

652,000 
1,007,500 

-------------· ~ 1,659,500" 

1,000,000 

Budget Mtiuut.te 
\ 

$4,137,571,000 
1,579,399,00.0 

50,000,000 

5,766,970,000 

64,255,000 
1,266,332,000 

191,220,000 
583,900,000 

18,140,000 

47,400,000 
3,100,000 

-----------2,174,347,000 

21,030,000 
347,017,000 

61,231,000 
73,420,000 

20,600,000) 
43,120,000 

143,000,000 
10,773,000 

1,000,000 
22,600,000 ------------·t-

723,191,000 

763,000 
1,164,000 

1,927,000 

1,106,000 

103 

TIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR . FISCAL YEAR 1976 AND 
IN THE 'BILL FOR FISCAL YEAR 1977 · 

In.......,(+) or decreoae (-) eompared with-

Committee 
1976 Appropriation Budget eetim&te Houae..Uowance House..Uowance reoommend•tion 

. 
$4,172,783,000 $4,096,586,000 +$947 ,571,000 -$40,985,000 -$76,197,000 
1,525,500,000 1,608,185,000 +700,543,000 +28, 786,000 +82,685,000 

30,000,000 3o,ooo,ooo +30,000,000 -20,000,000 --
---------------- ---------------- -····------ ------------ ----------------5,728,283,000 5,734,771,000 +1,678,114,000 -32,199,000 +6,488,000 

70,110,000 72,180,000 +5,344,000 +7,925,000 +2,070,000 
1,416,477,000 1,436,559,000 +207,911,000 +170,227 ,000 +20,082,000 

227,667,000 231,497,000 +68,247,000 +40,277,000 +3,830,000 
648,900,000 648,900,000 +66,827,000 +65,000,000 -

- 6,600,000 +5,900,000 +6,600,000 +6,600,000 
30,000,000 22,140,000 -68,260,000 +4,000,000 -7,860,000 

47,200,000 47,200,000 +3,500,000 -200,000 --
2,000,000 2,000,000 +800,000 -1,100.000 -

---------------- -----------·-·- -------------- -----------···· ·----------···· 2. 442. 354.000 2,467,076,000 +290,269,000 +292. 729.000 +24,722,000 

.. 
24,487,000 24,762,000 +3,870,000 +3,732,000 +275,000 

351,386,000 347,811,000 +20,503,000 +794,000 -3,575,000 

59,331,000 59,331,000 +18,179,000 -1,900,000 -
73,420,000 73,420,000, +44,215,000 -- -

( 20,600,000) ( 20,600,000) ( -1,840,000) - --
44,700,000 44,680,000 +25,010,000 +1,560,000 -20,000 

143,000,000 143,000,000 +10,838,000 -- -
22,209,000 28,495,000 +5,830,000 +17,722,000 +6,286,000 

400,000 1,000,000 - -- +600,000 
22,600,000 22,600,000 +760,000 - -

······---------- ····--·------· --------------- ---------------- ---------··-·--· 741,533,000 745,099,000 +129,205,000 +21,908,000 +3,566,000 

749,000 749,000 +97,000 -14,000 -
1,141,000 1,141,000 +133,500 -23,000 -----·-----·--· -------······· ---------- --~--------···- -----·-·····--1,890,000 1,890,000 +230,500 -37,000 --

1,076,000 1,076,000 +76,000 -30,000 -
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COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBIJGA­
BUDGET ESTIMATES AND AMOUNTS RFXJOMMENDED 

Item 

Southwestern Power Administration 

Construction .......................................................... . 
Operatlon and maintenance ..................................... .. 

Total, Southwestern Power Administration •••• 

TOTAl., TITLE III •••••• , ••• ••• .............. . 

TITLE IV-INDEPENDENT OFFICES (excluding ERDA) 

Appalachian Region Comminion: Salaries and 
expenses .......................................................... . 

Appalachian regional development programs (funds 
Appropriated to the President) ................... . 

Delaware River Basin Commission: 
Salaries and expenses .................................... .. 
Contribution to Delaware River Basin Commission •••• 

Total, DRBC ... , ............................ . 

Federal Power Commission ............................. . 

Int.erstate C0111111188ion on the Potomac River Basin: 
Contribution to Interstate Commission on th<f 
Potoaaac River Baa in ................................. • • • • 

Nuclear Regulatory Commiadon: Salaries and 
Expense• ................................... ........................ • .. • 

Susquehanna River Basin C0111111188ion: 
Salaries and ex.pensea •••••••••••••• -............ ••••• 
Contribution to Susquehanna River Basin 

Conn'llission ••• ~ •••• -... .............................. .. 

Total. SRBC .............................. • • ••• 

Tennessee Valley Authority: Payment to Tennessee 
Valley Authority fund ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Water Resources Cpuneil: Water resources planning ••••• 

TOTAl., TITLE IV ............................ . 

RECAPITULATION 

Total, New Budget (Obligational) Authority 
Titles II, Ill, and IV (excluding ERDA) •••••••••• 

Total, Nev Budget (Obligational) Authority 
Titles I, II, Ill, and IV •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Memoranda: 
Appropriations to liquidate 
contraet authorizations ........................... . 

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS, INCLUDING APPROPRIATIONS 
TO LIOUIDATE CONTRACT AUTHORIZATIONS ••••••••••••• 

11176 Appropriation 

$680,000 
6,080,000 

$960,000 
7,821,000 

··--·······---·· --·-·-·········· 
6,760,000 

625,313,500 

1,870,000 

288,200,000 

81,000 
215,000 

----------------296,000 

36,560,000 

52,000 

217,423,000 

81,000 

150,000 

231,000 

100,025,000 
to, 122,000 

655,379,000 

3,457,499,500 

7,514,156,500 

22,440,000 

7,536,596,500 

8, 781,000 

735,005,000 

1,897,000 

298,500,000 

83,000 
198,000 

····------···-·· 
281,000 

41,582,000 

249,430,000 

8],000 

150,000 

233,000 

121,185,000 
9,465,000 

722,573,000 

3,631,925,000 

9,398,895,000 

20,600,000 

9,419,495,000 
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TIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976 AND 
IN mE BILL FOR FISCAL YEAR 1977-Continued 

Inereue (+) ol' ~ (-) compared with-

Committee 
11176 AppropriAtion Bwtpt Mtimate House..UOwaooe Houaellllowaooe reeommendation 

$896,000 $896,000 +$216,000 -$64,000 --
7,707,000 7. 707,000 +1,627,000 -114,000 -------···-····· ----··---------- ------------···· ------------- ............ ____ 
8,603,000 .. 8,603,000 +1,843,000 -178,000 --

····---------- ········-------- ................ ·····--·----- ----------------753,102,000 756,668,000 +131,354,500 +21,663,000 +$3,566,000 

1,897,000 1,897,000 +27,000 - --
300,500,000 306,000,000 +17,800,000 +7,500,000 +5,500,000 

83,000 83,000 +2,000 - -
• .198,000 198,000 -11,000 - --········-······ -------~~~--- -------------- ---------------- -------------··· 281,000 281,000 -15,000 -- -

41,582,000 41,582,000 +5,022,000 - -
52,000 52,000 - +52,000 -

244,430,000 244,430,000 +27,007,000 -5,000,000 -
83,000 83,000 +2,000 - --

150,000 150,000 - -- -
-·····--------- ---------····- ··-------- --------------- ----------------233,000 233,000 +2,000 -- -

120,930,000 127,130,000 +27,105,000 +5,945,000 +6,200,000 
11,96.5,000 14,665,000 +3,943,000 +5,200,000 +2, 700,000 ---------- --------------- ·······-----· -----·--·-· ................ 

721,870,000 736.270 ,000 +80,891,000 +13,697 ,000 +14,400,000 

3,917,326,000 3,960,014,000 +502,514,500 +328,089,000 +42,688,000 

9,645,609,000 9,694,785,000 +2,180,628,500 +295,890,000 +49, 176,000 

20,600,000 20,600,000 -1,840,000 - --
9,666,209,000 9,715,385,000 +2,178,788,500 +29:5,890,000 +49,176,000 



[COMMITTEE PRINT] 

NOTICE.-This report is given out subject to release when con­
sideration of the bill which it accompanies has been completed by 
the whole committee. Please check on such action before release in 
order to be advised of any changes. 

94TH CoNGRESS } HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES { REPORT 
2dSession No. 94-

PUBLIC WORKS FOR WATER AND POWER DEVELOPMENT 
AND ENERGY RESEARCH APPROPRIATION BILL, 1977 

MAY 25, 1976.___.:Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union and ordered to be printed 

Mr. EviNS of Tennessee, from the Committee on Appropriations, 
submitted the following 

REPORT 
[To accompany H.R. --] 

The Committee on Appropriations submits the following report in 
explanation of the accompanying bill making appropriations for Pub­
lic Works for water and power development and energy research, 
including the Corps of Engineers-Civil, the Bureau of Reclamation, 
power agencies of the Department of the Interior, the Appalachian 
regional development programs, the Federal Power Commission, the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the 
Energy Research 'and Development Administration, and related 
independent agencies and commissions for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1977, and for other purposes. 
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BILL SUMMARY BY MAJOR PROGRAM CATEGORIES 

1977 bill compared with-
1976 enacted 

to date 1 1977 estimate 1977 bill 1976 ena:ted 1977 esti matts ------------------- - ---
(Title I) Energy Research and 

Development Administration_ $4, 056, 657, 000 '$5, 588, 170,000 1$5, 633, 283, ooo +$1, 576, 626, 000 +$45, 113, 000 
(Titles II and Ill) Water and 

Power Development: Corps 
of Engineers, Bureau of Rec· 
tarnation, and Power Agen-
cies of the Department of the 
Interior: 

Planning and construction. 1, 904, 678, 000 2, 013,213, 000 2, 227, 086, 000 +322, 408, 000 +213, 873, 000 
Investigations ••••.... -··_ 88,380,000 86,048,000 95,346,000 +6. 966,000 +9,298,000 
Operation and maintenance 722, 322, 500 736, 991, 000 801, 824, 000 + 79, 501, 500 +64, 833, 000 
Other ...••......••..•.•• 66,740,000 73,100,000 71,800,000 +5,060,000 -1,300,000 

Total, titles II and IlL .. 2, 782, 120, 500 2, 909, 352, 000 3, 196, 056, 000 +413. 935, 500 +286. 704, 000 

(Title IV) Independent Olfices: 
+ 12, 327, 000 Appalachian programs. ____ 290, 070, 000 300, 397, 000 302, 397, 000 +2.000,000 

Federal Power Commission. 36,560,000 41,582,000 41, 582,000 +5.022,000 ~---·~~~ .. -~--
N uclea.r ~egulatory Com-

217, 423,000 249, 430, 000 244, 430, 000 +27' 007, 000 -5,000,000 m1ss1on •••••• __ •... __ 
Tennessee Valley Author· 

Othei~: ~ ~ ::::::: ~ ::::::: 100, 025, 000 121, 185, 000 120, 930, 000 +20. 905, 000 -255,000 
11,301,000 9, 979,000 12,531,000 +1. 230,000 +2. 552,000 

Total, title IV ••..•..•... 655, 379, 000 722, 573, 000 721, 870, 000 +66, 491, 000 -703,000 

Grand total ..••••. ___ .•• 7, 494, 156, 500 9, 220, 095, 000 9, 551, 209, 000 +2. 057, 052, 500 +331, 114, 000 

1 Includes amounts contained in Second Supplemental Appropriation Bill, 1976 as passed House. 

INDEX TO BILL AND REPORT 

Bill Report 
page page 

Energy Research and Development Administration: 
Geothermal Resources Development Fund •.... __ ._ •• ____ .. __ --··---- ______ -------- ..... 
Operating expenses. ___ --·- ____ • _____ •• ____ ••••• _---- •• -----· •• ____ •••• -.--· ___ •••• _ 
Plant and capital equipment..._._. __ ... __ •. _. _________ .. -·-- ______ •. __________ . ___ .. _ 

Department of Defense-Civil: 
Department of the Army: 

Corps of Engineers-Civil: 
Construction/ generaL •• _--·-- __ •• __ ------.--- •• ---- •••• --·- ••• ---.--· ••• ----Flood contro and coastal emergencies ________________________________________ _ 

~:~:~:1 r::~r::tions:::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::: ~:::::::::: 
Mississippi River and tributaries ••• ____ ••. _ •• __ •• ------_ •.• __ .---·- •• -- ••• --·-
Operation and maintenance, generaL •. ____ ... _______ •••• ------- ______ -·--- __ _ 
Special Recreation use fees ..••.•••.. ___ ••••.•.• ·-- ___ ••••• __ ------·--- ••• -.--

Department of the Interior: 
Alaska Power Administration: 

4 34 
2 11 
3 29 

6 41 
8 59 
8 59 
5 34 
6 56 
7 58 
8 60 

General investigations._ •. __ ... ___ . __ ._--- ____ • _______ .. ____ . ___ -------.---·-- __ • 
Opera<ion and maintenance •. __ --··· __ -·--.---._ .• ··-- •• --·· •.•••• ----.- ••• ---- •• 

Bonneville Power Administration Fund ______ . ___ •• ··--------. ___ ---- __ -·------ __ ••.• --. 

18 77 
18 77 
18 17 

Bureau of Reclamation: 
Colorado River Basin project._ .. ___ . __ --- _____ .•. _._--··-- __ •• -·---·------ .. __ .-
Colorado River basin salinity control projects ____ -···---- ••• -·--··----.-- •••• ---- ... Construction and rehabilitation. __ • _________ ._ •.. ____ . __________ .----_--- __ . __ -- .. 

12 73 
12 13 
10 65 

Emergency fund •• _________________ . _____ •• ____ •• __ •. __ ---.----.-.----- •••..• ---
General administrative expenses ___ • _______ •••• ___ .• --··· ____ .. __ -- ••••. -- ..•••.• _ 
General investigations. __ .•• _._. ___________ . __ ---·--_. __ .• __ ---·-- __ •• --··--. ___ _ 

14 77 
14 77 
10 60 loan program. _____ • _____ . ____ •.•• _ •• ____ • ___ .•• ____ •••• __ ••. _---·-· __ ... _ .•••• 

Operation and maintenance. ___ -·- ____ ..•. --···- ____ • __________ .--·- •••••. __ -----
13 75 
12 75 

Upper Colorado River storage projuct •. _ •. ____ ..... _ -·--- ••• _. -------- ...••• ··-- _ .• 
Southeastern Power Administration. __ • __ .... __ •• _.--''··'-.' .• ________ •• _________ .. __ _ 
Southwestern Power Administration: 

11 70 
18 78 

Construction ••• _. ___ • __ -·- ________ ·--._. _________ •• --··-. __ ._ •• -----.---- •••• __ . 19 78 
Operation and maintenance •. __ • __ ..• ___ • __ .••• _ ... --···-- .... _------- •... ----.-. 

Independent Offices: 
19 79 

~~fa~!;:i~~v~~o~~:~-ciiniri.issioii. ~= ::::::: ~ ~:::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ 21 79 
22 80 

Federal Power Commission..... . ________ . ___________ •• _. ____ ••••. --- ••• ---- __ -- _ ... 
Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin-----·-·-··--·-·······-·-·-···--------

22 80 
22 81 N uclear Regulatory Commission ____ .• __ . ___ ··-- __ .. ______ ••. _ •. ____ •• ____ . ___ •. ____ . __ 

Susquehanna River Basin Commission •• ________ • ___ ---· ____ ..•••.... _ •••• __ ..•• _ •••••• 

~;;;~i:::0~:~~7 c~~:l::~i~~----:~:: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
23 81 
24 82 
24 82 
25 84 
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The Public Works for Water and Power Development and Energy 
Research Appropriation Bill, 1977, is a vital and important bill that 
reaches broadly across the Nation, affects every state and region and 
touches the lives of virtually all Americans. 

The bill recommends appropriations for planning or construction of 
535 projects by the Corps of Engineers, Bureau of Reclamation and 
Tennessee Valley Authority. These projects provide for flood con­
trol, additional electric power generation, additional and improved 
waterways for navigation and transportation, reclamation, recreation, 
abundant and clean water supplies, beach erosion and shore protection, 
among others. Appropriations for these projects provide a substantial 
investment in the future of our Nation, an investment that will pay 
rich dividends in services and economic benefits to the American 
people. 

Also recommended in the bill are appropriations for a broad ran~e 
of energy research and development programs that will assist m 
solving the energy crisis and attaining a reasonable level of energy 
self-sufficiency. 

Funds are also included for programs which will strengthen America 
through research and development for defense and related missions. 

The Committee recommends several reductions in the level of 
appropriations for some projects and programs while increases are 
recommended for others. The net effect is a balanced bill with recom­
mended appropriations slightly over the amount requested in the 
Administration's budget. . 

The bill recommended by the Committee provides funding for a 
number of Federal agencies to carry out their essential functions 
necessary to serve the people of our Nation, including the Energy 
Research and Development Administration, Corps of Engineers, 
Bureau of Reclamation, Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Federal 
Power Commission, Water Resources Council, Tennessee Valley 
Authority, Delaware and Susquehanna River Basin Commissions, 
several Federal power agencies such as the Bonneville Power Admin­
istration, Southeastern Power Administration, Southwestern Power 
Administration and Alaska Power Administration, and the programs 
of the Appalachian Regional Commission. 

WATER RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 

Water is one of our Nation's most precious and valuable resources, 
and development of our water resources has been and will continue 
to be vital to the continued growth and prosperity of America. 

Our waterways and harbors are an essential part of our national 
transportation system, providing clean, efficient a.nd economical 
transport of fuels for energy generation, agricultural produce, and 
supplies and materials needed for industry. 

Flood control projects protect our communities from the devastation 
of floods, open up vast areas for vital agricultural production, and 
make possible residential and industrial development to provide homes 
and jobs for the American people. 

Reservoir projects provide for hydroelectric power generation, 
downstream flood protection, make available recreational opportuni­
ties for millions of urban and rural residents, and provide our com­
munities and industries with abundant and clean water supplies which 
are essential not only to life itself, but also to help maintain a high 
standard of living, for the American people. 



4 

When projects are completed they make an enormous contribution 
to America. The present value to the Nation of all completed projects 
for water supply, power generation, flood control, navigation, reclama­
tion and recreation is evident from the following table: 

Annual water supply benefits: 
Project benefits 

Gallons of water furnished_______ _ ___ ---------- 12. 2 billion. 
Number of people served_____________________________ 23.5 million. 

Annual power benefits: 
Installed generating capacity (kilowatts) -------­
Net generation (kilowatt hours)____ ----------------
Gross revenues __________________ ~------ ------------

Flood control benefits to date: 
Estimated value of flood damage prevented __ 
Expenditures for flood control facilities __ _ 

Annual navigation benefits: Annual traffic tonnage ____ _ 
Reclamation benefits: 

50. 9 million. 
226. 1 billion. 
$1. 55 billion. 

$50. 6 billion. 
$8. 4 billion. 
2. 3 billion. 

Acres irrigated_______________________________ 9. 4 million. 
Annual value of crops produced_ ------------------- $4.6 bill~o~. 

Recreation benefits: Annual visitor days_____________ 490.8 milbon. 

Although the value to the Nation of water resource projects as 
shown in the above table is evident and overwhelming, the budget 
request submitted by the Administration included no new construction 
starts, only three projects were proposed for initiation of preCOJ?-struc­
tion planning, and only 12 survey starts were proposed. ¥undi!lg for 
the small projects programs was recommended to be discontmued. 
Further, the funding level of projects under construction would be held 
down under the budget proposals. This would result in longer con­
struction times and substantial cost increases. In addition, sufficient 
funds were not included to reduce the backlog of critical operation and 
maintenance of existing projects. 

Testimony before the Committee c!early and decisive}~ shows that 
if the proposed approach to these proJects and programs Is allowed to 
stand and become a trend, development of the Nation's vital water 
resources will suffer disastrous consequences. For example, the Corps 
of Engineers now has 235 projects under construction. With no new 
construction starts in the next five years, and funding continued at the 
present level, only 68 projects would be under construction in 1982. 
With full funding of these projects, that number would drop to only 
51 construction projects in the Nation. 

Therefore responsibility has been placed on the Congress to take 
the first nec~ssary steps to preserve the vitality of the Federal water 
resources program. The importance of new construction starts becomes 
very evident if we are to meet our Nation's water resources needs. 
But construction starts alone are not the entire answer-there must 
be initiation of preconstruction planning on projects and commence­
ment of survey studies. The continuation of work on vital and essential 
small projects is necessary. These action~ are nee~ed because th~re 
are serious water resource needs that require attentiOn. The studymg 
and planning of additional projects. will ena~le the. c?~gress to better 
identify these needs and to effectively asstgn pnontles for the ex­
penditure of the limited funds which will be available. 

r 
' 
' 

I 

5 

In order to meet this responsibility, appropriations are recom­
mended in the bill for 23 new construction starts, 18 new planning 
starts and 35 new studies. In addition, funding is recommended for 
six small projects prngrams that we~e not in5-Jluded in. the bud~et 
request. The small projects program IS a partiCularly- VItal and Im­
portant program. which the. Corps of ~ng~nee!s can Implement rela­
tively quickly Without specific authonzatwn m response to local or 
emergency needs, in the public interest. 

BENEFITS OF PROPOSED PROJECTS 

Appropriations for projects and programs recommended in the b~ll 
are "capital investments" in America. Indeed, the annual P-qbbc 
Works Appropriations measure has aptly been called an ''All-AmeriCan 
Bill." 

Just as a private company ~ust make capital investments to ass}lre 
future production, the Amencan Government must make capital 
investments to assure a foundation for the future growth and pros­
perity of the Nation. The capital investll!ent mad~ by the N a~ion 
m public works projects decades ago are still benefitmg the Amen~an 
people by providing power on line, protection fro~ floods, ~ecl~mat10n 
and irrigation of parched lands for crop l>rod~ctlon, navigatl<?n .and 
transportation of goods, among others. LikeWise, the appropnat10ns 
for projects in 1977 will benefit the Nation for decades in the future. 

The investment of Federal funds in the development of water 
resources has a far greater impact on the ~ ation tha~ the ~i~ect 
benefits mentioned above. It must be recogmzed that, m additiOn, 
these projects have an import~t in.direct impact c:n community and 
regional development by contnbutmg to e~onom1c growth. through 
private investmen.t. :.:1ood d~mage preventiOn, hydr~electnc power 
projects, and na!lgat10n proJects, for example, proVIde a base for 
expanded industnal growth and development. 

In addition to providing a .base on. which private invest!llent can 
build water resources expenditures stimulate local and regiOnal em­
plo~ent-particularly important in this period of high ~nemp~oy­
ment. The impact of the employment created by these proJec.~ d1:~fer 
for different activities. For construction and major rehabilitatiOn 
projects, the employment effe?ts are concen~rated primarily in ~he 
construction industry. Other kmds of expenditures such as opera!Jon 
and maintenance at recreation sites provide employment for a vanety 
of unskilled and semiskilled workers. It should be kept in mind ~hat 
these are productive jobs resulting in tangible benefits for the Am~f!C!ID 
people such as power on line, improved harbors, flood control faClbttes 
and e~panded irrigation, unlike temp?rary public service jobs from 
which little permanent benefits are denved. 

The private sector of the economy also benefits enormou~ly from 
appropriations for these projects. Indeed, the overwhelmmg per­
centage of Federal funds for public works projects in t~e bill are 
expended in the private sector. For example, the turbmes, steel, 
cement and other materials used to build these projects are manu­
factured and marketed by private industry. The actual construction of 
the projects is contracted to private industry through Government 
contracts. 
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The value of the projects recommended in the bill for planning or 
construction under the programs of the Corps of Engineers and 
Bureau of Reclamation is evidenced by the following breakdown 
which shows the estimated annual benefits expected to accrue over the 
life of the projects: 

EsUmated average annual benefits for projectB funded for planning and construction 

Flood controL----- ______________________ -------_-- __ ----- $2, 661, 660, 000 
Water supply. _________________________________________ -- 428, 866, 000 
Power.------------------------------------------- 1, 631,300,000 Recreation ____________________________________ --______ -- 321, 201, 000 
Irrigation---- _______________ ------- ____________________ -- 1, 021, 230, 000 
Water quality _______________________________ -- _______ ---- 120, 085, 000 
Navigation____________________________________ _ _______ - 963, 363, 000 
Fish and wildlife ___ ------------- ___________ ---------_____ 80, 609, 000 
Erosion controL____________________________________ _ _ _ _ _ 54, 678, 000 
Area redevelopment--------------------------------------- 104,607,000 

Total estimate __ --------------------­

ENVIRONMENT 

--------- $~38~59~000 

The projects and programs recomm~nded in the bi~l .r~flect ~he 
Committee's concern and careful attention to those activities whiCh 
will continue to promote developme!lt of th~ N ati.on's water resou~ces 
consistent with environmental quahty consideratiOns. The result IS a 
balanced approach which will contribute to economic !P'owth and 
pro!rress in America while also providing for the preservatwn, promo-
tim~ and protection of our environment. . 

The Committee shares the widespread concern for t~e e!lvironme~t 
and it should be emphasized that the several agenmes mvolved m 
water resources development are increasingly aware .of environmental 
considerations. Indeed, testimony shows that considerable progress 
has been made toward a full integration of e~vironmental factoz:s into 
the Nation's public works programs. Extensive changes, both m the 
planning process and in actual construction, have . been made . to 
minimize adverse environmental impacts. New proJects are bemg 
carefully designed and planned to accomplish minimal environme~tal 
impact and, at the same time, enhance environmental, conservation 
and recreational objectives. Increasing emphasis on the envir~nmen.tal 
qualitv objective will undoubtedly result m further changes m whiCh 
water vresources needs are met in the future. 

The Committee believes that the bill fulfills the dual role of provid­
ing both economic growth and enhancing the environment. Flood 
control and beach erosion projects protect huma,n life, ecology. a:nd 
property. Multipurpose dams generate pollutwn-free electnCity 
through hydropower, provide water supplies for ~unicipal .. a!ld 
industrial use, irrigation for millions of acres, and recreatwnal famhttes 
for millions of Americans. Beautification and enhancement of the 
environment is significant to the Nation as a result of fulfillment of 
the objectives of this Bill and the declared goals of the Congress. 

ENERGY 

During the oil embargo, there was widespread urgency concerning 
the energy crisis. The return of ample gasoline supplies and the 

,/ 
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passage of time has evidently abated the concerns felt by many with 
regard to energy. 

This is most unfortunate because two and a half years after the 
oil embargo one and a half years after the consolidation of the Federal 
government's energy research effort into a single agency (ERDA), 
after the appearance of untold numbers of articles, speeches, and 
conferences on energy, after the expenditure of tremendous amounts of 
funds and scientific manpower on the energy problem the following 
facts are a depressing reality: 

It is estimated that the United States will import about 40% 
of its oil in 1976; 

It is estimated that America will spend $31,000,000,000 to 
import oil in 1976; 

With regard to natural gas, the ratio of proven reserves to 
consumption is at a critical low; 

The original goal of attaining Energy Independence by 1980 
is not even remotely feasible; 

While energy consumption has leveled off in the past two years, 
it should be kept in mind that America has been gomg through the 
most severe economic downturn since the depression and as the 
economy revives, the consumption of energy has been accelerating. 

Testimony before the Committee indicates that the era of cheap, 
abundant energy which played such an i~portant role in enabl~ng 
America to become the world's most productive and prosperous natiOn 
is approaching an end. However, we must make certain ~hat ~he 
scarcitv of energy does not become a permanent fact of Amencan hfe. 
We must take steps to speed up and increase conventional and new 
sources of energy. . . . 

Our goal is to help Amenca to achieve energy self-sufficiency and 
hopefully the return of low cost electricity to the American consumer. 

This bill is an important step toward meeting that goal. Funds are 
included in this bill for a wide variety of energy research, devel.opment 
and demonstration proje?ts-solar, geothermal, ~uc~ear, fu~10n and 
conservation. The Committee has recOinmended sigmficant mcreases 
for many of these programs. 

However we must keep in mind the fact that additional funding is 
not the tot~ solution to solving the energy problem. Technology must 
be developed new materials must be found, new skills must be learned, 
among other' things. It will take time, patience and effort as well as 
money. 

SoLAR ENERGY AND FusioN 

America and the world are rapidly consuming fossil ener~ supplies 
which are, of course, finite. The impact of future populatiOn grow~h 
and rising living standards makes it !llevita?le that tremen?o'!ls s~ram 
will be placed on the supply o~ finite fossll fuels. ~hu~ It 1s hi~hly 
important that we ptoceed rap1dJy toward ~~velopmg me~haustt~le 
supplies of energy for mankind. Two promtsmg technologies whtch 
hopefully will offer abundant inexhaustible sources of ener~y are 
solar power and fusion power. Fusion power will utilize a denvative 
from seawater as a fuel source. The Committee and the Congress 
have vigorously supported these programs as evidenced in the fol­
lowing table: 
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APPROPRIATION-OPERATING EXPENSES, PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT (BUDGET AUTHORITY) 

Fiscal year 

Percent 
growth fm, 

Solar previous year Fusion t 

1973 •••••• ------ •• -- ------------------------------- $4, 000, 000 
1974 .••• --------- ••. ----- ..••• --- -- ••• ---- ---- •• --- 15, 000, 000 
1975 ••• -------------------- ••••... ----------------- 43, 000, 000 
1976 (estimate). __ .•.••••••.••••• _ .•••••.•••. ____ ••• 115, 000, 000 
1977 (recommended) •••••.. ____ .•••••• ____ ••••••. ___ 214, 000, 000 

100 $79, 000, 000 
275 111, 500, 000 
186 183, 000, 000 
167 250, 400, 000 
86 436, 000, 000 

tlncludes funds for magnetic fusion and laser fusion. 

Percent 
growth fm, 

previous year 

46 
41 
64 
37 
74 

The Committee offers a word of caution with regard to these tech­
nologies. Neither technology offers a quick or near term answer to 
our energy problems. Also, attaining the goals of a reasonable level 
of energy self-sufficiency is not just a matter of pouring money into 
technology. It must be recognized that there are practical limits to 
the pace at which a research program can be expanded. Theories and 
concepts must be translated into laboratory research, new materials 
must be developed, scientific and highly skilled technicians must be 
hired and trained, pilot plants must be designed, built and proven 
out so that demonstration plants can be built. Finally, an economically 
viable, environmentally acceptable, workable technology must be 
introduced into the marketplace. 

The funds provided in the bill will provide for strong, viable re­
search, development and demonstration programs to develop these 
technologies. 

CONSERVATION 

Conservation of energy must be developed among the American 
people if the broad energy goals of America are to be reached. As one 
witness testified before the Committee, "We must think conservation. 
We must talk conservation. We must practice conservation. We must 
teach our children conservation. We must make conservation a way 
of life." 

Every American can contribute to energy conservation in numerous 
ways-keeping down the thermostat in the winter, using less lighting 
in offices and homes, better insulated homes, etc. While the amount 
of energy saved per individual or per family by these means may be 
modest, the aggregate savings on a nationwide scale could be enormous. 

ERDA has an extensive and rapidly expanding program in the 
second way to approach conservation-the Improvement of the effi­
ciency of producing, transmitting and consuming energy through the 
development of new and improved technology. ERDA's subprograms 
in this area include advanced automotive systems, improving electric 
energy systems, energy storage, end-use efficiency in homes and busi­
nesses and improved conversion efficiency. 

Details on the Committee's recommendations for those conservation 
programs under its jurisdiction occur later in the report. 

Following is an excerpt from a recent ERDA publication entitled 
11 A National Plan for Energy Research, Development and Demonstra­
tion: Creating Energy Choices for the Future." 

"It must also be recognized that conservation technologies provide a 
potential cost-effective alternative to development of more supply 
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tech~ologies-i.e., in many instances, it will cost less to save a baiTel 
of oil through more energy efficient home heating than it will to 
develop a. new barr~l of supply. Thi~ co~clusion was suggested by the 
conservatiOn scenanos of ERDA whiCh mdicated that national energy 
~eeds could be met at lowest cost by employing improved efficiencies 
mend-use . . . . 

. "Finally, these techn~logies generally will help meet energy needs 
With the .least a?verse Impact on the environment. Specifically, as 
co~se:vatwn a~twns. reduc.e energy consumption levels, pollutant 
emissw!ls and disruptwns ~Ill be .d~creased because. of reduced energy 
extractwn and transportatiOn actiVity, reduced fossil-fuel combustion 
and th~ !essened need for disposal of waste heat and other materials: 
In ad~1tlon, reduced energy consumption will extend the availability 
of fo~sll energ:y resources and allow time to develop technologies that 
use mexhaust1ble energy sources, for example, solar, fusion, and 
breeder reactors among others." 

NUCLEAR ENERGY 

After yea:s o~ research and ~evelopment, the commitment of many 
Y~ll:rs of scientific and techmcal personnel and the investment of 
bdho~s. of dollars, the long held promise of abundant amounts of 
~le?tnmty from nuclear power is reaching fruition. The Committee 
~s mform~d that presently there are 58 nuclear plants operational 
m the Umted States and 178 under cons~ruction, ordered or planned 
for a total of 236 nuclear plants for Amenca. 

By 1980, the capacit3; of operating nuclear plants is projected to be 
equal to that of the ent1re U.S. electrical generating capacity in 1950. 
When all236 plants are operational, their total capacity will be equal 
to that of all power plants in America in 1965. 
. Nuclear power is absolutely essential if America is to attain energy 
mdepende~ce. A 1,000 megawatt nuclear plant operating for 1 year at 
70% cap!lc1ty would.produce 611,300,000 megawatt hours of electricity. 
The equivalent fossil fuel requirements for 1 year are as follows: 
Oil (barrels) ______ ------ _ _ ___ ___ _ _ _ _ _____ _ _ _ 11 000 000 
~atfr(al gas) (cubic feet)__ _________ ___ ____________ 62,ooo:ooo:ooo 

oa tons - ------ -- -- - - - --- --- __ --- --- - 2, 000, 000 

Critics of nuclear power who call for a moratorium on nuclear power 
plants never mention the impact their actions would have on the con­
sumer and the Nation. A moratorium would mean significantly higher 
power rates to the consumer, a massive drain on our balance of pay­
ments and a severe and detrimental impact on attaining the goal of 
energy independence and self sufficiency. 

The following table shows the impact if nuclear power plants were 
shut down by a moratorium and the :power they could no longer gener­
~te had to be generated by oil, whiCh of course, would have to be 
Imported. 
1976: 

Oil equivalents, barrels per year______ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 404,000, 000 

1980
?ost at $12 per barreL____________________________ $4,800,000,000 

gn equivalent, barrels per year________________ 705,000,000 

1985
: ost at $14 per barreL____ _ _____ ---------- $9,900,000,000 

Oil equivalent, barrels per year________________ _ 1,600,000,000 
Cost at $14 per barreL_______________________ _ ____ $22,400,000,000 

70-814 0 • 76 - 2 
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The message from those statistics is loud and clear-nuclear power 
is indisyensable to the economic well being of America and the attain­
ment o energy independence. 

In 1974 the Atomic Energy Commission commissioned an exhaustive 
study on nuclear plant safety. The director of the study "\VaS Prof. 
Norman C. Rasmussen of the department of nuclear engineering of the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 

The report put at 300,000,000 to 1 the chances of a resident living 
near a nuclear power plant being killed from a reactor accident in any 
one year-and estimated the odds on an injury in any one year are one 
chance in 150,000,000. 

Nuclear power plants are on line and working successfully. Evidence 
supports their safety--safety in research and development, safety in 
construction and safety in operation. Nuclear power is a needed and 
demonstrated method for producing power during the energy crisis 
and for the future, in the public interest. 

LIQUID METAL FAST BREEDER REACTOR (LMFBR) 

The Liquid Metal Fast Breeder Reactor (LMFBR) is an advanced 
nuclear reactor which is estimated to utilize uranium in the range of 
sixty times more efficiently than existing reactors. The importance and 
potential of this technology is evidenced by the fact that in addition to 
the United States, literally every industrialized country in the world is 
aggressively proceeding with an LMFBR program. 

West Germany has one LMFBR presently built and being 
modified and a second plant under construction. 

France has two LMFBR's operating and a third being designed. 
Japan has one with construction well along and a second with 

construction underway. 
The United Kingdom has two in operation. 
LMFBR efforts are underway in India and Italy. 

Witnesses testified before the the Committee that no uranium 
mining would be required for the LMFBR for at least a century. The 
non-fissionable uranium which is now accumulating in government 
stockpiles as a byproduct of the fuel cycle for present day reactors can 
be utilized as fuel by LMFBR's. Thus the potential energy content and 
value of these stockpiled resources is massive. 

The precise impact of the LMFBR technolo~y is not known at this 
time. However, the overwhelming evidence received by the Committee 
strongly supports the urgency and importance of proceeding with at 
least one LMFBR demonstration plant for this Nation. Our Country 
has long been a leader in nuclear technology, and it is essential that 
the United States maintains that leadership. 

ENERGY RELATED DATA COLLECTION 

The Committee is concerned about the proliferation of studies 
related to energy that are occuring in various Federal agencies. A 
study by the Investigative staff of the Appropriations Committee on 
this Issue concluded in part that: 
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"The large volume of data collected by the government must be on a 
mor~ se!ective and coor~ated basis to reduce the collection of 
duphcattve and overlappmg data. While there is a continuing need 
f~r m~aningful data, there is an equal need to slow down the pro­
hferatiOn of mounting data accumulation." 

~,n commenting specifically-on ERDA the report read in part: 
Although ERDA has not yet reported any costs for the gathering 

of el!-ergy rela~ed data to .OMB, t~e po!ential cost of meeting future 
r~q~uements, 1f not coordmated With ensting Federal efforts could be 
s1gmficant. 

"Agenc~es must. make m~ximum l_lSe of primary data prepared by 
the agencies now mvolved m gathenng energy data." 

STATUS OF AUTHORIZATIONS 

Legislative authoriza~i~n for. the programs of the Energy Research 
and pevelop~ent Admm1strat10n has been considered by the House 
and Is proceedmg through the Congress. The recommendations of the 
Comnuttee are. within the totals previousl.Y approved by the House 
and the Comnuttee recommends tha~ consideration of appropriations 
necessa~y fo~ these programs proceed m 01 der that timely funding may 
be pr_ovided m the new .fiscal year. Any required authorizations should 
cert~mly ~e forth~o~mg before the Congress completes its final 
consideratwn of this bill. 

TITLE I~ENERG Y RESEARCH AND DEVEWPMENT 
ADMINISTRATION 

The Energy Research and Development Administration was created 
by the Congress by. P.L. 93-438, the Energy Reorganization Act of 
1974, enacted October 11, 1974. 

~h.e. Ac~ brought together, in a single agency, the major Federal 
activities m energy research and development . 
. The agency officially came into existence on January 19 1975. This 
1s the second annual appropriation bill for ERDA. ' 

Funds recomme:t;tded in the bill provide for all ERDA programs 
e:ccept for the fossil energy research programs and certain conserva­
tiOn programs which are under the jurisdiction of the Interior Sub-
committee on Appropriations. · 

OPERATING EXPENSES 
Appropriations, 1976 ____________________________ _ 
~udget estimate, 1977________ ----------------------

ecommended, 1977________________________ _ __________ _ 
Comparison: 

$3,149,015,000 
4,128,896,000 
4,077,783,000 

Appropriation, 1976 ___________________ ----------- +928,768,000 
Budget estimate, 1977----- _ _ _ ___ ___ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ ____ = = = = -51,113,000 

The following table C!utli_nes the incre~ses ~nd decreases by program 
for new (budget) obhgat10nal authonty m comparison with the 
current year and the budget estimate. 
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ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVElOPMENT ADMINISTRATION 

OPERATING EXPENSEs-BUDGET AUTHORITY 

Item 

OPERATING EXPENSES-BUDGET AUTHORITY 

Solar energy development •••• ________________ 
Geothermal energy development. •••••• _______ 
Conservation research and development: Electric 

energy systems and energy storage •••••••.•. 
Fusion power research and development: 

Magnetic fusimL •••••• __________ -------
laser fusion •••• __ ••••••• __ ••• _._. ____ ._ 

Total fusion power research and develop-ment. _. _____ ••••• _ •• _____ • _______ • 

Fuel cycle research and development_ _________ 
Fission power reactor development. ___________ 
Environ mental research and safety: 

Scientific and technical education _________ 
Biomedical and environmental research ___ 
Operational safety---- ____ • ___ •••.•• _____ 
Environmental control technology. ________ 
Reactor safety facilities._. ____ •• ___ • _____ 

Total environmental research and safety_ 

High energy physics.-----------····------··-
Basic energy sciences ..... ·--·---------------
Nuclear materials security and safeguards •.••• _ 
Naval reactor development_ __________________ 
Space nuclear systems _______________________ 
Nuclear explosives applications •••• -----··--._ 
Uranium enrichment activities: 

Uranium enrichment. •• -----------------
Advanced isotope separation technology •••• 

Total uranium enrichment activities ••• ___ 

National security: 
Weapons activities._ •• ------- •• _ •••••• _. 
Weapons materials production._ •••••••••• 

Total national security---- •••• ------·--

Program support: 
Program direction •• _. __ .--- ••. --. __ ••••• 
Supporting activities: 

Community operations _______________ 
Security investigations ••• __ •••••••••• 
Information services ••••••• __ • __ • ___ • 
General systems studies _____________ 
General technology transfer.--------_ 
Manpower development ______________ 
EEO assigned facilities _______________ 

Total supporting activities ••. -------

cost of work for others •• ___ -------- _____ 

Total projlram supporL ••••••••••••••• 
Change in workmg capital and inventories ____ •• 

Subtotal budge authoritY--------------

Revenues applied: 
Enrichment revenues. __ •• ___ ••• ____ ••• _. 
Miscellaneous revenues •••• ___ •••• _ •• __ •• 

Total revenues applied ••••• ____________ 

Net budget authority_._ •••. --. __ --_.--
Appropriation transfer_ •••••• __ •• _ ••••• -----_ 
Change in unobligated balances _______________ 

Total operating budget authority_ • ____ •• 

Fiscal year 1977 
Fiscal year 1976 budget estimate Committee bill 

Bill compared 
to budget 

$108, 650, 000 $141, 800, 000 $191, 800,000 +$50, 000, 000 
30,770,000 48,600,000 52, 100,000 +3. 500,000 

33,498,000 41,800,000 51,960,000 +tO, 160,000 

131. 650, 000 
65,500,000 

168, 000. 000 
71, 400,000 

204, 500, 000 
80,000,000 

+36. 500, 000 
+8. 600,000 

197, 150, 000 239, 400, 000 284, 500, 000 +45, 100, 000 

65,293,000 163, 035, 000 178, 035, 000 + 15, 000, 000 
445, 394, 000 630, 260, 000 630,260,000 ---------·------

0 0 3, 000,000 +3. 000,000 
174,647,000 182, 916, 000 197, 316,000 + 14, 400, 000 

6, 886,000 7, 707,000 8, 307,000 +SOO, 000 
12,567,000 15,577,000 19,077,000 +3, 500,000 

0 33,300,000 28,300,000 -5,000,000 

194, 100, 000 239, 500, 000 256, 000, 000 + 16, 500, 000 

152, 820, 000 167, 500,000 170,000,000 +2. 500,000 
173, 980, 000 182, 800, 000 198, 175,000 +15, 375,000 
13,619,000 25,740,000 29, 100, 000 +3, 360, 000 

221. 180, 000 191, 500, 000 191,500,000 ----------------
31,500,000 31,000,000 31,000,000 ------·-······--

0 1, 300,000 1,300,000 ----------·-----

882, 345, 000 693, 804, 000 882,345,000 ----·-----------
29,450,000 36,830,000 36,830,000 ----------------

723, 254, 000 
---~------~-~---

859, 011, 000 
279, 511, 000 

1, 012, 005, 000 
354, 635, 000 

987. 005, 000 
362, 735, 000 

-25, 000, 000 
+8,100,000 

1, 138, 522, 000 1. 366, 640, 000 1, 000 -16, 900, 000 

180, 833, 000 212, 185, 000 212,185,000 ----------------

9,085, 000 6, 415,000 10,507,000 +4, 092,000 
11.475, 000 10,050, coo 10, 050,000 ----------------

9, 610,000 10,905,000 10,905,000 ----------------
9, 200,000 11,000,000 10,000,000 -1, 000,000 
1, 800,000 2, 000,000 2,::~~ :::::::::::::::: 0 700,000 
2,039,000 2,075, 000 2,075,000 ----------------

43,209,000 43,145,000 46,237,000 +3, 092,000 

~~---~~-~--~----

237, 025, 000;· 
66,760,000 

275, 430, 000 
78,016,000 

278, 522, 000 +3, 092, 000 
78, 016, 000 ----.----. -----. 

3, 833, 515, 000 4, 7 43, 496, 000 4, 891, 183, 000 +!47, 687,000 

-591, 510,000 
-78, 490, 000 

-539, 100, 000 
-76,000,000 

-661,900,000 -122,800,000 
-76,000,000 -----·-·------·-

-670, 000, 000 -615, 100, 000 -737,900,000 -122, 800, 000 

3, 163, 515,000 4, 128, 396, 000 4, 153, 283, 000 +24, 887. 000 
500,000 5oo, oog 500,000 ----------------

-15, 000, 000 -76,000,000 -76,000,000 

3, 149, 015. 000 4, 128, 896, 000 4, 077, 783,000 -51, 113, 000 
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. The foll?wing table summarizes the Committee's recommendations 
m c_ompanson to the current year and the budget estimate on a cost 
bas1s: 

ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION-FISCAL YEAR 1977 BUDGET-PUBliC WORKS 
A~PROPRIATION 

OPERATING EXPENSEs-COST BASIS 

Item 

OPERATING EXPENSES BUDGET OUTLAYS 

Solar enerliY development_ _________________ • 
Geothermal energy development. ____________ _ 
Conservation research and development: 

Electric enerliY systems and energy storage __ _ 
Fusion power research and development: 

Magnetic fusion ___________________ ••• __ _ 
laser fusion ___ ._. ________ •• ___________ _ 

Total Fusion Power Research and de· 
ment. _ •••••• _______ • ___________ ••• 

Fuel cycle research and development. _______ _ 
Fission power reactor development.. •••••••••• 
Environmental research and safety: 
Science and technical education ••••••••• ··--­

Biomedical and environmental research ••.• 
Operational safety _______ • _____ ·-·-----_ 
Environmental control technology ________ _ 
Reactor safety facilities •••• ·-- ______ • ___ _ 

Total environmental research and safety_ 

High energy physics _________________________ · 
Basic energy sciences •• ___ ._. __ • ___ ._. ___ .•• 
Nuclear materials security and safeguards _____ _ 
Naval reactor development ________________ •• 
Space nuclear systems. _______ ••• __ . ___ •• :._ 
Nuclear explosives applications_._ •• _. ___ •• __ _ 
Uranium enrichment activities: 

Uranium enrichment.. •••• __ -------- ____ • 
Advanced isotope separation technology __ _ 

Total uranium enrichment activities ____ _ 

Nati~,!?l security; .. 
eapons activities_ •• __ ._ •••••• _. ______ • 

Weapons materials production ___________ _ 

Budget 
estimate 

$80, 530, 000 $110, 500, 000 
31, 170, 000 44, 300,000 

25,830,000 35,840,000 

120, 000, 000 
59,500,000 

156, 000, 000 
69,300,000 

179, 500, 000 225, 300, 000 

57,025,000 138, 770, 000 
385, 515,000 544, 960, 000 

i64~4ss:ooi> --m; 734; ooo-
6, 310,000 5, 058,000 

11, 455,000 14,155,000 
0 24,700,000 

182, 230, 000 218, 647, 000 

148, 300, 000 162, 900, 000 
167, 200, 000 174,000,000 
11,975, 000 22,340,000 

186, 200, 000 202, 600, 000 
28,000,000 30,000,000 

0 I, 000,000 

682, 958, 000 873, 095, 000 
25,000,000 34,000,000 

707,958,000 907,095,000 

849, 304, 000 971, 605,000 
267' 692, 000 334, 405, 000 

Committee 

$148, 000, 000 
47,200,000 

+$37, 500, 000 
+2, 900,000 

43,940,000 +8,100,000 

183, 300, 000 
75,800,000 

+27, 300,000 
+6. 500,000 

259, 100, 000 +33, 800, 000 

149, 970, 000 + 11, 200, 000 
544, 960,000 ----------------

2,200, 000 +2,200,000 
185, 534, 000 +tO, 800,000 

5, 558,000 +500, 000 
16,755,000 +2,600, 000 
21,000,000 -3,700,000 

231, 047, 000 + 12, 400, 000 

164, 800, 000 +1. 900,000 
185, 500, 000 + 11, 500, 000 
24, 940, 000 +2. 600, 000 

202,600.000 ----------------
30,000,000 ----------------

I, 000,000 ------·--·------

873,095,000 ----------------
34,000,000 ----------------

907, 095,000 -- ~- -----------
952, 805, 000 .-18, 800,000 
340, 505' 000 +6, 100,000 

1, 116, 996, 000 1, 306, 010, 000 1, 293,310,000 -12, 700, 000 Total National Security __ ------- __ ---··=;,;;~,;;;;~=;;;::;;;;;;;;;,;;;;~~~~~~=~~;;;;,~ 
Program support: 

Program direction. _____ •• ---- •••••• ----. 180, 833,000 212, 185,000 212, 185,000 _____ --------- __ 
Supporting activities: 

Communityoperations_______________ 9,085,000 6,415,000 10,507,000 +4,092,000 
Security investigations ____________ ••• 11,475,000 10,050,000 10,050, 000 ____ ----- ·------
Information services •••• ------------- 9, 6111,000 10,905,000 10,905, 000 ----------------
Generalsystemsstudies.____________ 9,200,000 11,000,000 10,000,000 -1,000,000 
General technology transfer__________ 1,800,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 ---·-·----------
Manpower develoGmenLJ.__________ 0 700,000 700, 000 ... ___ • ---------
EEO assigned faci itles._ -----------·- 2, 039,000 2, 075,000 2, 075,000 ··------------ __ 

--~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Total supporting activities ••• ------- 43,209, 000 43, 145,000 46,237,000 +3, 092,000 

Cost of work for others__________________ 12, 66{), 000 18,240,000 18,240,000 __________ , ____ _ 
==~~====~======~======~ Total program support_________________ 236,702,000 273,570,000 276,662,000 +3,092,000 
~~~~~~==~~~~~~ Total program ________________________ 3,545,131,000 4,397,832,000 4,510,124,000 +112,292,000 

Increase or decrease in selected resources: 
Goods and services on order______________ 254,458,000 267,648,000 303,043,000 +35, 395, 000 
Change in ·inventories and working capitaL 66,760,000 78,016,000 78 016 000 

Total increase or decrease in selected ____________ _:._' ___:• __ --_-_--_-_-·_-_--_-_-·_:_--

resources ••••• ---------- ---------·- 321,218,000 345,664,000 381,059,000 +35, 395, 000 
~~~~~~==~~==~~~ 

Total gross obligations ••• _ •• ____ •• ___ • _=3~, 86=6~·=34""9~, 000~=4~, 7=43;,;'""49;;:6;;, 0,;00~~4;;, 89,;1:;, ;;18~3;;, 0;;00~=+~14;;7;;, 6;;87~·;;000;; 
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ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION-FISCAL YEAR 1977 BUDGET-PUBLIC WORKS 
APPROPRIATION-Continued 

Item 

OPERATING EXPENSEs-COST BASIS-Continued 

Fiscal year 
1976 

Budget Bill compared 
estimate Committee bill to budget 

Revenues applied: 
Enrichment revenues ____________________ -$591,510,000 -$539, 100,000 -$661, 100, 000 -$122,800,000 
Miscellaneous revenues •• _______ --------- -78,490,000 -76,000,000 -76,000, 000 _ ---------------

Total revenues applied ________ --------- -670, 000,000 -615, 100,000 -737,900, 000 -122,800,000 

Total net obligations ___________________ 3,196,349,000 4,128,396,000 4,153,283,000 +24,887,000 
Appropriation transfers _______________ ------_ 500,000 500, 000 500,000 ----------------
Unobligated balance brought forward .• -------- -47,834,000 0 -76,000,000 -76,000,000 

Total operating budget authority________ 3, 149, 015, 000 4, 128, 896, 000 4, 077, 783, 000 -51, 113, 000 

I. SoLAR ENERGY 

The Committee recommends a total of $191,800,000, an increase of 
$50,000,000 over the budget estimate, for Solar Energy Research and 
Development operating expenses. The purpose of this program is to 
significantly expand the Nation's energy supply through the develop­
ment and demonstration of solar energy systems that are economically 
attractive and environmentally acceptable. 

The Committee's and the Congress' commitment to this program is 
evidenced in the following table which shows the total level of funding 
for the Solar program for the last five years for both "operating expen­
ses" and "plant and capital equipment." 

Solar energy R. & D. (budget authority) 
Fiscal year: 

1973--------------------------------------------------- $4,000,000 1974___________________________________________________ 15,000,000 
1975--------------------------------------------------- 43,000,000 1976 (estimate) _________________________________________ 115,000,000 
1977 (recommended) _____________________________________ 214,000,000 

An ERDA report on solar energy predicted that it can provide up to 
7 percent of America's energy needs by the turn of the century and up 
to 25 percent by the year 2020. Thus if the technology can be de­
veloped, and made economically attractive, solar energy will play an 
invaluable role in America's long range needs to become energy 
independent. 

In making the recommended increases noted below, the Committee 
has significantly accelerated those solar subprograms which can have a 
near term impact. The significant increases for commercial and resi­
dential demonstrations will enable ERDA to expand the number of 
demonstrations, thus testing various technologies under a wide variety 
of geographical conditions. A higher number of demonstrations will 
also accelerate the commercialization ·of these technologies since the 
publicity and interest generated by the demonstrations will enhance 
the overall appeal of solar energy as an energy source. 

The Committee is enthusiastic over the prospects for solar power 
and strongly supports the program as evidenced by the significant 
increases above the budget recommended in the bill. However a word 
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of caution should be noted. Witnesses testified that at the present 
stage of development, solar systems for houses and buildings are not 
cost competitive with existing energy sources. Also the advanced 
solar _systems, which. hopeful~y will provide signific~nt amounts of 
electnm.ty_to. th~ Natwn, are ~n the embryonic stage of development. 
~n _optimistiC t~me~able shows that solar energy will not make a 
sigmficant contnbutwn to the energy supply until far into the future. 
Thus the near and intermediate term outlook is for solar energy to 
produce a small amount of energy relative to the overall energy 
demand. 

The following table lists the Committee's recommendations for the 
various subprograms within solar energy. 

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATES BY SUBPROGRAM 

Direcl thermal applications: 
A. Solar heating and cooling of buildings: 

1. Commercial demonstrations __________________ ---------
2. Residenlial demonstrations ___ ------- ____ ---------- __ _ 
3. Research and development_ _________________________ _ 
4. Development in support ol demonstralions _____________ _ 

B. Agricultural process heat applications ________________________ _ 
Technology support and utilizalion: 

A. Solar energy resource assessment. __________________________ _ 
B. Solar Energy Research Institute _____________________________ _ 
C. Technology utilization and information dissemination __________ _ 
D. Solar storage ________ ••••• _____ -----·-·- __________________ _ 

Solar electric applications: 
A. Solar thermal electric conversion ____________________________ _ 
B. Photovoltaic energy conversion ______________________________ _ 
C. Wind energy conversion ____________________________________ _ 
D. Ocean thermal energy conversion ___________________________ _ 

Fuels from biomass ___ ------------- ______________________________ _ 

Fiscal year Fiscal year 
1976 1977 budget 

$18, 200, 000 $16, 700, 000 
5, 900, 000 8, 100, 000 
5, 000, 000 10, 500, 000 
6, 000, 000 10, 000, 000 
4, 750, 000 3, 900, 000 

1, 000,000 
2, 200,000 

600,000 
I, 600,000 

14,300,000 
21,600,000 
14,900,000 
8, 100,000 
4, 500,000 

I, 500,000 
I, 500,000 
I, 000,000 

0 

30,900,000 
28,200,000 
16,000,000 
9, 200,000 
4, 300,000 

A description of the solar energy subprograms follows: 

A. DIRECT THERMAL APPLICATIONS 

Committee 
bill 

$30, 200, 000 
25, 400,000 
10, 500,000 
12,000,000 

5, 400,000 

5, 500,000 
2, 500,000 
3, 000,000 

0 

34,000,000 
30,100,000 
16,000,000 
11,900,000 
5, 300,000 

(1) Solar_ Heating and Cooling of Buildings.-This program involve~ 
demonstratiOn programs to provide for residential and commercial 
solar heating and hot water demonstrations in several cycles by the 
end of 1977 ~~;nd combined sol~~;r heating and cooling by the end of 
1979. A cycle mcludes constructiOn of a set of demonstration projects, 
followed by data collection and analysis, and development of improved 
systems based on the data. The results will lead to recommendations of 
possible changes in procedure and legislation needed to win broad 
acceptance of solar energy. 

_(2) Agr_icult~ral a~d Proce~s Heat Applications.-The objective in 
this area IS to mvestigate and develop technologies which will permit 
the eco~omical. and competitive use of solar energy in grain drying, 
crop curmg, ammal shelters, greenhouses, agricultural food processing 
~nd to supply a significant fraction of the energy requirements of 
mdustry. 

B. TECHNOLOGY SUPPORT AND UTILIZATION 

This subprogram supports the technical subprograms included in the 
s?lar. energy program. Activities in Technology Support and Utiliza­
tiOn mclude the assessment, promotiGn, marketing and communicating 
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all aspects of solar R. & D., its resources and its potential economic 
viability in the energy marketplace. 

Included in this subprogram are funds for the Solar Energy Research 
Institute (SERI). The Committee recommends a $1,000,000 increase 
for SERI to a level of $2,500,000. SERI will perform research, develop­
ment and related functions to support the National Solar Energy 
Program. The FY 1977 request for SERI provides for costs associated 
with start-up activities and partial conceptual design of facilities that 
may be required as a part of an accei?ted SERI proposal. The ~ro­
grammatic costs of the SERI are mcluded under the techmcal 
subprograms. . 

The increase is to help insure that further delays in the Implementa-
tion of SERI will not occur. 

C. SOLAR ELECTRIC APPLICA'l'IONS 

The objective of this program is _to develop a;nd demo~stra~e. t~e 
conversion of solar energy to electnc energy, wtth a possible Imtml 
energy contribution by 1985, and a moderate contribution by 2000. 

Different apporaches to achieve these objectives include: 
(1) Photovoltaic Energy C~nversion.-T_he overall objective o_f the 

Photovoltaic Energy Converswn program IS to develop economiCally 
viable electric power systems suitable for a variety of applications and 
capable of significantly contributing to the Nation's energy require-
ments. 

(2) Wind Energy Conversion.-The primary purpose of ~his pro~ram 
is to develop the tech~ology base of l~rge-scale ec?nomical~y vmble 
wind energy systems smtable for supplymg commerCial electnc power, 
and to accelerate their commercial implementation through demonstra­
tion of large-scale experimental systems. 

(3) Ocean Thermal Energy Conversion.-Objective of the program 
is to establish a technically and economically viable technology base 
leading to the demonstration and commercial implementation of 
large-scale floating power plants capable of converting ocean thermal 
energy into significant quantities of electrical energy. 

(4) Solar Thermal Electric Conversion.-The major goals of the solar 
thermal program are to provide a full syste~ capability for the wid_e­
spread production of supplementary electnc and thermal power m 
the 1980's to meet electric utility requirements and to provide a full 
system capability for total energy systems for Government installa­
tions, urban and rural communities, and industrial load centers. 

D. FUELS FROM BIOMASS 

This subprogram involves the photosynthetic production, collection, 
storage, and conversion of organic matter (biomass) into useful clean 
fuels. The Biomass sources which are being considered include terres­
trial crops produced from agriculture and forestry operations, marine 
crops, agricultural and animal wastes and forestry residues. 

II. GEOTHERMAL ENERGY DEVELOPMENT 

The Committee recommends a total of $52,100,000 for operating 
expenses for Geothermal Energy Development. The potentially usable 
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geothermal resources of the United States are quite substantial. ERDA 
has a_ n!-lmber of _subp~ograms underway which have the commongoal of 
providm_g Amenca with the option to exploit those resources. ERDA's 
mt~rest m geothe;rmal energy can be broken down into two broad cate­
gones-accel~nJ;tlOn of the development of geothermal energy through 
the use of existmg technology ·and research and development leading 
towards eventual development of plants which can exploit geopres­
sured and hot dry rock geothermal systems. 

E_RDA's ~ajor effo~t in expanding the use of geothermal energy for 
the mtermediate term IS the Geothermal Resources Development Fund 
The purpose of this program is to stimulate the development of com~ 
merci~l d~velopme!lt of g~othermal energy by minimizing a lender's 
fina~?Ial nsk as~oClated wtth the introduction of new technology. An 
ad~ItlOnt,tl ~oal_Is to "develop normal borrower-lender relationships 
which Will ~n time,encourage the flow of credit without the need of 
Federal assistance. (Furtp.er comments on the Geothermal Resource 
Development :r:und o?cur m another: portion of the report.) 

. ERDA ah_o _Is makmg a su~stantial effort to develop the technolo­
gtes for expl01tmg the substantial geothermal resources which are in the 
form of_hot dry rock and geopressured areas. The following table lists 
the varwus subprograms within the Geothermal Development Pro­
gram. 

~~~~~~~~i ~~p~o~tPo-n-anif assessmeni------------- -------------------
Hydrothermal technology applications ____ -----------------::::::::::: 
Advanced technology applications ___ ::::::::::::::::-----
Ut1hZat1on expenments____ ----------------
Environmental control and institutionafstudies.-_-:::: ::::::::::::::::: 

Fiscal 
year 1976 

$10, 620, 000 
3, 650, 000 
5, 700, 000 
6, 900,000 

0 
3, 900,000 

Fiscal 
year 1977 

budget 

$11, 500, 000 
10,000,000 
12,200,000 
10, 100, 000 

0 . 
4, 800,000 

Committee 
bill 

$13, 500, 000 
I 4, 000,000 
12,200,000 
13,800,000 
3, 000,000 
5, 600,000 

Total ______________________________________________________ -30,770.ocio-48.6oD.Ocio--5z:loo:Ooii 

1 The ERDA budget request proposed that $6,000,000 for the "Resource exploration and assessment" program be 
gass

1
ed through to the Geological Survey. The committee feels that these funds should be appropriated directly to the 

eo og1cal Survey as has been done 1n the past, and thus has reduced the ERDA budget request by $6,000,000. 

A brief description of the various subprograms along with comments 
on the Committees recommendations follows: 

A. ENGINEERING RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

The objective is to _bring the. technologies required for geothermal 
devel~p~ent to the p01~t of readmess for practical application, thereby 
estabhshmg the techmcal foundation for growth and development. 

B. RESOURCE EXPLORATION AND ASSESSMENT 

Objectives are to improve existing exploration and assessment 
~echnology for use by the United States Geological Survey and by 
md~stry, to accele_rate the identification of geothermal resources, to 
venfy the _POt~ntial usefulness of these resources for geothermal 
energy ~pphcatwns and t? apply such technology to the confirmation 
of candidate geothermal sites. 

70-814 0 - 76 - 3 



18 

C. HYDROTHERMAL TECHNOLOGY APPLICATIONS 

Objective is to establish the technlcal feasibility of using liquid­
dominated geothermal resources for both electric power generation 
and nonelectric uses. 

D. ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY APPLICATIONS 

The objective of this subprogram is to prove the technical feasibility 
of using geothermal resources that require technologies which will 
be able to eventually use the widely distributed conductive heat of 
the earth's crust. 

E. UTILIZATION EXPERIMENTS 

The objective of this subprogram is to provide verifiable evidence 
of the practical utilizability of geothermal resources, combining tech­
nical and economic measure. 

F. ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL AND INSTITUTIONAL STUDIES 

Studies conducted under this program will assess the environmental 
impact of geothermal activitie'> and the development of improved 
environmental control technologies. 

III. FusioN PowER RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

The Committee recommends a total of $284,500,000 for Fusion 
Power Research and Development, including $204,500,000 for the 
Magnetic Fusion program. This is $45,100,000 above the budget 
request, $239,400,000. 

The essential fuel material which would be used in fusion is a 
derivative of seawater. It is estimated that the energy that could, 
in theory, be produced by the fusion of the deuterium nuclei present 
in a gallon of water is equal to that obtainable from the combustion 
of about 300 gallons of gasoline. The enormous amounts of water 
available on Earth thus represents an inexhaustible potential source 
of energy. The production of ener~y from the controlled fusion 
process has certam unique charactenstics which make it extremely 
attractive from the safety and environmental points of view. Thus 
controlled thermonuclear fusion could well be a key answer to man­
kind's long-range energy problems. 

There are two approaches to attain the production of electricity 
through the fusion process-magnetic fusion and laser fusion. Magnetic 
fusion utilizes powerful magnets to hold the fuel in mid-air as the ther­
monuclear burn occurs. In laser fusion, powerful lasers will implode 
the fuel to attain a thermonuclear burn. 

A. MAGNETIC FUSION 

The Committee is encour~ed by the various scientific advances 
made within the past year m the magnetic fusion program. The 
Committee recommends an increase of $36,500,000 over the budget 
request for this program. The recommended increase will provide for 
expanded research in a number of subprograms including $7,400,000 in 
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budget authority, and $4,000,000 in budget outlays for research at the 
University of Texas and increased funding for the Doublet III ex­
periment at San Diego. 

B. LASER FUSION 

The Committee recommends a total of $80,000,000, an increase of 
$8,600,000, for the Laser Fusion program. This program has the same 
objective as the rp.agnetic fusion program but utilizes lasers to initiate 
the thermonuclear burn. The research and development conducted 
in this program also has relevance in weapons research. 

IV. FuEL CYCLE RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

The Committee recommends a total of $178,035,000, an increase of 
~15,000,000, f~r Fuel Cy<:le Research and Development. This program 
1s concerned With all portwns of the nuclear fuel cycle. The three major 
subprograms are (1) Uranium Resource Assessment (2) Support of 
Nuclear Fuel Cycle and (3) Waste Management (Commercial). The 
following table shows the Committee's recommendations for these 
three subprograms. 

Program Fiscal year 1976 

Uranium resource assessment_ __ ·-·----------···----------·-------- $16,767,000 
Su'!f,ort of nuclear fuel cycle •• _ •• _. __ •• ___ •• __________ ._. _____ ----- 35, 475,000 
Wa e management (commercial) _____________________ -------·------ 13,051,000 

$31, 335, 000 
56,700,000 
75,000,000 

$31, 335, 000 
56,700,000 
90,000,000 

TotaL __ ------------------------------------------·--··--- 65,293,000 163,035,000 178,035,000 

A. URANIUM RESOURCE ASSESSMENT 

This subparagraph consists of (a) evaluation and analysis of domestic 
uranium ore reserves and potential resources, (h) identifying areas 
favorable for the occurrence of uranium and (c) R & D on improved 
techniques for assessment, discovery and production of the resources. 

Ample supplies of uranium are essential for the long term health of 
nuc~ear energy and the attainment of Energy Independence. Witnesses 
testtfied that although there are enough supplies for the intermediate 
term, it is important that new discoveries be made for the long term 
needs. The Committee recommends the full budget request of $31,335 -
000 for this program. ' 

B. SUPPORT OF NUCLEAR FUEL CYCLE 

The purpose of this program is to develop, on a commercially appli­
cable basis, the technology for reprocessing spent reactor fuels and the 
recycling of the used products and to improve the operabilit~ and 
maintainability of large integrated reprocessing and recycle facilities. 

The availability of a reprocessing and recycle capability will signifi­
cantly reduce the demand for natural uranium and the asso<.aated 
mining, milling and enrichment capacity. The Committee supports 
the full budget request of $56,700,000. 
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C. WASTE ~1ANAGE~fENT (COl\L\fERCIAL) 

This program provides for the long term management of radio­
active waste. Subprograms include (a) terminal storage R & D, (b) 
waste processing R & D and (c) supporting studies and evaluations. 
. The increase of $15,000,000 for Waste Management (commercial) 
1s to: 

1. Expand the number of sites to be investigated as possible locations 
for terminal storage facilities. 

2. Expand efforts in commercial waste processing R. & D. 
3. Conduct additional and expanded safety and environmental 

studies and analyses of alternative methods for waste management. 

V. FissiON PowER REACTOR DEVELOP:VIENT 

The Committee recommends a total of $630,260,000, as proposed in 
the budget request, for the Fission Power Reactor Development 
Program. This program includes research on a number of advanced 
reactor concepts-the Liquid Metal Fast Breeder Reactor, the High 
Temperature Gas Reactor, Gas Cooled Reactors and Light Water 
Reactor Technology. 

The major portion of these funds is for the continued research and 
development of the Liquid Metal Fast Breeder Reactor (LMFBR). 
The LMFBR is projected to utilize uranium in the range of 60 times 
more efficiently than existing reactors. The impact of that fact should 
not be underestimated. The LMFBR technology may make an 
enormous contribution someday to America's energy supply. As 
mentioned earlier in the report, almost every industrialized country is 
proceeding .rapidly with the development of LMFBR's and some 
countries have demonstration plants actually operating. 

Funds are included in the bill to proceed with a demonstration plant 
to prove out the technology. Under the present timetable this plant 
would become operable around 1983. Critics who oppose the breeder 
would foreclose the possibility of developing a demonstration plant 
which, as witnesses testified to the Committee, will prove the safety 
and workability of a technology which has the potential of making an 
enormous contribution to the future energy needs of the Nation. 

Also included is the Light Water Reactor Technology subprogram 
which has the objective of increasing the productivity and on line 
availability of light water reactors and reducmg the cost of light water 
reactors to be committed in the next 5-10 years. 

The following table lists the recommended totals for the various 
subprograms of the Fission Power Reactor Development Program. 

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATES BY SUBPROGRAM 

Fiscal year 
1977 budget 

Committee 
bill 

Liquid metal fast breeder reactor ____________ ----------------------------------- __ $534, 760,000 $534,760,000 
Water cooled breeder reactor._ •• ____________ ...... ___________________ ------______ 37, 000, 000 37, 000, 000 
Gas cooled reactors______________________________________________________________ 28,700,000 28,700,000 
light water reactor technology ... ------------------------------------------------_ 12, 500, 000 12, 500,000 
Supporting activities.. ________________________ -------------------- _______ -------- 17, 300, GOO 17, 300, 000 

-------Total •••• ___ •• ----------. ___ .. _______________ ..... _____ • __ .... ___________ 630, 260, 000 630, 260, 000 

21 

VI. ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH AND SAFETY 

The Committee recommends a total of $256,000,000 for Environ­
mental Research and Safety, which is an increase of $16,500,000 over 
the budget request. The Environmental Safety and Research Program 
is divided into five subprograms. The budget request and suggested 
allowance for each subprogram is shown in the following table. 

Fiscal year-

Program 1976 1977 budget 

Biomedical and environmental research ___________________ ----------- $174,647,000 $182,916,000 
Operational safety _____ .. _______ ----------------------_____________ 6, 886, 000 7, 707,000 
Env•ronmental control technology------------.---------------------- 12,567, 000 15, 577,000 Re_actor, safety facil!ties .. ___ ., _ .. _ ... __ .. ___ .. ______ • ___ • _ .. _ ____ __ 0 33, 300, 000 
Scientific and tech meal educat•on •• ________ . ______ • _______ .... ___ _ __ 0 0 

Committee 
bill 

$197, 316, 000 
8, 307,000 

19,077,000 
28,300,000 
3, 000,000 

TotaL __________ ... _______ ---------------------- ____ ------- 194, 100,009 239,500,000 256,000,000 

A brief explanation of each subprogram and description of Com­
mittee recommendations follows. 

A. BIOMEDICAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH 

Program provides data and conducts research on the health and 
environmental effects of pollutants released to the environment by 
existing and developing energy technologies and conducts various 
research programs. A wide variety of research programs are conducted 
in health studies, biological studies, environmental studies, physical 
and technological studies, analysis and assessment and education 
and training. 

The recommended increase provides funds for the artificial heart, 
expanded research in nuclear medicine and increased research on the 
health and environmental impact of generating energy. 

B. OPERATIONAL SAFETY 

The objective of this program is to: (1) Provide ERDA with a 
quick response capability for performing aerial radiological measure­
cleaning up the structures which were partially built by using uranium 
mill tailings in the construction material; and (3) Safety Studies and 
Development of Operations guidelines. 
Safety studies and Development of Operations guidelines. 

The increase over the budget is for safety studies and the develop­
ment of operational guidelines primarily in fossil fuel facilities. 

C. ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL TECHNOLOGY 

The program provides for assessing all ongoing and planned energy 
technology development activities to ensure that the proper emphasis 
is given to environmental control research, development, and dem­
onstration. 

The increase recommended in the bill 'Will accelerate ERDA's 
efforts to assess the technology being developed to minimize the 
environmental impact of generating energy. 
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D. REACTOR SAFETY FACILITIES 

The primary responsibility for nuclear safety research rests with the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). However Section 205 of 
the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 stipulates that ERDA should 
provide research services and facilities to the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission for the purpose of conducting NRC sponsored safety 
research. 

One of the experiments anticipated to be conducted by the. NRC 
is the Plenum Fill Experiment. ERDA is responsible for budgetmg for 
facility construction while NRC will be responsible for budgeting for 
the test specification preparation and analysis associated with the 
experimental program. 

The Committee is concerned about the dramatic increase in the 
cost for the Plenum Fill Experimental Facility. The estimated cost 
has risen from about $2,000,000 to $27,400,000. 

This significant increase in the esti~ated total. cost. shows that the 
planning, research and conceptual design and engmeermg have not, at 
this time, been well conceived for this facility. 

The Committee has included $2,300,000 in budget authority for 
the development of detailed engineering and design and cost estimates. 
The Committee will review this project when the final design and 
cost data are available. 

E. SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL EDUCATION 

The energy goals of America necessitate having a tremendous 
number of skilled technicians and scientific personnel in all areas 
of energy research and development and the construction and mainte­
nance of new energy producing facilities. 

Funds included in this bill for Scientific and Technical Education 
will be used for traineeships, fellowships, visiting lecturers, topical 
conferences and new curricula developments. Emphasis should be 
given to meeting the special training needs of ERDA and its c~m­
tractors in areas related to energy R & D and new energy technologies. 

VII. HIGH ENERGY PHYSICS 

The Committee recommends a total of $170,000,000, an increase of 
$2,500,000, for High Energy. Physics. The goal of this p:ogra~ is the 
exploration and un~e~standmg of energy and matter ~n their ~ost 
basic form. The maJOrity of the funds are for the operati?n of variOus 
accelerators involved in research. Numerous expenmental and 
theoretical research programs are involved in basic research about the 
structure and behavior of matter and its manifestation as and rela­
tionship to energy. 

The increase of $2,500,000 is to expedite design, development and 
component procurement for the Energy ~oubler[Saver at Fermi 
National Accelerator Laboratory. This proJect will allow the ac­
celerator to be run at a higher energy level, thereby opening a new 
field of research, while simultaneously lowering electricity costs to 
operate the accelerator. 

23 

VIII. BAsiC ENERGY SciENcEs 

The Committee recommends a total of $198,175,000 for Basic 
Energy Sciences. This is an increase of $15,375,000 over the budget 
request. 

. The Basic Energy Science program is made up of three subprograms: 

Subprogram 

Nuclear science __________________________________________________ _ 
Material sciences _________________________________________________ _ 
Molecular, mathematical and geosciences _______ ------------- ________ _ 

Fiscal year 
1976 

82,390,000 
46,275,000 
45,315,000 

A. NUCLEAR SCIENCE 

Fiscal year 
1977 budget 

81,200,000 
51, 100,000 
50,500,000 

Committee 
bill 

87,200,000 
56,275,000 
54,700,000 

The major objective of this subprogram is improving our under­
standing of nuclear processes and phenomena through basic e~eri­
mental and theoretical studies carried out primarily at ERDA 
laboratories and at universities. Most of this research is carried out at 
smaller reactors and research reactors. 

The increase of $6,000,000 is for fuller utilization of accelerators 
and other research facilities. 

B. MATERIAL SCIENCES 

This research effort is to expand the base of knowledge of materials 
properties and behavior. Improved or new materials and expanded 
knowledge of the properties of conventional materials are required 
in all aspects of energy generation, conversion, transmission, storage 
utilization and conservation. 

The increase is to accelerate materials research because of the 
important role materials will play in the development of various 
future energy technologies. 

C. MOLECULAR, MATHEMATICAL AND GEOSCIENCES 

The research efforts in this subprogram include research in radiation 
science, chemical physics, basic research in geothermal energy, and 
study to improve the efficiency with which computers are applied. 

The increase is to expand the research in a number of subprograms. 

IX. NucLEAR MATERIALS SEcuRITY AND SAFEGUARDS 

The Committee recommends a total of $29,100,000 for operating 
expenses for the Nuclear Materials Security and Safeguards program. 
This is an increase of $3,360,000 from the budget request. 

The objective of the program is to protect the public against death, 
injury or property damage from nuclear events which could po­
tentially be produced by malevolent use of nuclear materials or 
sabotage of nuclear facilities. 

The pro~ram designs safeguards systems for both civilian and 
ERDA faCilities. The increased operating funds will be used pri­
marily for designing safeguards systems using physical protection and 
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materials control and accountability elements and testing these 
systems in operating plant environments. The recommended increase 
restores the reduction made by the Office of Management and Budget. 

X. NAVAL REACTOR DEVELOPMENT 

The Committee recommends the full budget request of $191,500, 
000 for operating expenses of the Naval Reactors Development 
program. This program provides for the design and development of 
Improved naval nuclear propulsion plants and reactor cores to meet 
the military requirements of the Department of Defense. Efforts 
continue on the development of an advanced reactor core with longer 
life for application to nuclear powered guided-mis~ile cruisers and on 
the development of advanced reactors for submarmes. 

XI. SPACE NucLEAR SYsTEMs 

The Committee recommends the full budget request of $31,000,000 
for operating expenses .of the Space Nuclear Systems program .... 

This program provtdes nuclear power systems for the ctvihan 
space program, the Department of Defense which utilizes satellites 
for communication, surveillance and command and control of the 
Nation's strategic and tactical forces. 

Improved power systems utilizing nuclear isotopes are also needed 
in underseas research, advanced anti-submarine warfare detection 
systems. and potentially fo_r an unmanned defense radar system: . 

Additwnally, a terrestnal power development subprogram 1s m­
volved in the potential application of space technology to energy 
programs on earth. 

XII. NucLEAR ExPLOSIVE APPLICATION PROGRAM 

The full budget estimate of $1,300,000 is recommended for the 
Nuclear Explosive Application Program. These funds would provide 
for the initiation of laboratory studies of radioactive waste disposal 
activities. ERDA would investigate the feasibility of utilizing a 
very deep (20,00G-30,000 ft.) underground cavity for permanent 
disposal of nuclear fuel reprocessing wastes. 

A subprogram will provide the support base for the U.S. t;;overn­
ment during Peaceful Nuclear Explosive-related treaty negotiations. 

There are no funds included in this bill for underground nuclear 
tests, other than those for the National Security program. 

XIII. URANIUM ENRICHMENT AcTIVITIES 

A. URANIUM ENRICHMENT 

The Committee recommends $882,345,000, same as the budget 
estimate for uranium enrichment. The major portion of these funds­
$803,265,000-is for the operation of the three uranium enrichment 
facilities which produce fuel for America's and many of the world's 
nuclear plants. These costs are fully recovered through the sale of en­
riched uranium. 
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Additional programs within Uranium Enrichment include con­
ceptual design studies related to additional uranium enrichemnt 
capacity and the program which allows private industry to assess 
uranium enrichment technology. 

B. ADVANCED ISOTOPE SEPARATION TECHNOLOGY 

The Committee recommends $36,830,000, same as the budget 
estimate, for the Advanced Isotope Separation Technology program. 
This pro~ram is involved in the development of a technology to pro­
duce enriched uranium more efficiently and less expensively. If success­
fully developed, this technology will enable enriched uranium to be 
produced at a much lower price than today's since the technology 
utilizes a significantly lower amount of electricity than present 
methods. Lasers are utilized in this system. The Committee recom­
mends the full budget estimate of $36,830,000 for this program. 

XIV. NATIONAL SECURITY 

A. WEAPONS ACTIVITIES 

The Committee recommends $987,005,000, a reduction of $25,000,-
000 from the budget estimate, for Weapons Activities. 

The Weapons program provides for the research, development, 
testing and production of nuclear weapons to meet national defense 
needs. The weapons complex within ERDA is a national resource that 
for over 25 years has fulfilled the Nation's nuclear weapons needs. 

The Committee is advised that the actual size of the nuclear stock­
pile is declining in number. However, many weapons in the stockpile 
are extremely old and must be replaced. The production of new nuclear 
weapons is needed to maintain an adequate defense posture and to 
incorporate new technology into new warheads which will be com­
patible with the new weapons systems being developed by the Depart­
ment of Defense. It should be noted that the cost of the warheads is 
relatively small when compared to the total cost of the weapons 
systems being developed by the Department of Defense. Both ERDA 
and DOD are involved in judgements affecting safety, security, con­
trol and performance features of nuclear weapons. 

At times the weapons complex does undertake missions in the 
civilian energy field. Because of the nature of its research effort it is 
especially qualified ih the area of laser fusion research which will 
hopefully make a significant contribution towards supplying energy 
for theN ation. 

The Committee has disa~reed with ERDA and the DOD on the 
overall funding level of certam items in the Weapons budget. However, 
this does not detract from the Committee's recognition of the neces­
sary and important contribution that the weapons program of ERDA 
makes to the National defense effort. 

'rhe following table lists the committee recommendations for the 
various subprograms within the Weapons program. 

70-814 0- 76 - 4 
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Subprol!'am 

Production and surveillance ••..•••••••••.....••••••••.•.•.••• 
Resean:h and development. ••••....•••••••••..••...••••••.... 

~~~hesf iieiecuiiii::: :::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Fiscal year Fiscal year 
1976 1977 budget 

$361, 873, 000 $429, 185, 000 
287, 985, 000 335, 420, 000 
201, 782, 000 232, 500, 000 

7, 697,000 14, 900, 000 

SubtotaL ••• ,............................................. 859,337,000 1, 012,005,000 
General reduction ••••......•.•••••.........••••••••......••••........•••••.. __ •..•••••••..•. 

TotaL............................................... 859, 337, 000 1, 012, 005, 000 

Note: The committee's recommended reductions are in the following areas: 

Committee 
bill 

$421, 185, 000 
335, 420, 000 
232, 500, 000 
14,900,000 

l, 004, 005, 000 
-17,000,000 

987. 005, 000 

861--4 Bomb ..• : •••••••....• __ .••• __ •• -------- •• __ •• ____ ..•••..• __ ....•.• _. _______ • ___ ••• -$3, 000, 000 
Stockpile maintenance and reliability for Sprint and Spartan warheads.------------------------- -2,000,000 

E~£HE~t~~~~:::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: J: H&: 3~& 
TotaL ••••••..•.....••••••••••...•• ·------- __ ..••••...... __ ..••••....•..••••••.... -25, 000, 000 

B61-4 BOMB 

No funds are included for the production of the B61--4 bomb. 

SPRINT AND SPARTAN WARHEADS 

In FY 1976, the Congress directed that DOD close America's one 
anti-ballistic missile (ABM) site located in Grand Forks, North 
Dakota. 

The Committee recommends a reduction of $2,000,000 in stockpile 
reliability and maintenance costs for Sprint and Spartan warheads 
associated with the ABM system in view of the closing of the ABM 
site. 

B77 FULL FUZING OPTION BOMB (FUFO) 

The Committee recognizes and supports the development of the 
B77 FUFO bomb, which will replace many of the aging and less capable 
weapons in the nuclear stockpile. 

The Committee is informed that although ERDA has been directed 
by DOD to incorporate certain classified features into this weapon 
system, the Air Force may not be able to effectively use this capability 
in the strategic role envisioned for the B77. The incorporation of these 
features into the B77 would cost an estimated $50,000,000 in future 
years. 

The Committee strongly supports the incorporation of these clas­
sified features in all weapons systems if the features can be used. Prior 
to additional requests for appropriations for this system, the Depart­
ment of Defense and ERDA should reevaluate this program to 
ascertain whether or not the Air Force will be able to utilize the 
features ERDA has been directed to include in the system. 

ARTILLERY FIRED PROJECTILES 

The Committee supports the fielding of the improved 8-inch nuclear 
projectiles as a replacement for the existing 8-mch projectile in the 
stockpile. However, the Committee is not convinced of the require­
ment for a new 155 MM nuclear projectile which is currently under 
advanced development. A low level of funding for continued R & D 
is included in the budget estimate. 
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The Committee directs that ERDA and DOD jointly reassess the 
requirement for a new 155 MM nuclear projectile in view of the 
planned production of the improved 8-inch nuclear projectile. This 
study should consider other alternatives such as improving the 8-inch 
howitzer capability of the United States and Allied countries as well 
as planned improvement tO the Lance system as opposed to the 
development of a new 155 MM nuclear projectile. 

The Committee directs that ERDA not proceed with Phase 3 
development until the study has been completed and submitted for 
the Committee's analysis and comment. 

B. WEAPONS :MATERIAL PRODUCTION 

The Committee recommends $362,735,000, an increase of $8,100,000, 
for Weapons Material Production. 

The primary objectives of this program are the production of special 
nuclear materials for weapons, the reprocessing of naval fuels for 
nuclear submarines and the management of ERDA radioactive waste 
products . 
. The Committee increase of $8,100,000 is for extending the opera­

tiOn of the Hanford Reactor in Washington beyond FY 1977. This is 
a dual purpose reactor which produces both nuclear material for 
ERDA and steam for producing electricity. 

The following table outlines the Committee's recommendations for 
the subprograms within the Weapons Materials Production program. 

Subprogram 
Fiscal 

year 1976 

Fiscal 
year 1977 

budget 
Committee 

bill 

Production •• -----·-·------------ .. ------------------------------. $198,050,000 $244,805,000 $252,905,000 
Pr~ development.. •....•••••••••..••••••••••• ------····-·----- 8, 545,000 10,615, 000 10,615,000 
Waste management {ERDA>---····------------------------------... 72,916,000 99,215,000 99,215,000 

TotaL---- •••••••.. -----------.--------.--------- .• -- •• --- 279, 511, 000 354,635, 000 362, 735, 000 

XV. PROGRAM DIRECTION 

The Committee recommends a total of $212,185,000, same as the 
budget request, for Program Direction. This program covers the 
salaries, travel and other costs associated with program direction and 
administration of ERDA. The major portion of these funds are for 
the salaries of personnel directly employed by ERDA. 

There seems to be a substantial duplication of staff functions at the 
program level, assistant administrator level and central staff. For 
example, the data submitted to the Committee durin~ the recent 
hearin~s indicates a substantial duplication in planrung, budget, 
admirustrative services and other staff functions. There also ap.Pears 
to exist a significant proliferation of personnel in management infor­
mation systems and studies. 

ERDA should review the organization with a view toward identify­
ing these non-programmatic positions, and eliminating overlap and 
duplication. 
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'XVI. SuPPORTING AcTIVITIEs 

The Committee recommends a total of $46,237,000 for Supporting 
Activities, an increase of $3,092,000 from the budget request. 

Supporting Activities is made up of the following subprograms: 

A. COMMUNITY OPERATIONS 

This program provides Federal payments to communities where 
large ERDA facihties cause an excessive tax burden on localities. 

B. SECURITY INVESTIGATIONS 

Funds are for the investigation of individuals requmng security 
clearances and for selective reinvestigations of previously cleared 
personnel. 

C. INFORMATION SERVICES 

This program is divided into (1) Public Awareness which creates 
and encourages the development of general information to the public 
on all energy conservation technologies and energy sources and (2) 
"Technical Information Services" which acquires analyzes, or~anizes 
and disseminates scientific, technical and practical informatiOn on 
energy. 

D. GENERAL SYSTEMS STUDIES 

The objective of general systems studies is to develop and apply 
systems analysis techniques to aid in planning, management and 
decision-making for the allocation of resources and evaluation of 
performance in implementing the energy R & D plan. 

E. GENERAL TECHNOLOGY TRANSFERS PROGRAM 

The program consists of R & D commercialization studies, tech­
nology transfer of ERDA produced technology and an energy-related 
inventions evaluation program which takes ideas provided to ERDA 
from the private sector into further development. 

F. MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT 

The goal for manpower development is to assure the availability 
of trained manpower in the right numbers and in the right time-frame 
to meet the needs of the energy related segments of the economy. 

G. EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 

The Equal Employment Opportunity program provides for staffing 
and related costs required by ERDA to carry out its responsibilities 
for the EEO contract compliance. 

The following table details the recommended amounts for the various 
subprograms. · 
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Subprogram 

Fiscal 
year 
1976 

f~;~~:J~:~!~!~~~~=·===:::::::: :::::::::::: =~==: :::::::::::::::: ~: ~!: &! 
General system studies ___________ ------ __________ ----_------------ 9, 200, 000 
General technology transfers _____ ---------------------_-_----------- I, 900, oog 
~t&':~~:3~~~ftw::_t~~=======:::::::::::::: :: :::::::::::::::=::: 2. 039. ooo 

Fiscal 
rar 
977 

budget 

$6,415,000 
10,050,000 
10,905,000 
11,000,000 
2, 0011,000 

700,000 
2, 075,000 

Committee 
bill 

$10, 507,000 
10,050,000 
10,905,000 
10,000,000 
2, 000,000 

700,000 
2, 075,000 -------TotaL ________________________________ ---- ______ ----. _____ • 43, 209, 000 

1 Increase is for assistance payments of $483,000 to 
County, $235,000 for the los Alamos school district, 
los Alamos, $372,000 for Richland, Washington, and $1 

XVII. UNOBLIGATED BALANCES 

43,145,000 46,237,000 

The Committee recommends a total reduction of $76,000,000 for 
unobligated balances. $56,000,000 of this reduction is for the purchase 
of power to enrich uranium f~r civilian nuclear reactors. E.RD~'s 
anticipated purchases of electncal power for the gaseous diffusiOn 
plant." were lower than anticipated for FY 1976 and the transition 
quarter. The incident at Brown's Ferry nuclear plant caused TVA 
to deliver less power to ERDA than anticipated for FY 1976; Ther!'l­
fore an unobligated balance of $56,000,000 should be available m 
1976 and the transition quarter and can be carried forward into 1977. 

The Committee also recommends a general reduction of $20,000,000 
for other anticipated unobligated balances which will be carried 
forward into 1977. 

PLANT A~D CAPITAL EQUIPMENT 

Appropriation, 1976 ___________________ -
Budget estimate, 1977 _______________ _ 
Recommended, 1977 ____ ------------------
Comparison: 

Appropriation 1976___ ----------
Budget estimate, 1971------------------

The following tables detail the recommended 
budget estimate. 

Fiscal year 
Project 1977 budget 
No. Project title estimate 

Fusion power research and development: 
77-2-a Ma5netic fusion: Com~uter build inn, Lawrence 

$5,000,000 L vermore Laboratory, · vermore, Call ornia. -- ----
77-3-a Laser fusion: Electron beam fusion facilities, Sandia 

9,100,000 Laboratories, Albuquerque, N. Mex _______________ 
Fission power reactor development: 

5,000, 000 77-4-a Modifications to reactors __________ ----_·-.--------
77-4-b Breeding nondestructive assay facility, Idaho Na-

9,500, 00~ tlonal Engineering Laboratory, Idaho ______________ 
77-4-c High performance Fuel laboratory, Richland, Wash ____ 
77-4-d Fuel storage facility, Richland 1 Wash _______ ---------- 0 
77-5-a Computer building acquisition, Idaho National 

950,000 Engineering laboratory, Idaho Falls,ldaho ____ ·--- _ 
77-fr-a Environmental research and safety: Modifications and 

additions to biomedical and environmental research 
4, 200,000 facilities, various locations _________________ ------.---

77-7-a High-energy physics: Accelerator improvements and 
3, 600,000 modifications, various locations ________ ---------------

$907,642,000 
1,409,274,000 
1,525,500,000 

+617, 858,000 
+ 116,226,000 

changes from the 

Bill compared 
Committee to budget 

bill estimate 

$5,000,000 --------------

9,100,000--------------

5, 000,000 

9, 500,000 -------··--·--
I, 500, 000 +$1, 500,000 
7, 000,000 +7, 000,000 

950,000 

3, 200,000 -1,000,000 

3,600,000 --------------



Project 
No. 

77-8-a 

77-8-b 

77-8-c 

77-8-d 

77-9-a 

77-9-b 

77-9-c 

77-9-d 

77-11)-a 

77-1()-b 

77-11-a 

77-11-b 

77-11-c 

77-11~ 

77-12-a 

77-12-b 

77-12~ 

77-12~ 

77-12--i! 

77-13-a 

77-13-b 

77-13~ 

77-13~ 

77-13--i! 

77-13-f 

77-13-g 

77-13-h 

77-14 
77-15 
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Project title 

Basic energy sciences. 
Accelerator and reactor improvements and modifica-

tions various locations __________________ ----------
Expanded experimental capabilities, Bates Linear 

Accelerator, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 
Massachusetts.---------------- .... -----------­

Increased flux, high flux beam reactor, Brookhaven 
National laboratory, New York _________________ _ 

Conversion of steam -.':lant facilities, Oak Ridge 
Nationallaborat~~· ennessee _________________ _ 

Uranium enrichment actlvrtles: 
Expansion of teed vaporization and sampling facili-
ties, gaseous diffusion plants, multiple sites ______ _ 

Air and nitrogen system uprating, gaseous diffusion plant
1 

Oak Ridge, Tenn ________________________ _ 
uggraoe ventilation systems, technical services 

uilding, gaseous diffusion plant, Portsmouth, 
Ohio .......• ----------------------------------

Centrifuge plant demonstration facility, Oak Ridge, 
Tenn -----------------------------------

Fi~uPtf~f~f:s.~~~~~~~~~·- !~~~~~~- ~~~~~i_o_n_ ~!~~~:-
ModifiCations to comply with the Occupation. I 

Safety and Health Act, gaseous diffusion plants, 
and Feed Materials Production Center, Fernald, 
Ohio •....•.. ----------------------------------

National security: 
Weapons activities: 

Safeguards and research and development labo­
ratory facility, Sandia Laboratories, Albuquer­
que, N.Mex .. ,-------.--,----------------.-­

Safeguards and srte secunty 1 mprovements, van-
ous locations.-----------------------------

8-inch artillery fired atomic projectile production 
facilities, various locations. ________________ _ 

Tritium confinement system, Savannah River, 

Fi~ciiiiil-safeiY- iirolect.- i..iiwrence- i.ivei'morii-
Laboratory, California ______________________ _ 

Life safety corridor modifications, Bendix Plant, 
. Kansas City, Mo ___________________________ _ 
Modifications to comply with the Occupational 

Safety and Health Act, Y-12 Plant, Oak Ridge, 
Tennessee.-------------- ________________ _ 

Upgrade reliabilitY. of fire protection, Bendix 
Plant, Kansas Crty,_ Missouri__ __________ , ___ _ 

Sludge disposal facility, Y-12 Plant, Oak R1dge, 
Tennessee.--------- ....... ______________ _ 

Weapons Materials Production: 
Fluorine! dissolution process and fuel receiving 

improvements Idaho Chemical Processing 
Plant, Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, 
Idaho, (A-E and long-lead procurement) _____ _ 

Improved confinement of radioactive releases, 
reactor areas, Savannah River, South Carolina. 

Seismic protection,. reactor areas, Savannah River, South Carolina ______________________ _ 
High level waste storage_ and waste management 

facilities, Savannah R1ver, South Carolina .•... 
High level waste ~torage and handling facilities, 

Richland, Washmgton .... __ ----------------­
Waste isolation pilot plant, site undesignated, 

(A-E, land acquisition, and long-lead procure-
ment)_.----------------------------------

Safegua~ds and _secur_ity upgrading, production 
facilities, multiple s1tes. _ ------------------­

Personnel rrotection and support facility, Idaho 
Chemica Processing Plant, Idaho National 
Engineering Laboratory, Idaho ______________ _ 

General plant proj~ts. ______ , _______________ _ 
Construction plannmg and design _____________ _ 

Fiscal year 
1977 budget 

estimate 

$1,300,000 

5, 000, 000 

2, 500,000 

12,200,000 

9, 000,000 

5, 200,000 

3, 000,000 

30,000,000 

8, 300,000 

8, 200,000 

3, 000,000 

5, 700,000 

12,000,000 

3, 500,000 

2, 300,000 

3, 100,000 

6, 400,000 

7, 800,000 

3, 000,000 

10,000,000 

6, 000,000 

3, 000,000 

25,000,000 

18,000,000 

6, 000,000 

7, 700,000 

10,500,000 
74,610,000 

7, 200,000 

Committee 
bill 

Bill compared 
to budaet 
estimate 

$1,300,000 --------------

5, 000,000 --------------

2,500,000 --------------

10, 200, 000 -$2, 000, 000 

8, 000, 000 -1, 000, 000 

5, 200,000 --------------

3,000,000 --------------

25,000,000 -5,000,000 

8, 300,000 --------------

8, 200,000 --------------

3,000,000 --------------

5,700,000 --------------

10,000,000 -2,000,000 

3, 500,000 --------------

2,300,000 --------------

3,100,000 --------------

6, 400,000 --------------

7,800,000 --------------

3, 000,000 --------------

10,000,000 --------------

6,000,000 --------------

3,000,000 --------------

25, 000, 000 --------------

18,000,000 --------------

6, 000,000 --------------

7,700,000 --------------

10, 500,000 --------------
70, ooc, 000 -4, 610, 000 

7, 200,000 --------------

r 
Project 
No. 

76-2-a 
76-2-b 

76-5-a 

76-5-b 

76-5~ 

75-3-b 

67-3-a 
75-k 

76-8--i! 

76-8-g 

76-14 
74-1-g 
71-1-f 

76-1k 

76-14 
71-9(1) 
71-9(5) 

76-8-a 

76-8-b 

76-5-1~ 

Item 
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Project title 

Increase in Prior Year Projects 

Solar energy development: -
5-megawatt solar thermal test facility ______________ _ 
10-megawatt central receiver solar thermal power-

plant,(A-E and long-lead procurement) ___ . ______ • 
Fusion power research and development: 

Magnetic fusion: 
Tokamak fusion test reactor, Princeton Plasma 

Physics Laboratory, Plainsboro, N.J __________ _ 
14-Mev intense neutron source facility, Los 

Alamos ScientifiC laboratory, New Mexico ...... 
14-Mev high-intensity neutron facility, Lawrence 

Livermore Laboratory, California._. _________ _ 
Laser fusion: High-energy laser facility, Los Alamos 

ScientifiC Laboratory, New Mexico _______________ _ 
Fission power reactor development: Fast flux test facility_ 
High-energy physics: Position-electron joint project, 

Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory and Stanford Linear 
Accelerator Center._. _______________ ---------- ____ _ 

Uranium enrichment activities: 
Conversion of existing steam plants to coal capability, 

gaseous diffusion plants and Feed Materials Pro-
duction Center, Fernald, Ohio .. ____ --------------

Enriched uranium production facilities, Portsmouth, 
Ohio .... _____ . _______ •.. ____ ._ .. _. ___ . __ ._ •. _. 

Safeguards and security upgrading Portsmouth .... _. 
Cascade uprating program, gaseous diffusion plants._ 
Process equipment modifications, gaseous drffusion 

plans.----------------------------------------
National security: 

Weapons activities: 
Phermex enhancement, Los Alamos Scientific 

laboratory, New Mexico ___________________ _ 
Safeguards and security upgrading ____________ _ 
New Pu recovery facility, Rocky Flats, Colo _____ _ 
DP site plutonium processing facility, Los Alamos 

Scientific Laboratory, New Mexico. __ • __ ._ .... 
Weapons materials production: 

Additional facilities, high level waste storage, 
Savannah Rivr

1
s.c .. ----------------------

Ad~~~i~l~~d .h~:sh ~~~~ _ ~~~~~ _ ~~~r_a_g_e __ f_a_c~~~i~~: _ 

Fiscal year 
1977 budget 

estimate 
Committee 

bill 

Bill compared 
to bud1et 
estimate 

$10, 000, 000 $12, 000,000 +$2, 000,000 

2, 500,000 

80,000,000 

14,400,000 

2, 500,000 

9, 700,000 
80, 000, 000 

25,000,000 

5, 300,000 

0 
5, 350, 000 

161, 000,000 

267' 800, 000 

4, 150,000 
7, 800,000 

25,300,000 

13,400,000 

26,000,000 

9, 900,000 

2,500,000 --------------

75,000,000 -5,000,000 

14,400,000 --------------

2,500,000 --------------

9,700,000 --------------
75, 000, 000 -5, 000, 000 

25,000,000 --------------

5,300,000 --------------

150, 000, 000 + 150, 000, 000 
5, 350,000 --------------

161, 000, 000 --------------

267,800, 000 --------------

4, 150,000 --------------
7,800,000 --------------

23, 300, 000 -2, 000, 000 

13,400,000 --------------

26,000,000--------------

9,900,000 --------------
New waste calcining facility, Idaho Chemical 

~f~~~~~if9a:01~~~·--~~~~o_n_a! __ ~~~~~~--~~~t~~~ _ 29, ooo, ooo 29, ooo, ooo _______ -------
General reduction, anticipated slippage _____________ o __ -_2_3.:..,_35_0_, o_o_o __ -_2_3_,3_5_o,_o_oo 

Total, fiscal year 1977 construction budget 
authority ________________________________ !, 115,960,000 I, 225, 500,000 +109, 540,000 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT NOT RELATED TO CONSTRUCTION 

Fiscal year 1977 
Committee bill 

Bill compared 
to budget 

Capital equipment-Obligations: 
Solar Energy Development ____________ ---------------------------------- __ $7, 400, 000 I +$1, 700,000 

I, 500,000 ----------------Geothermal energy development.. .. __ . _________ ._ .• __ ._._ .... _. __ ....... _. 
Conservation research and development electric energy systems and energy 

storage·------------------------------------------------------------- 6, 000,000 '+1, 000,000 
Fusion power research and development: 

Magnetic fusion ... -------------------------------------------------- 23, 000, 000 +3, 200,000 
laser fusion. __ • ________________ ••• _. _________ .. ________ ._ .•• __________ 1_2,_8_oo_,_ooo ____ +_2-:, 0-:-o:-o-:, 0-:-:00 

Total fusion power research and development__.---------------- ------==3=5;, 8='00~, 000o==:===+~5~,=:2':'00~,=:0'::'00 

Fuel cycle research and development ...•. ---------------------------------- 14,000,000 -I, 600,000 
Fission power reactor development .....•. ---------------------------------- 49, 002,000 ----------------
Environmental research and safety: 

Biomedical and environmental research.------------------------ __ ------ 11, 418, 000 +I, 000,000 
Operational safetY--------------------------------------------------- 1, 100,000 +100, 000 
Environmental control technology _________ ------------ ____ ------------- 560, 000 ----------------

Total environmental research and safety _____ -------------- -----------==1=3~, 0=7=8~, 00=0===+=1='=1=00='=00=0 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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CAPITAL EQUIPMENT NOT RELATED TO CONSTRUCTION-Continued 

Item 

~~gs~ce~~~~~f~l;!~es·_·_·_~ ~ ~ ~ ·_ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ·_ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~:: :~ 
Nuclear materials security and safeguards •••• ------ _____ .. ____ ._ .. _____ .. _._ ..• 
Navll reactor development_ ..• ________ .••• ____ -------- •• ____________________ • 
Space nuclear systems ••• __ •.•.•.....••••• ____________ • __ ._. ___ ._ .... _______ • 

Uranium enrichment activities: 
Uranium enrichment__ ___ •• ------------ ________________ -------- _____ _ 
Advanced isotopes separation technology •• ______________ .. __________ .•• 

Total uranium enrichment activities .. ___ .• _ •••• __________ •. _____ . ___ _ 

National security: 

~::~~~~ ~~~~~\~~~-piiiiiiiciion~~~=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Fiscal year 1977 Bill compared 
Committee bill to budget 

$21, 800, 000 +$1, 000, 000 
16, 400,000 3 +1, 000,000 
3, 932,000 +1, 532,000 
6, 000,000 ----------------
3,200,000 ----------------

17,000,000 -243,000 
7, 000, 000 ----------------

24,000,000 

70,000, 000 
29,691,000 

-243,000 

-3,100,000 
+6, 000,000 

Total national security............................................. 99, 691, 000 +2. 900,000 

Program support: 
Program direction •.•. _ ••..••••••.•.•...•••••• _._ •••• _._._ •• _ ••• _ ••• _ 
Supporting activities: Information services .................... __ .•.••••.. 

4, 200,000 ----------------
900,000 ----------------

Total program support_ .... ----------------------------- __________ . 5, 100, 000 .............. .. 

Total program obligations.. .......... _____ .... ___ ------------- ___ ... 306, 903, 000 +13, 589, 000 
Unobligated balance broughtforward....................................... -6,903,000 -6,903,000 

Total capital equipment budgetauthority............................. 300,000,000 +6, 686,000 

• Increase is for heating and cooling demonstrations. 
' Increase is for electrical energy storage program. 
• Increase includes $500,000 for materials science and $500,000 for molecular, mathematical and geo-sciences. 

Recommended increases from budget estimate: 
1. 77-4-c High Performance Fuel Laboratory (Architect-Engineer­

ing only) +$1,500,000 
The High Performance Fuel Laboratory (HPFL) will be a pilot­

scale fuel fabrication facility design to demonstrate an economic sys­
tem for making high quality LMFBR fuels at high production rates. 
It will be a demonstration model for the large scale commercial fuel 
production plants which will be built to provide the fuel requirements 
of future fast breeder plants. The facility will be carefully designed to 
meet and demonstrate all nuclear safeguards and safety requirements, 
environmental requirements, and other licensing criteria for such 
facilities. The fuel for a reactor obviously represents one of the key 
elements of a reactor concept, and thus this facility will play an im­
portant role in the overall breeder program. 

2. 77-4-d Fuel Storage Facility, Richland, Washington (Architect 
Engineering and long leadtime procurement) 
+$7,000,000 

This facility will be utilized to store fuel discharged from the Fast 
Flux Test Facility (FFTF). The fuel storage capacity of the FFTF 
itself is limited, and thus an additional facility will be required if FFTF 
is to effectively carry out its mission. ERDA estimates that it will 
need to initiate fuel movements from the FFTF to the storage facility 
in 1981. Since it will take about five years to complete the fuel storage 
facility, it is important that work be initiated in the coming fiscal year. 
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3. 76-8-g, Enriched Uranium Production Facilities, Portsmouth, 
Ohio, +$150,000,000 

ERDA presently operates three uranium enrichment plants which 
produce nuclear fuel for civilian nuclear power plants. Additional 
capacity is essential to meet future demands for nuclear fuel. The 
general consensus is that by about 1983, additional capacity will have 
to be on line. 

The funds recommended in the bill will initiate the construction of 
add-on enrichment capacity at ERDA's Portsmouth, Ohio location. 
It should be noted that the full costs of this facility would be recovered 
through the sale of enriched uranium produced at the facility. 
4. 76-2-a, Five Megawatt Solar Thermal Facility, +$2,000,000 

Increase of $2 million brings total appropriations for this facility for 
FY 1977 to $12,000,000. Increase is to accelerate construction of this 
facility. 

This project is to provide a solar thermal test facility having approx­
imately 5 megawatts thermal of solar energy. It will have capabilities 
for testing solar energy components and subsystems. 

Recommended decreases from budget estimate are: 
1. 77-8-d, Conversion of steam plant facilities, Oak Ridge National 

Lab., Oak Ridge, Tennessee-$2,000,000 
Decrease of $2,000,000 leaves $10,000,000 for this project. This 

should be sufficient to move forward aggressively with this project. 
2. 77-9-d, Centrifuge plant demonstration facility, Oak Ridge, 

Tennessee, -$5,000,000 
This project continues development of centrifuge technology. 

A recent reprogramming letter cited cost overruns in the present 
demonstration facility. $5,000,000 reduction still allows $25,000,000 
for his facility in FY 1977. 
3. 77-6-a, Modifications and additions to biomedical and environ­

mental research, various locations, -$1,000,000 
Decrease leaves $3,200,000 for this project which consists of 

modifying or adding to existing facilities at various locations. 
4. 77-9-a, Expansion of feed vaporization and sampling facilities, 

gaseous diffusion plants, multiple sites, -$1,000,000 
Decrease leaves $8,000,000 to proceed with this project. 

5. 77-11-c, 8-inch artillery fired atomic projectile production facilities, 
various locations, -$2,000,000 

Decrease leaves $10,000,000 to proceed with this project. This level 
of funding will be adequate for FY 1977. 
6. 76-5-a, Tokamak fusion test reactor, Princeton Plasma Physics 

Laboratory, Plainsboro, New Jersey, -$5,000,000 
Decrease leaves $75,000,000 to proceed with this project. 

7. 67-3-a, Fast Flux Test Facility, -$5,000,000 
Decrease leaves $75,000,000 to proceed with this project which is a 

research program for the LMFBR. 
8. 71-9 (1), New Pu recovery facility, Rocky Flats, Colorado, 

-$2,000,000 
Decreases leaves $23,300,000 to proceed with this project. 

70-814 0 - 76 - 5 
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9. 77-14, General Plant Projects, -$4,610,000 
General Plant Projects consist of numerous minor projects at 

ERDA facilities. Budget estimate for FY 1977 for General Plant 
Projects was $74,610,000. The Committee recommends a reduction of 
$4,610,000. 

10. Unobligated balances, -$23,350,000 
Reduction is for anticipated slippage in construction of varwus 

programs. 
The Committee directs that within available funds for capital 

equipment, the computer requested to support ERDA's nonnuclear 
programs be purchased rather than leased. 

GEOTHERMAL RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT FUND 

Fiscal year 1976 ___________________________________________ _ 
Budget estimate ___________________________________________ _ 
Recommended, 1977 _______________________________________ _ 
Comparison: 

0 
$50,000,000 

30,000,000 

Appropriation, 1976 _____________________________________ +30, 000,000 
Budget estimate, 1977 ___________________________________ -20,000,000 

The objectives of the Geothermal Resources Development Fund are 
to encourage and assist the private sector to accelerate development of 
geothermal resources and to develop normal borrower-lender relation­
ships which will in time encourage the flow of credit without the need 
for Federal assistance. 

A total of $30 million in budget authority will allow ERDA to 
guarantee approximately $200 million worth of loans as proposed in 
the budget._ Testimony did not support the necessity of a $50 million 
appropriation to support a $200 million loan guarantee level. 

The Committee recommends the full budget request for budget 
outlays of $4,400,000 for this fund. 

TITLE II-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-CIVIL 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 
Appropriation, 1976 ________________________________________ _ 
Budget estimate, 1977 ______________________________________ _ 
Recommended, 1977 _______________________________________ _ 
Comparison: 

$66,836,000 
64,255,000 
70,110,000 

Appropriation, 1976_____ __ _ _ _ __ _ __ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ +3, 274,000 
Budget estimate, 1977 ______ _ _ __ _ ___ __ __ _ __ _ __ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ + 5, 855,000 

Funds are provided under this heading to surveys and activities as 
follows: 

r 
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS - GENEKAL INVESTIGATIONS 

ALABAMA 
(FC) BREWTON AND EAST BREWTON ••• , •••••••••••• ,, •••• , 
(N) IIOBILE HARBOR •••• ,., ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) TENNESSEE-TOHBIGBEE WATERWAY URBAN STUDY, •••• •• 
( FC) VILLAGE CREEK •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) wARRIOR-TOMBIGBEE RIVERS ••• ,.,, ••• ,,.,.,., ••• ,. 

ALASKA 
(N) COOK INLET SHOALS, ALAS ••• , ••••••• ,., •••••••••• 
(FC) METROPOLITAN ANCHORAGE ••••••••••••• , ••••••••••• 
( FC) RIVERS AND IIAKBORS IN ALASKA (HYDRO INTERIM) ••• 
(FC) SOUTHCENTRAL RAILBELT AREA •••• , •••• ,.,.,., ••••• 

Al>IERICAN SAMOA 
(N) HARilORS & RIVERS IN Al!ERICAN SAHOA,., ••• ,, •••• , 

ARIZONA 
(FC) GILA RIVER & TRIBUTARIES (GILA DKAIN), ARIZ. & 

N.M ••••••• , ••• ••••• ••••••• •••• ••• ••••••••••• 
(FC) PHOENIX HETROPOLITAN AREA •••••••••••••••••••••• 

ARKANSAS 
( FC) LITTLE ROCK METROPOLITAN AREA •••••••• ,., •••• , •• 
(FC) OUACHITA RIVER BASIN, ARK •••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) PINE BLUFF METROPOLITAN AREA ••••••••••••••••••• 
(COI!P) RED RIVER BELOW DENISON DAM (AU1'H, RPT)ARK LA 

OKLA TEX ................................... . 
(C) WHITE RIVER BASIN ARK & MO (AUTH RPT) ........ .. 
(FC) WHITE RIVER BASIN RESERVOIRS ••••••••••••••••••• 

CALIFORNIA 
(FC) ALAMEDA CREEK UPPER BASIN,. ............ .,.,., .. 
(FC) ANTELOPE VALLEY ....... ,. .. , ... , .............. .. 
(N) COAST OF NORTHERN CALIFORNIA ••••• ,., ••••••• , ••• 
(FC) EEL RIVER ..... .,., .. ., ..... ,..,., ............ ,. 
(FC) GUADALUPE RIVER ............................. ,.. 
(N) HUH BOLDT HARBOR & BAY, CALU" .................. . 
(FC) LOS ANGELES COUNTY DKAINAGE AREA REVIEW ...... .. 
(N) LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH HARBORS (INC. SAN PEDRO 

BAY 110DEL STUDY) .......................... .. 
( N) NORTH COAST OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIF ...... . 
(FC) NORTHERN CALIFORNIA STROOIS .................. .. 
(N) OCEANSIDE IIARilOR.,, ........................... • 
(FC) SACIWIENTO RIVER & TRIBS-BANK 

PROHCTION AND EROS ION CONTROL •••••• , ••••••• 
(N) SACRA!1ENTO RIVER DEEPWATER SHIP CHANNEL ....... . 
(FC) SACIWIENTO RIVER-SAN JOAQUIN DELTA ........... .. 
(N) SACIWIENTO VALLEY NAV, CALIF ................. .. 
(FC) SALINAS RIVER INCL. PART OF SALINAS-MONTEREY 

t!ETROPOLITAN AREA ......................... .. 
(FC) SAN DIEGO COUNTY STREAUS FLOWING INTO THE 

PACIFIC OCEAN ............... , ... , ......... .. 
(dE) SAN DIEGO COUNTY, VICINITY OF OCEANSIDE ...... .. 
(N) SAN DIEGO HARBOR & SWEETWATER RIVER, CALIF .... . 
(FC) SAN FRAN BAY & SAC.-SAN JOAQUIN DELTA, WATER 

QUAL & WASTE DISPOSAL ..................... .. 
(N) SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA (IN-DEPH STUDY) ...... .. 
(N) SAN FRANCISCO HARBOR & BAY (COLL & DISP 

DEBRIS), CALIF ............................. . 
(FC) SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN ....................... • 
(FC) SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY ....................... .. 
(FC) SANTA ANA RIVER BASIN & ORANGE COUNTY ........ .. 
(FC) SANTA CLARA RIVER ............................ .. 
(N) SUNSET HARBOR .... , ... , ........................ • 
(BE) VENTURA COUNTY .... ,. ....... , ..... • • ...... • .. • .. 
(FC) VENTURA RIVER ................. • .... • • .. • .. • • .. • 
(FC) WALNUT CREEK BASIN .................... • ...... .. 

COLORADO 
( FC) METRO DENVER & SOUTrl PLATTE RIVER & TRIHS, 

COLO,, NEBR., & WYO ....... ,. ............... . 

Budget Est. 
FY 1977 

92,000 

~o. ooo 

41,000 
349,000 
210,000 
60,000 

~o. ooo 

40,000 
46~. 000 

470,000 
100,000 
242,000 

~~. 000 
7~. 000 
12~.000 

160,000 
40,000 
30,000 
~o. ooo 
80,000 
60, oou 

100, ouo 

36~. 000 
1~,ooo 

220,000 
7~. uoo 

1~0. 000 
200,000 

40,000 

420,000 

~o. ooo 
70,000 
1~,ooo 

80,000 
270,000 

2~. 000 
200,000 
~o. ooo 

300,000 
4~. 000 
30,000 
7~. 000 

20,000 

38~. 000 

House Approved 
FY 1977 

$ ~o. ooo 
92,000 
1~o,ooo 

~o. ooo 
100,000 

41,000 
349,000 
210,000 

60,000 

~o.ooo 

40,000 
46~. 000 

470,000 
100,000 
242,000 

~~. 000 
7~. 000 

12~,000 

160,000 
200,000 

30,000 
~o. ooo 
80,000 
60,000 

100,000 

72~. 000 
1~.ooo 

220,000 
7~. 000 

7~. 000 
1~0. 000 
2~0. 000 
100,000 

420,000 

200,000 
12~. 000 
1~.ooo 

135,000 
270,000 

25,000 
320,000 
~o. ooo 

300,000 
12~,000 

30,000 
7~. 000 
~o. ooo 
20,000 

38~. 000 
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS - GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

CONNECTICUT 
(COHP) CONNECTICUT RIVEK BASIN AUTii REPORT 

CONN, ,HASS.,N,H.,&VT ........ , """'., ..... . 
(N) NEW HAVEN HARBOR ........... ., .... ., ...... , ... .. 
(FC) RIPPOIIAM RIVER, CONN ................. ., ...... .. 
(BE) SHERWOOD ISLAND STATE PARK, ................. ,., 

DELAWARE 
( FC) CHRI>TINA RIVER BASIN,, ................. .,, •• ,. 

DIST OF COLUMBIA 
(SPEC) METROPOLITAN WASHllWTllN, D.C. WATEI\ SUPPJ.Y,., .. 

FWRIDA 
(II) APALACHICOLA RIVER BELOW Jlit WOOORUFF 

LOCK & I)Ai~ ................................. . 

(FC) FOUR RIVER BASINS., .... ., .......... ., ........ .. 
(N) JACKSONVILLE HARBOR (MILL COVE) .... .,., ...... .. 
(FC) JACKSONVILLE METROPOLITAN ARHA .. ,,.,, ........ .. 
(N) MANATEE HARBOR, FLA .................... , ...... . 
(BE) HARTIN COUNTY ................................. . 
(BE) HONROE COUNTY .................. ,. ............ .. 
(N) OKEECHOBEt: WATERWAY (ST LUCIE CANAL) ... .,, .... . 
(N) PENSACOLA HARBOR ... ,, •••••• , •• , ......... ,,, ... . 
( FC) PENSACOLA-TALLAHASSEE METROPOLITAN ~ OTHER 

UR6AN AREAS ..... ,., ..... ,,,,., .. ,.,,,,.., ••• 
(BE) SAINT JOHNS COUNTY .......... ,. ........... • ... .. 
(l!E) SHORES OF NORTHWEST FLORIDA .. ,,. .... ,. ..... , ... 
(8E) VOLUSIA COI.Il4TY SHOKES ............... ., • , , , ... .. 

GEORGIA 
(FC) METRO SAVANNA!! ARHA, GA ...................... ,. 
(FC) HETROPOI.ITAN ATLANTA ARHA •••• ,.,,., •••• ,,,,, ••• 
(FC) SATI~LA RIVER SASIN ............. , ............ .. 
(FC) SAVANNAH RIVER BASIN, GA,NC, & SC ............ .. 

GUM1 
(N) IIARBORS ~ RIVERS IN THE TER!tiTORY OF GUAM ...... 

(FC) 
(N) 

(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) · 
(FC) 

(C<MP) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 

(FC) 
(N) 

(FC) 

(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 

HAWAII 
HARBORS Ali!l RIVEl\S IN HAWAII ............... , .. , 
KANEOHE BAY AND PART OF <11-."UOPOLlTAN HONOLULU •• 
KAUNAKAKAI DEEP DRAFT HARBOR ••• •,. •.,, ••• , •••• , 
KIHEI DISTRICT., •• , ..... ,, ................... .. 
LAVA FLOW CONTROL, IS!., OF HAWAII ...... • ..... .. 

IllAHO 
l!IG WOOD RIVER & 7RIBUTARIES .. , ...... • ......... 
COI.OH!IIA RIVER & TRIBS, IDAIIO, HONT., ORE., 

WASil.,~ WYO ............................... . 
PACIFIC HORTHWEST RIVER BASIN, IDAHO, MONT., 

ORE., & WASH ............................... . 

ILLINOIS 
CHICAOO-SOUTII END OF LAKE MICHIGAN, ILL. & IND. 
DEOOGNIA & FOUNTAIN liLUFF DRAIN & LEVEE DIS! & 

GRANll TOWER, IL .... , ........ ,. ........ , .. ,. • 
E.C.GIRAI!DEAU, CLR.CR. ,N, ALEX., PRESTON, & 

MILLER POND D&L DIST, •••••• ............... .. 
FOX RIVER, ILL. & 1/ISC ........................ . 
MISS RIVER YR-RND NAV, IL, HO, IA, III, liN 

(FUNDS IN R.I.) ............................ . 
MISS, RIVER, GASSVILLE, WISC. TO HI 300, ILL., 

IOWA, MO., & WISC • .. •., .. • ........................ . 
lllSS. RIVER, COON l!Al'IDS DA11 TO OHIO RIVEK, 

ILL,, IOWA. & MO ••• • •• • ••• • ........ • ...... • • • • 
QUAD CITIES URBAN STUDY .. ., ................... . 
ROCK RIVER AT ROCKFORD .. .,., .... • ............. • 
SALINE RIVER NAVIGATION .. ,.,..,. ............. .. 
SILVER CREEK, IL.,, • .... ,., .... ., .. ., ... ., ... .. 

INlliANA 
( FC) COLUMBUS, ... , .... , • , ... , .... ,. •,. .... ,. •••••• •. 

Budget Est, House Approved 
F"i 1977 FY 1977 

75,000 
89,000 
40,000 
30,000 

so,ooo 

600,000 

59,000 
377,000 

40.000 
390,000 

25,000 

50,000 
75,000 

235,000 
88,000 
90,000 
50,000 

100,000 
350,000 

75,000 
104,000 

100,000 

240,000 
360,000 

142,000 

950,000 

30,000 

280,000 

86,000 

75,000 
300,000 

40,000 

53,000 

124,000 

150,000 

135,000 

85,000 

175,000 
89,000 

100,000 
30,000 

50,000 

600,000 

59,000 
377,000 

40,000 
390,000 

62,000 
25,000 
50,000 
75,000 
50,000 

375,000 
88,000 

150,000 
100,000 

100,000 
350,000 

75,000 
104,000 

230,000 

240,000 
360,000 

70,000 
75,000 
40,000 

142,000 

950,000 

30,000 

280,000 

86,000 

100,000 
300,000 

40,000 

53,000 

124,000 
150,000 
150,000 
60,000 

135,000 

85,000 

(FC) 
(BE) 
(COHP) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 

(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) . 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC). 
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FORT WAYNE, INDIANA METROPOLITAN ARHA ... ., ... .. 
INDIANA SHORELINE EROSION, WE MICHIGAN ...... . 
WABASH RIVER 8ASIII AUTII REPORT, IND. & ILL .... . 
WABASH RIVER NAVIGATION, IND. & ILL ........... . 

IOWA 
DES MOINES RIVER BANK EROSION, IOWA .......... .. 
IOWA & CEUAR RIVERS, IOWA & MINN., ....... , ... .. 
LARE MANAWA, ...... ,. ., ............. ,. .... , .... . 
~!ETRO SIOUX CITY & MO. RIV, SD, NB, IA .... , .. .. 

KANSAS 
ARKANSAS RIVER, GREAT BEND, KANS. TO JOMN 

MARTIN llAll, COLO ........................... , 
ARKANSAS RIVER, GREAT BEND, KANS. 

TO TULSA, OKLA ....................... , • , .. ,. 
KANSAS RIVER & tRIBUTARIES .. , ... ,., ... ,, .. ,,,,, 
MARYSVILLE, KANSAS ........ , .... ,,.,., •• , ..... ,. 
VJ::RDIGRIS RIVER, KANS. & OKLA ......... , ...... .. 

KENTUCKY 
CLARKS RIVER BASIN ... , .. ,.,.,., • ........... ,.,. 
GREEN & BARREN RIVEl!S, KY .................... ,. 
WUISVILLE HARBOR, KY .. ., .................... .. 
LOWER CUMBERLAND & TENN RIVERS BEWW BARRLEY 

CANAL, KY. ~ TENN • .,,., ................... .. 
METROPOLITAN LEXINGTON REGION,.,.,,,,., ••••• ,,, 
UPPER CUIIBERLAND RIVE!! BASIN ••• • ............. .. 

LOUISIANA 
~N) BARATARIA BAY WATERWAY (DUPRE CUT) ..... , ...... . 
(N) BARATARIA l!AY WATERWAY, ENTRANCE CHANNEL .... , .. 
(N) BAYOU MANCHAC AND AHITE ...... ,.,., ., .......... , 
(N) GULF IWW-LA. SECTION, HIGH LEVEL HIGHWAY 

CROSSINGS .................................. . 
(II) GULF IW-TEX, SECTION, LA. & Tl:X ......... • .... . 
(FC) LOUISIANA COASTAL AREA.,., ........... ,,,, ... ,,, 
(FC) NEW ORLEANS-BATON ROUCE METROPOLITAN ARHA.,.,,, 
(FC) WEST BANK HISS RIV IN VIC OF NEW ORLEANS, LA,., 

!lAINE 
(N) FORE RIVER CHNL, PORTLAND HBK, ME ............ .. 
(SPEC) PASSAMAQUODDY TIDAL STUDY ..................... . 
(FC) ST. JOHN RIVE!(,.., .......... , ................. . 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(SPEC) 
(II) 
(FC) 
(N) 

(II) 
(N) 
(BE) 
(FC) 

(N) 
(II) 
(N) 
(FC) 

MARYLAND 
BALTIMORE METROPOLITAN STREAMS .. , .. , ....... ,,,, 
BEAVER DAM CREEK AND CABIN liRANCH., ........ , ., , 
CHESAPEAKE BAY STUDY, MD, & VA ............... .. 
CHESAPEAKE CITY BRIDGE ........ , .... .,, ........ , 
MONONGAHELA YOUUMIOCII&NY RIVER l!ASIN, MD PA WV. 
SMITH ISLAND, ....... , ... .,,,, ....... ,, .. , ... , •• 

MASSACHUSETTS 
BOSTON BARBOR (DEBRIS} ...................... .. 
BOSTON HARBOR (35 FT CHANNEL) .......... ,., .... . 
CAPE COD EAS!El<.LY SHORES.,,,.,.,. • .. , ..... ., .. . 
HOOSIC RlVEK, MASS •• N.Y., & VT•••••••••••••••• 

MICHIGAN 
GRAND HAVEN !!ARBOR ........... , ................ . 
GRA!Itl HAVEN HARBOR & RIVER (SMALL BOAT) •• .. •• .. 
GREAT LAKES CONNECTING CHANNELS & RARBORS, lllCI! 
GRT LAKES, ONTARIO & ERIE, (!!~'TRO 

DULUTH-SUPERIOR) ,MI,MN,NY,ON,PA&WI ....... ,., 
(SPEC) GRT LAKES-5T LAWRENCE SWY. NAV SSN. EST., 

(N) 
(N) 
(SPE9 

Ml, IL, IN ,MN,NY, OH.PA, WI .............. ~ ... ,. ••• • • • 
LITTLE GIRL'S POINT, ......................... .. 
MONRO£ HARBOR, !tiC I!., .... , ................... .. 
WATER LVLS OF TH£ GRT LAKES, 

MI, IL, IN,MN, NY,OH, PA,&WI •••••••••••••••••••• 

Budget Est. House Approved 
FY 1977 FY 1977 

80,000 
50,000 

100,000 
150,000 

110,000 
150,000 

100,000 

170,000 

260,000 
290,000 
40,000 

225,000 

112,000 
30,000 

180,000 
153,000 
80,000 

50,000 
50,000 

65,000 
lSD, 000 
160,000 
421,000 

50,000 

76,000 
50,000 
90,000 

200,000 

I, 840,000 

50,000 

52,000 

40,000 
4Q,OOO 

42,000 
25,000 
80, ooo 

427,000 

650,000 

30,000 

220,000 

80,000 
50,000 

100,000 
150,000 

200,000 
150,000 

5,000 
100,000 

170,000 

330,000 
290,000 
40,000 

225,000 

30,000 
112,000 
30,000 

180,000 
153,000 
80,000 

50,000 
50,000 
10,000 

65,000 
150,000 
160,000 
421,000 

50,000 

76,000 
500,000 
150,000 

200.000 
20,000 

1,840,000 
40,000 
50,000 
25,000 

102,000 
50,000 
80,000 
40,000 

42,000 
25,000 
80,000 

427 ,ooo 

760,000 
70,000 

100.000 

880,000 



(N) 

(N) 

(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
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MINNESOTA 
RESERVOIRS AT TilE HEADWATERS OF THE 

MISSISSIPPI RIVER ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
UPPER MISSISSIPPI (SMALL CRAFT LOCKS), MINN. 

IOWA, MO., & WISC ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

MISSISSIPPI 
PASCAGOULA HARBOR •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
PASCAGOULA RIVER BASIN ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
PEARL RIVER •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

MISSOURI 
CAPE GIRARDEAU JACKSON METRO AREA •••••••••••••• 
METROPOLITAN REGION OF KANSAS CITY, MO. & KANS. 
MISS. RIVER, OLD CHANNEL MILE 111-117 •••• •••••• 
PLATT IN CREEK •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
ST. GENEVIEVE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
ST. LOUIS HARBOR, HO. & ILL •••••••••••••••••••• 
ST. LOUIS HETROPOLITAN AREA, t!O. & ILL ••••••••• 

o!ONTANA 
(FC) FLATHEAD AND CLARK FORK RIVER BASINS .......... . 

NEBRASKA 
(FC) PLATTE RIVER & TRIBUTARIES ••••••••••••••••••••• 

NEVADA 
(FC) TRUCKEE HEAOOIIS •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

(FC) 

(BE) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(N) 
(t'C) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(COMP) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(BE) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

NEW HAHPSHIRE 
CONN. RIV. STRBK. EROS. (WILUER LK. ,NH&VT TO 

TURNERS ~'ALLS UA11, tlA) ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
NORTH AND FOSS BEACHES ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

NEW JJ:RSEY 
CN!OEN HETROPOLITAN AREA ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
DELAIIARE BAY, SHORE OF NEW JERSEY •••••••••••••• 
llACKENSACK RIVER, N.J. & N.Y ••••••••••••••••••• 
KILL VAN KULL CHANNEL, NEWARK BAY CUANNEL, 

N.J. & N.Y •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
RAHWAY RIVER ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
RARITAN RIVER BASIN •••••••••••••••••••••• • ••••• 
THIRD RIVER •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

NEW m;xico 
PECOS RIVER & TRIBUTARIES AT CARLSBAD •••••••••• 
PUERCO RIVER AT GALLUP ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
RIO GRANDE & TRIBUTARIES, N.H. & COLO •••••••••• 

NEW YORK 
BIG SANDY CREEK HEXICO BAY ••••••••••••••••••••• 
DELAWARE RIVER TIUBUTARIES IN NEW YORK STATE ••• 
GOWAN US CREEK CHANNEL, NY •••••••••••••••••••••• 
GREAT LAKES TO HUDSON RIVER WATERWAY ••••••••••• 
IRONDJ:QUO IT CREEK, NY •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
L10RRISONVILLE AND VICINITY, NY ••••••••••••••••• 
OGDENSBURG HARBOR, NY ••••••••••••••• • •• • • • • • • • • 
OSWEGO RIVER RASIN •••••••••••••••••••••• • •• • • • • 
ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY, ADDITIONAL I.OCKS •••••••••• 
SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN AUTH KEPORT, N.Y., 

PA., & Mll •• ••• •• •• ••• •••• ••• •••••••••••••••• 
UPPER ALLEGHENY RIVER BASIN, NY & PA •• ••• •••••• 
WALLKILL RIVER, N.Y. & N.J ••••••••••••••••••••• 
WESTCIIEStr:R COUNTY STREAIIS, NY AND BYRM 

RIVER, CT •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • • • 

NORTH CAROLINA 
BOGUE INLET, NC ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • 
CAROLINA BEACH INLET ••••••••••••••••••••••••• • • 
LUHBER RIVER, NC & SC ••••••••••••••••••• • • • • • • • 
NEUSE RIVER ••••••••• ; •••••••••••••••••• • • • • • • • • 

Budget Est. 
FY 1977 

100,000 

140,000 

60,000 
100,000 
40,000 

100,000 
414,000 

so. 000 
so. 000 
50,000 

165,DOO 

75,000 

75,000 

30, DOO 

80,000 
40,000 

285,000 
40, DOO 

115,000 

35,000 
146,000 
174,000 

60,000 
so, 000 

565,000 

50,000 
50,000 
40,000 
so, 000 
40,000 
30,000 
40,000 

464,000 
200,000 

400, DOO 
so, DOO 
50,000 

160,000 

60,000 
48,000 
35,000 
75. 000 

House Approved 
FY 1977 

150,000 

140,000 

60,000 
100,000 
40,000 

IOO,DOO 
414,000 
100,000 

so. 000 
so. 000 
so. 000 

165,000 

220,000 

75,000 

30,000 

110,000 
40,000 

285,000 
40,000 

115, DOO 

35, DOO 
146,000 
174,000 
70,000 

60,000 
50,000 

565, DOO 

so, DOO 
50,000 
40, DOO 
50,000 
40, DOO 
30,000 
40,000 

464,000 
250,000 

400,000 
so. 000 
so, 000 

180,000 

60,000 
48,000 
35,000 
75,000 
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(FC) ROANOKE RIVER (SOUTH BOSTON & VICINITY), N.C. 

& VA •• •••••• •••• •••• •••• .; ••••• •••••• ••• •••• 
(FC) SUGAR CREEK BASIN, N.C. & S.C •••••••••••••••••• 

(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(SPEC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(~) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(COHP) 

(FC) 
(Fe) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 

(FC) 

(N) 

(BE) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(Fe) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(BE) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

~ORTH DAKOTA 
RED RIVER OF THE NORTH, N.D. & NlNN •••••••••••• 

OHIO 
CENTRAL OHIO SURVEY •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
CUYAHOGA l(IVER BASIN ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
LAKE ERIE-WASTEWATER HGt!T. (SEC. I08A,PL 

92-500) ,OII,MICH. ,N.Y. ,PA •••••••••••••••••••• 
MIAlll RIVER, LITTLE t!IAMI RIVER & MILL CR, OHIO 
MUSKINGUtl RIVER BASIN •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
OHIO PORT DEVELOPMENT, UHIO •••••••••••••••••••• 

OKLAHOHA 
CANAlliAN RIVER & TRIBUTARIES OK TX Ntl •••••••••• 
TENKILLER FERRY LAKE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
TULSA URBAN STUDY •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

OREGON 
COLUftBIA RIVER AT THE f!OUTH, ORE & WASH •••••••• 
PORTLAND-VANCOUVER METROPOLITAN AREA ••••••••••• 
SILVIES RIVER & TRIBUTARIES, ••••••••••••• •• •••• 
TILl.A.'IOOK BAY AND BAR •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
wiLLALIETTE RIVER BASIN AUTH REPORT, OREGON ••••• 

PENNSYLVANIA 
BEAVER RIVER BASIN, PA. & UH ••••••••••••••••••• 
CHESTER CREEK WATERSHEU •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
POTOtlAC RIVER, NORTH BRANCH (MINE 

DRAINAGE),PA., ~ID., & W. VA ••••••••••••••••• 
RAYSTOWN LAKE-HYDRO STUDY ••••• ·••• ••••• ••••• ••• 
SCHUYLKILL RIVER REV! oW •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN, ftlNE DRAINAGE, PA., 

HD., & N.Y.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

RHODE ISLAND 
PAWCATUCK RIV & NARRAGANSETT MY DRAIN• BASIN,. 

R.I. ,HASS.&CONN ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
PROVIDENCE HARBUR (DEBRIS) ••••••••••••••••••••• 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
FOLLY BEACH •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
GCORGETOWN HARBOR •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
HISSOURI RIVER, S.D., HUNT., NEBR. & N.D ••••••• 
UPPER BIG SIOUX RIVEK & EASTERN SO WATER 

SUPPLY, SD & IA ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

TENNESSEE 
HETROPOLITAN REGION OF HEI!PHIS ••••••••••••••••• 
METKOPOLITAN REGION OF NASHVILLE ••••••••••••••• 

TEXAS 
BEAR CREEK AND Tl(IBS ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
BRAZOS RIVER & TRIBUTARIES ••••••••••••••••••••• 
BUFFALO BAYOU & TRIBUTARIES •••••••••••••••••••• 
COLORADO RIVER & TRIBUTARIES ••••••••••••••••••• 
COLORADO RIVER CHANNEL TO BAY CITY ••••••••••••• 
CORPUS CHRISTI SHIP CHANNEL, HARBOR ISLAND ••••• 
GALVESTON BAY AREA NAV. STUDY •••••••••••••••••• 
GALVESTON COUNTY SHORE EROSION ••••••••••••••••• 
JOHNSON CREEK ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • •• 
LINNVILLE BAYOU & CANEY CREEK, TRES PALACIOS ••• 
LOWER SABINE RIVER, TEX •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
MATAGORDA SHIP CHANNEL ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
NUECES RIVER AND TKIBS ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
PALO BLANCO CREEK Al1D C !BOLO CREEK 

IN VICINITY OF F ALFUl(l(!AS ••••••••••••••••••• 

Budget Est. House Approved 
FY 1977 FY 1977 

85,000 
230,000 

335,000 

110,000 
130,000 

770,000 
IOO, 000 
50,000 
50,000 

100,000 
45,000 

170,000 

82,000 
358,000 
131,000 

10,000 
92,000 

250,000 
70,000 

250,000 
138,000 
so. 000 

137,000 

599, DOO 
39,000 

25,000 
42,000 

81,000 

140,000 

196,000 
300,000 

236,000 
70, DOO 

180,000 
so. 000 

ISO, DOO 
105,000 
100,000 
154,000 
65,000 

100,000 

85,000 
230,000 

335,000 

110,000 
130,000 

770,000 
100,000 

so, 000 
50,000 

100,000 
45,000 

400,000 

82,000 
620,000 
131,000 

10,000 
92,000 

250,000 
70,000 

250,000 
138,000 
so. 000 

137,000 

800,000 
39,000 

25,000 
42,000 

81,000 

140,000 

I96,DOO 
300,000 

75,000 
236,000 
110,000 
200,000 
100,000 
150,000 
ISO, 000 
315,000 
154,000 
65,000 

250,000 
40,000 
50, DOO 

so. 000 
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(N) SABINE-NECHES WATEKWAY .............. ••• •• .... .. 
(FC) SAN DIEGO CREEK .......................... ,,., .. 
( FC) SAN JACINTO RIVER & TRIBUTARIES ••• , •••• ,,,,,,., 
(SPEC) TEXAS COAST HURRICANE, TEX ..... •••• .......... .. 

UTAH 
(FC) COLO. RIV & TRIBS, ABOVE LEE ~"ERKY 

UTAH,ARIZ. ,COL. ,N,.M.&WY .......... : .... ., • ., ...... ,.,. 
(FC) JORDAN .It I VEl\ HAS IN ••••••• , •• , •••••• , .......... . 

VIRGIN ISLANDS 
(FC) VlllGIN ISLANDS (CROWN BAY) ................... .. 

VIRGINIA 
(FC) CIIOWAN RIVER, VA. & N.G ...................... • • 
(N) lWIPTON ROADS llRIFT REIIOVAL .................. .. 
(N) NORFOLK !!ARBOR & CHANNELS (ANCHORAGES) ••, ..... . 
(FC) ROANOKE RIVER, UPPER BASIN .................... . 

WASHINGTON 
(FC) CHEHALIS RIVER & TRUUTARIES ..... •• ........... . 
(FC) MJITKOPOLHAN SPOKANE & SPOKANE RIVER & 

TRlfiUTARIES, WASH. & IllAHO ........... ., .. ., , 
(FC) OKANOGAN RIVEH & TRIBS., ...................... . 
( GOMP) PUGET SOUND & ADJACENT wATiiKS AUTH REPORT, WAS I! 
(N) SEA TILE HARBOR, ELLIOTT BAY, WASH ...... , ... ,.,. 
(ll) SNOHOfiiSK RIVEil & TRIBUTARIES .. .,,.,, ...... •••• 
( FC) YAKIMA VALLiiY, REGIONAL WATI::ll HANAGI>MENT ... ,, •• 

WEST VUGINIA 
(FC) GAULEY RIVER,.,.,., .. , ................. .,., •••• 
(COMP) KANAWHA RIVER BASIN AUTH REPORT,W.VA., N.C., & 

VA ............ , ... , ........................ . 
(FC) HETRO REGION OF llllliTINGTON, W.VA. ( ASHLAND, 

KY ,, PORTSMOUTH, OHIO), ... , .. ,,,, ..... ,,,., •• 
(FC) HETKOPOLITAN REGION OF WNEELING, W, VA. ;, OHIO,. 

WISCONSIN 
(FC) CHIPPEWA KIVEll. ......... , ......... ••••• ,, , , .... , 
(N) HARBORS BETWEEN KENOSHA & KEWAUNEE ............ . 
(FC) WISCONSIN RIVE!\ PORTAGE,., •• , .......... ,,.,, ••• 

Total, ALL STATES ................. . 

COORiliNATION STUDIES WITH OTHER AGENCIES ..... ., 

REVI<:W OF AUTHORIZED PROJECTS: 
RESTUUlES OF ilEt'I::H.KEil PROJECTS ............. . 
1\EVIEW OF GOt!PLETEO PROJECTS 

(SEC. 216, PL 91-611) ........... , ....... . 
REVIEW FOR DEAUTi!OIUZTION 

(SEC. 12, PL 93-251),,. ................. . 

Total ..•• .. ., ... ~ ................. ~. 

COLLECTION AND STUDY OF BASIC DATA: 
STREAM GAGING (U.S, GEOLOGICAL SUH.VEY).. , , , 
PREClPITATillN STUDIE~ (NATIONAL WEATHER • 

SERVICE) ................................ . 
FISH AND WILDLIFE STUDIES (USF & WS) .. , .. .,. 
INTERNATIONAL WATER STUDIES •••• , •••• ,.,, •••• 
FLOOD PLAIN ~!ANAGEMENT SERVICES,.,,,.,,,,,,. 
HYUKOLOGIC STUI>IES, ...... ., .. ,.,., ........ .. 
SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL INFORHATION CENTERS 
COASTAL DATA COLLECTION .. , ..... , .... , ••••••• 

Total. ............................ .. 

Budget Est. 
FY 1977 

95,000 
45,000 
75,000 

310,000 

30,000 
50,000 

60,000 

200,000 

50,000 
90,000 

100,000 

55,000 
80,000 

150,000 
63,000 

142,000 
80,000 

280,000 

200,000 

450,000 
220,000 

100, ouo 
120,000 

33,625,000 

3, 100,000 

75,000 

720,000 

375,000 

1,170,000 

465,000 

280,000 
2,000,000 

300,000 
lO, 000,000 

290,000 
125,000 
400,000 

13,860,000 

House Approved 
FY 1977 

95,000 
45,000 

1oo,ooo 
400,000 

30,000 
50, OOQ 

60,000 

200,000 
50,000 
so. 000 
90,000 

100,000 

55,000 
80,000 

150,000 
63,000 

142,000 
150,000 

280,000 

200,000 

450,000 
220,000 

100,000 
llO, 000 
40,000 

40, 230,000 

2,900,000 

75,000 

720,000 

375,000 

1,170,000 

465,000 

280,000 
l, 800,000 

300,000 
10,000,000 

290,000 
125,000 
300,000 

13,560,000 

RESEARCH AND UEVELOPMENT .................. .,... 12,500,000 12,250,000 

Total, GEN INVESTIGATIONS.......... 64,255,000 70,110,000 
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Chicago-South End of Lake Michigan, Illinois and Indiana. The 
Committee does not intend for any of the funds provided for this 
investigation to be used for further study, planning or construction 
of any land treatment system of waste water management in the 
state of Indiana. 

Connecticut River Basin._:_Funds are included in the bill to acceler-
ate studies of Glastonbmy, East Hartford, Rocky Hill, and Weathers­
field, Conn.; Northampton, Mass., and Keene, New Hampshire. In 
addition, funds are provided under Section 216 for the study of 
Springfield and West Springfield, Mass. 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

Appropriation, 1976 _____________ -------- _ _ _ _ ___ -------- _ 
Budget estimate, 1977 ________ _ 
Recommended, 1977 _________ _ 

$1, 228, 648, 000 
1, 266,332,000 
1, 417, 077, 000 

Comparison: 
Appropriation, 1976__________________ +188, 429,000 
Budget estimate, 1977--------------- _________ _ +150, 74.'), 000 

The following table shows each project for which funds are recom­
mended for advance engineering and design (planning), land acqui­
sition, and construction. Immediately following the table, the Com­
mittee has outlined special reductions and changes made in the 
budgeted projects together with selected other Committee actions. 

70-814 0 - 76 - 6 

I 



CORPS OF ENGINEERS - CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

ALABAMA 
(N) JOUN HOLLIS BANKHEAD LOCK & DA.'l (REHAB) •••••••• 
(HP) JONES BLUFF LOCK AND DAM ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE loiATERWAY, ALA. & MISS •••••• 

ALASKA 
( FC) CHENA RIVER LAKES, FAIRBANKS ••••••••••••••••••• 
(MP) SNETTISHA.'i. •••••••••• ,,,,, ................... .. 

ARIZONA 
(FC) INDIAN BEND WASH ..... , ........................ . 
( FC) PHOENIX AND VICINITY (lNCLUOING NEW RIVER) 

STAGE 1 .................................... . 
( FC) PHOENIX AND VICUITY (UCLUOING NEW RIVER) 

(MP) 
( FC) 
(FC) 
( N) 

(MP) 
(MP) 
(N) 
(FC) 
( FC) 
( FC) 

(FC) 

(N) 
( FC) 
(FC) 
( FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
( N) 
(BE) 

(FC) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(N) 
(FC) 

( FC) 
(BE) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 

( FC) 
(FC) 
(BE) 
(FC) 
( FC) 

STAGE 2 .................................... . 

ARKANSAS 
DEGRAY LAKE ................................... . 
DEQUEEN LAKE .................................. . 
GILLHAM LAKE .................................. . 
MCCL~:LLAN-KERR ARK. RIVER NAV SYSTEM, LOCKS & 

DAMS,ARK. AND OKLA ....................... .. 
NORFORK LAKE - HIGHWAY BRlllGE ................ .. 
NORFORK LAKE - UNITS 3 & 4 ................... .. 
OUACHITA A.~O BLACK RIVERS, ARK. & LA ••••••••••• 
PINE HOUNTAIN LAKE ............................ . 
POSTEN BAYOU .................................. . 
R~:O RIVER LEVEES AND BANK STAB BELOW DENISON 

DAM, ARK., LA. & TElt ...................... .. 
VlLLACE CREEK, JACKSON AND LAWRENCE COUNTIES ••• 

CALIFORNIA 
BODEGA BAY .................................... . 
BUCHANAN DA.'I-H. V. EASTMAN LAKE ................ . 
COTTON'.OOD CREEK .............................. . 
BUTLER VALLEY DAN-BLUE LAKE .................. .. 
CUCAMONGA CREEK ............................... . 
DRY CREEK (WAit'! SPRINGS) LAKE ANO CHANNEL •••••• 
HII>DEN DAN-liENS LEY LAKE ....................... . 
HU~BOLT aARBOR AND BAY ........................ . 
lHPERIAL BEACH ................................ . 

LYTLE AND IIARM CREEKS ......................... . 
:tARYSVILLE LAKE ......................... •• •••• • 
:-!ERCEO COUNTY STREAllS ................... • .... .. 
NAPA RIVER BASIN .............................. . 
NEW MELONES LAKE ......................... • .... . 
PORT SAN LlJIS ................................. • 
SACRAMENTO RIVER AND IIAJOR AND ttiNOR 

TRIBUTARIES ............................... .. 
SACRAMENTO RIVER BANK PROTECTION .............. . 
SAN DIEGO (SUNSET CLIFFS) (SEG. A) ••••••••••••• 
SAN DIEGO RAI!l!OR .............................. . 
SAN DIEGO RIVER AND MISSION BAY ............... . 
SAN DIEGO RIVER(MISSION VALLEY) •••••••••••••••• 
SAN FRANCISCO BAY TO STOCKTON (J.F. BALOWIN & 

STOCKTON SHIP CHANS) ....................... . 
SAN LUIS REY RIVER ............................ . 
SANTA PAULA CREEK ............................. . 
SURFSIDE-SUNSET AND NEWPORT SEACil. ••••••••••••• 
S\IEETWAT>:R RIVER .............................. . 
WALNUT CREEK ..................... • • ...... • .. • .. 

COLORADO 
(FC) ARKANSAS RIVER ANU TKIBUTARIES ABOVE JOHN 

MARTIN DAH (PRASE I) ...................... .. 
( FC) BEAR CREEK LAKE ............................... . 
(FC) CHATFIELD LAKE ................................ . 
( FC) LAS ANIMAS ................................... .. 
(FC) TRINIDAD LAKE ................................. . 

CONNECTICUT 
(FC) DANBURY. .................... • .... • • • • • • • • • • .. • • 
(FC) NEW LONDON HURRICANE BARRIER ................. .. 
(FC) PARK RIVER .............. •••• ............ • • ... .. 

DELAWARE 
(FC) DELAWARE COAST PROTECTiON .................... .. 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(BE) 
(FC) 
(N) 

DISTRICT OF COLU!!BIA 
POTOMAC ESTUARY PILOT WATF.R TRF.ATMF.NT PLANT •••• 

FLORIDA 
CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA ••••••••••••••••••• 
OAOE COUNTY ....................... • .......... • • 
DUVAL COUNTY ................................. .. 
FOUR RIVER BASINS ............................ .. 
JACKSONVILLE HARBOR (1965 ACT) ............... .. 

Budget Est. 
FY 1977 

Construction 

$ 59I,OOO 
I, 700,000 

84,000,000 

24,000,000 
4,500,000 

4,000,000 

1,500.000 

2,000,000 
896,000 
682,000 

2,247,000 

3, 700,000 

2,000,000 

2,060.000 

5,100,000 
3, 300.000 
1,901,000 

90,000 

2, 700,000 

6,000,000 
59,000,000 

200,000 
2,500,000 

9,030,000 
90,000 

1,100,000 

100,000 
200,000 

5,800,000 

12,500,000 
5, 500,000 
1,400,000 
5,500,000 

1,600,000 

9,000,000 

6,000,000 

5,000,000 
7,868,000 

Budget Est. House Approved House Approved 
FY 1977 FY 1977 FY 1977 
Planning Construction Planning 

$ 

394,000 

625,000 
470,000 

365,000 
75,000 

100,000 

115,000 

500,000 
650,000 

75,000 

240,000 

350,000 

350,000 

$ 591 ,ooo 
4,000,000 

100,000,000 

25,000.000 
4, 500,000 

4,000,000 

1,500,000 

2,000,000 
896,000 
682,000 

2,247,000 

7,000,000 

2,000.000 .-
• 

2,'l6o,ooo 

351,000 
7,000,000 
3,300,000 
2,101,000 

500,000 
90,000 

2, 700,000 

6,000,000 
64,000,000 

1,500,000 

200,000 
2, 500,000 

7,480,000 
90.000 

1,100,000 

400,000 
100,000 
300,000 

5,800,000 

12,500,000 
5,500,000 
1,400,000 
5,500,000 

1, 600,000 
200,000 

10,000,000 

soo.ooo 

1,000,000 

6,500,000 
2,800,000 
3,900,000 
8,000,000 
5,368,000 

$ 

394,000 

625,000 
470,000 

365,000 
75,000 

100,000 

115,000 

370,000 

500,000 
650,000 

100,000 

300,000 

350,000 

350,000 
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(BE) ~NAH:E COUNTY ................................ . 
(N) PANAMA CITY HARBOR ............................ . 
(N) PORT EVERGLADES HARROR ........................ . 
( N) SAINT LUCIE INLET ............................. . 
( N) TAMPA HARBOR (MAIN CHANNEL) ................... . 

(MP) 
(HP) 
Ull'l 
(N) 
(MP) 

GEORGIA 
CARTERS LAKE ............................ • ..... . 
HARTWELL LAKE (FIFTH UNIT)GA & SC ............ .. 
RICHARD B. RUSSELL DAM AND LAKE, GA. & S.C ••••• 
SAVANNAH HARBOR (WIIlENING AND DEEPENING) ••••••• 
WEST POINT LAKE, GA. & ALA .................... . 

HAWAII 
(N) BARBERS POINT (DEEP DRAFT) HARROR, OAHU •••••••• 
(N) HANALEI SMALL BOAT HARBOR .................... .. 
(FC) lAO STREAl1 .................................... . 
( FC) KANEOHE-KAILUA AREA ........................... . 
(N) WAIANAE SMALL BOAT HARBOR .................... .. 

IDAHO 
(MP) DWORSHAK DAM AND RESERVOIR .................... . 
( FC) RIRIE LAKE .................................... . 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(N) 

(N) 

(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

ILLINOIS 
CARLYLE LAKE .................................. . 
COLUMBIA DRAINAGE & LEVEE !liST. NO. 3 ........ . 
EAST MOLINE ................................... . 
ELDRED & SPANKEY DRAINAGE & LEVEE DIST ••••••••• 
FREEPORT ...................................... . 
FULTON ........................................ . 
HARRISONVILLE & IVY LANDING DRAINAGE AND LEVEE 

DISTRICT NO. 2 ............................. . 
ILLINOIS WATERWAY, CALUMET-SAG MODIFICATION 

PART I, ILL. & IND ........................ .. 
ILLINOIS WATERWAY, DUPLICATE LOCKS, 

ILL. AND IND .............................. .. 
KASKASKIA ISLAND DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT ••• 
KASKASKIA RIVER NAVIGATION ................... .. 
LITTLE CALUMET RIVER .......................... . 
LOCK AND DAN 53 (TEMPORARY LOCK), ILL. & KY .. .. 

LOUISVILLE LAKE ............................... . 
MISS. RIVER, CHAIN OF ROCKS, ILL & MO •••••••••• 
HISS RI BTWN THE OHIO & MO RIVERS (REGULATING 

WORKS), ILL. & MO .......................... . 

=~~N~si.A~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
ROCKFORD ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
SMITHLAN!} LOCKS AND DAM, ILL., IND. & KY ••••••• 
SOUTH BELOIT ................................. .. 
WOOD RIVER DRAINAGE ANn LEVEE DISTRICT ••••••••• 

INDIANA 
BIG BLUE LAKE ................................. . 
BIG WALNUT LAKE (LAN!} ACQUISITION) ............ . 
BROOKVILLE LAKE ............................... . 
CANNELTON LOCKS AND nAHS, IND. & KY •••••••••••• 
EVANSVILLE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
LAFAYETTE LAKE ................................ . 
LEVEE UNIT NO. 5 .............................. . 
MARION ........................................ . 
MASON J. NIBLACK LEVEE (PUMPING FACILITIES) ... . 
NEWBURGH LOCKS & DAM, IND. & KY ............... . 
PATOKA LAKE ......................... . 
UNIONTOWN LOCKS AND DAN, IND. & KY ••• :::::::::: 

IOWA 
BIG SIOUX RIVER AT SIOUX CITY, IOWA AND S.D .... 

:~E~:~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::: 
MISSOURI RIVER LEVEE SYSTEM, IOWA, KANSAS, 

MISSOURI, AND NEBRASKA .................... .. 
MISSOURI RIVER, SIOUX CITY TO MOUTH, IOWA, 

OTT~!::.~~::.~.~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
SAYLORVILLE LAKE .............................. . 
WATERLOO ...................................... . 

KANSAS 
BIG HILL LAKE ................................. . 
CLINTON LAKE ................................. .. 
~o:~y i.A~~ ................................ . 
GR£A.T BEND • • • • • • • •• • ••• • •••• • •••• • • ••••••• • 
GROVE LAKE ................................... .. 

HILLSDALE LA~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Budget Est. 
FY 1977 

Construction 

600,000 

5,000,000 

1,200,000 

10,300,000 
1,986,000 
5,000,000 

8,200,000 

5,500,000 
6,800,000 

1,020,000 
900,000 

100,000 

2,189,000 

2,259,000 

5,000,000 
100,000 

8,800,000 

3,500,000 

220,000 
2,600,000 

34,000,000 

1,400,000 
I, 740,000 

300,000 
1,400, 000 
1,300,000 

750,000 

103,000 
1,100,000 

11,300,000 
2, 200,000 

1,700,000 
7,400,000 

1,639,000 

3,200,000 

2, 200,000 
101,000 

3,500,000 
6,100,000 

soo.ooo 
6,550,000 
2,380,000 

15,800,000 

8,000,000 

Budget Est. House Approved House Approved 
FY 1977 FY 1977 FY 1977 
Planning 

200,000 
45,000 

210,000 

36,000 

130,000 
300,000 

150,000 

250,000 

100,000 
100,000 

300,000 

175,000 

139,000 

100,000 

Construction 

50,000 
600,000 

8,500,000 

I, 200,000 

10,300,000 
I, 986,000 
6,500,000 

1,000,000 
8, 200,000 
1,000,000 

5, 500,000 
6,800,000 

1,020,000 
900,000 
400,000 

100,000 
400,000 

2,189,000 

2,259,000 

5,800,000 
100,000 

8,800,000 

500,000 

4,500,000 

220,000 
2,600,000 

39,000,000 

900,000 
I, 740,000 

300,000 
1,200,000 

750,000 

103,000 
1,100,000 

10,000,000 
I, 700,000 

1,700,000 
7,400,000 

I, 359,000 

3,200,000 

2, 200,000 
101,000 

4,600,000 
6,100,000 

1,000 .ooo 
6,550,000 

974,000 
15,800,000 

500,000 
9.000.000 

Planning 

200,000 
45,000 

210,000 

36,000 
50,000 

100,000 

130,000 
300,000 

150,000 

250,000 

100,000 
100,000 

300,000 

175,000 

139,000 

100,000 



(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
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KANSAS CITY 1962 MODIFICATION •••••••••••••••••• 
KANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
LAWRENCE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • 

MARION ••••••••••••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • •• • •• • 
ONAGA LAKE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
PERRY LAKE AREA (ROAD IMPROVEMENTS) •••••••••••• 
TOWANDA LAKE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

KENTUCKY 
BARKLEY DAM AND LAKE BARKLEY ••••••••••••••••••• 
BIG SOUTH FORK NATIONAL RIVER AND RECREATION 

AREA, KY. & TENN •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
CAVE RUN LAKE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
KEHOE LAKE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
LAUREL RIVER LAKE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
MARTINS FORK LAKE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
PAINTSVILLE LAKE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
SOUTHWESTERN JEFFERSON COUNTY •••••••••••••••••• 
TAYLORSVILLE LAKE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
TUG FORK VALLEY (PHASE I) •••••••••••••••••••••• 
WOLF CREEK DAM - LAKE CUMBERLAND (REHAB) ••••••• 
YATESVILLE LAKE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

LOUISIANA 
(N) ATCHAFALAYA RIVER AND BAYOUS CHENE, BOEUF AND 

BLACK ••••••••••••••••••• ••• •• ••••••• • • • • •• • • 
( FC) BAYOU BODCAU AND TRIBUTARIES ••••••••••••••••••• 
( FC) LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN AND VICINITY •••••••••••••••• 
( FC) LAROSE TO GOLDEN MEADOW •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) MISSISSIPPI RIVER OUTLETS, VENICE,LA ••••••••••• 
( N) MISSISSIPPI RIVER, GULF OUTLET ••••••••••••••••• 
( FC) NEW ORLF.ANS TO VENICE •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( N) OVERTON-RED RIVER WATERWAY 

(LOWER 31 MILES ONLY) ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( N) RED RIVER EMERGENCY BANK PROTECTION, LA., 

ARK., OKLA., & TEX •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( N) RED RIVER WATERWAY, MISSISSIPPI RIVER TO 

SIIREVEPORT, LA •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

MAINE 
(MP) DICKEY-LINCOLN SCHOOL LAKES •••••••••••••••••••• 

(N) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 

I (N) 

(N) 
. (N) 

(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
( FC) 
(FC) 

MARYLAND 
BALTIMORE HARBOR AND CHANNELS •••••••••••••••••• 
BWOMINGTON LAKE, MD. & W.VA ••••••••••••••••••• 

MASSACHUSETTS 
CHARLES RIVER DAM •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
CHARLES RIVER NATL STORAGE AREAS (LA) •••••••••• 
NORTH NASHUA RIVER ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
SAXONVILLE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
WEYMOUTH-FORE AND TOWN RIVERS •••••••••••••••••• 

MICHIGAN 
GREAT LAKES CONNECTING CHANNELS •••••••••••••••• 
!.EXI NGTON HARBOR ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
LUDINGTON HARBOR ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
OTTAWA RIVER HARBOR, MICH. & OHIO •••••••••••••• 
RED RUN DRAIN AND WWER CLINTON RIVER •••••••••• 
RIVER ROUGE 1962 ACT ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
SAGINAw RIVER 1958 ACT ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
TAWAS BAY HARBOR ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

MINNESOTA 
BIG STONE LAKE - WHETSTONE RIVER, MINN. & S.D •• 
MANKATO AND NORTH MANKATO •••••••••••••••••••••• 
ROCHESTER (PHASE I) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
ROSEAU RIVER ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
TWIN VALLEY LAKE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
WINONA ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

MISSISSIPPI 
EDINBURG LAKE (PHASE I) ••.•••••..•...•••.•••.•. 
TALLAHALA CREEK LAKE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
TOtlBIGBEE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, MISS. & ALA ••• 

MISSOURI 
BLUE RIVER CHANNEL, KANSAS CITY ••••••••••••••••• 
CLARENCE CANNON DAM AND RESERVOIR •••••••••••••• 
HARRY S. TRUMAN DAM AND RESERVOIR •••••••••••••• 
LITTLE BLUE RIVER CHANNEL 
LITTLE BLUE RIVER LAKES (LAl::::::::::::::::::: 
LONG BRANCH LAKE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
MERAMEC PARK LAKE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
PERRY COUNTY D&LD NO.I, 2&3 ••••••••••••••••••••• 
PINE FORD LAKE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
PROSPERITY LAKE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Budget Est. 
FY 1977 

Construction 

3,800,000 

2,600,000 
1,300,000 

700,000 

1,900,000 
3,000,000 
3,200,000 
6,500,000 
3,300,000 
4,800,000 
5, 300,000 

22,000,000 
3,800,000 

2,000,000 
400,000 

12,000,000 
2,600,000 
2,810,000 

100,000 
5,600,000 

1,645,000 

2, 326,000 

11,200,000 

11,800,000 

9, 930,000 

2,000,000 
2,470,000 

403,000 

2,959,000 
4,050,000 

800,000 

1,900,000 
7' 200,000 

3,600,000 

3,000,000 
3,000,000 

40,000,000 
73,500,000 
4,000,000 
2,200,000 
3,880,000 
4,500,000 

Budget Est. House Approved House Approved 
FY 1977 FY 1977 FY 1977 
Planning 

140,000 

137,000 

350,000 

150,000 

500,000 

280,000 

160,000 

100,000 
650,000 

200,000 

400,000 
364,000 

75,000 

500,000 

500,000 

Construction 

3,800,000 

2,600.000 
2,168,000 

700,000 

I ,463,000 

2,900,000 
3,375,000 
3, 200,000 
6, 500,000 
3,300,000 
6,300,000 

5,300,000 

26,000,000 
3,800,000 

2,000,000 
1,000,000 

12,000,000 
2,600,000 
2,810,000 

100,000 
5,600,000 

1,645,000 

5,000,000 

11,200,000 

12,000,000 

10,500,000 
1,000,000 

2,000,000 
2,470,000 

281,000 
403,000 
800,000 

2,959,000 
4,050,000 

800,000 

I, 900,000 
7,200,000 

3,600,000 

3,000,000 
3,000,000 

44,000,000 
79,000,000 
4,000,000 
2,200,000 
3,880,000 
9,500,000 

500,000 

Planning 

140,000 

137,000 

100,000 

350,000 

150,000 

2,000,000 

280,000 

160,000 

100,000 
650,000 

300,000 

400,000 
364,000 

75,000 

500,000 

500,000 
75,000 



CORPS OF ENGINEERS - CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

( FC) SMITHVILLE LAKE ............................... . 
(MP) STOCKTON LAKE ................................. . 
( FG) UNION LAKE, STATE HIGHWAY 185 (ADVANCE 

(MP) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(FC) 

PARTICIPATION) ••••••••••••••••• , •••••••••••• 

MONTANA 
LIBBY DAM, LAKE KOOCANUSA •••••••••••••••••••••• 
LIBBY REREGULATING DA.'! POWER UNITS, •••••••••••• 
LlBBY ADDTL UNITS & REREG DAM •••••••••••••••••• 
!liLES CITY ••••••••• , .......................... . 

NEBRASKA 
( FG) PAPII.LION CREEK & TRIBUTARIES LAKES •••••••••••• 

l!EVAOA 
(FC) GLEASON CREEK DAM (CHANNEL ALTERNATIVE) ....... • 

NEW JERSEY 
( N) CORSON INLET-LUDLAll BEACH ..................... . 
(FC) ELIZABETH •••••••••••••••••••••••• •. • • • • • • • • • • • • 
( Nl GREAT EGC HARBOR INLET AND PECK BEACH •••••••••• 
(Ill NEWARK BAY, HACKENSACK, AND PASSAIC Rl VERS ••••• 

NEll MEXICO 
( FG) COCHITI LAKE .............................. • • • • • 
( FC) LOS ESTEROS LAKE ••••••••••••• , • , ••• • • • • • • • .. • • • 

(FG) 
(N) 
(liE) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(BE) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 
( FC) 
( FC) 

(FC) 
{FC) 
(FG) 
(N) 
(N) 
( FG) 
(FG) 
{ FC) 

(FG) 
(!II') 
( FG) 
(FG) 
(FG) 

( I!C) 
(N) 
( FC) 
(FC) 
{ FG) 
( FG) 
(II) 
(liE) 
(FC) 
( FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FG) 

(FG) 
( FG) 
(FG) 
{FG) 
(MP) 
'(FG) 
{FG) 
(FG) 
( FG} 
(FG) 

NEW YORK 
DANSVILLE AND VICINITY ......... , •• ,, ••••••••••• 
DUNKIRK HARBOR ............ ., .................. . 
EAST ROCRAWAY I!ILET TO ROCRAWAY INLET AND 

JAUAICA !lAY (PART I) .................. •• •• • • 
ELLICOTT CREEK ••••• ., •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
ENDICOTT, JOHNSON CITY & VESTAL .............. .. 
FIRE ISLAND INLET TO JONES INLET ••••••••••••••• 
IRONDEQUOIT !lAY ....... , .................. • • • • • • 
ITHACA. •• ••••••••••••••• •• •• •• •••• • • • • • •• • • •• • • 
NEW YORK HARBOR COLLECTION AND REMOVAL OF DRIFT 
NEW YORK HARBOR, ANCHORAGES ................... . 
PORT ONTARIO HARBOR ................. • .... • • • • • • 
SCAJAQUADA CREEK ••••• , .............. , ......... . 
WELLSVILLE .............................. • • • • • • • 
YONKERS .................................. •• .. .. 

NORTH GAROLUA 
B. EVERETT JORDAN DAH AND LAKE ................ . 
FALLS LAKE .................................... . 
UOIIARDS MILL LAKE ... ., ....... , ....... , ••••••••• 
MASONBORO INLET ............................... . 
MOREHEAD CITY HARIIOR (1970 ACT) ............... . 
RANDLEMAN LAKE ....... , ........................ . 
REOOIES RIVER LAKE ............................ . 
ROARINC RIVER LAKE ............................ . 

NORTH DAKOTA 
BURLINGTON DAN ................................ . 
GAI!RISON DAN • LAKE SARARAWEA ................ .. 
KINOR£D LAKE .................................. . 
MINOT •• , ••••• ,, ••••••••••••• ,., •••••••• ,.,.,.,. 
MlSSOUIIl RIVEII, GARRISON DAII TO LAKE OAKE •••••• 

OHIO 
ALUM CREEK LAKE ............................ , ... 
ASHTABULA HARBOR ••••••••••••• , .... , •• , ••••••••• 
CAESAR CREEK LAKE ............................ .. 
CHILLICOTHE ................... , ............... . 
CUYAHOGA RIVER liASlN .......................... . 
EAST FORK LAKE • ., ............................. . 
HURON HARBOR .................................. . 
LAKEVIEW PARK ....... , ,. ....................... . 
MILL CREEK .................................... . 
MUSKINGUM Rl VER LAKES (REHAB) ................. . 
POINT PLACE ............ , ...................... . 
WEST HARBOR ................................... . 
WILLOW ISLAND LOCKS AND !lAM, OHIO & W. VA •••••• 

OKLMOIIA 
ARCADIA LAKE. •• ............................... . 
ARKANSAS-REO RIVER BASINS CRLORlllE CONTROL, 

OKLA., KANS., & TEX ........................ , 
BIRCH LAKE, ......................... ,,,, ...... . 
CANDY LAKE ................................... .. 
CLAYTON LAKE .................................. . 
COPAN LAKE .................................... . 
FORT GUSON LAKE - UNITS 5 & 6 ............... .. 
KAW LAKE ...................................... . 
LUKFATA LAKE .......................... ,. ...... . 
OPTIMA LAKE ................................... . 
SKIATOOK LAKE ............ •• .......... ,. ••••• ,. • 
WAURIRA LAKE .................................. . 

Budget Est. 
FY 1977 

Construct ion 

15,700,000 
80o,ooo 

7DO, 000 

6,000,000 

1,100,000 

1,780,000 

980,000 

3,300,000 
7,80o,ooo 

1,200,000 

I, 780,000 
100,000 
105,000 
790.000 

2,340,000 

420,000 
1, 300,000 

u,ooo,ooo 
6,800,000 

1,000,000 

1,000,000 

6,082,000 
800,000 

4,500,000 
1,900,000 
6,100,000 

700,000 
250,000 

5,000,000 

1,400,000 
500,000 

900,000 

1,900,000 
1,000,000 
2,000,000 
7 .ooo,ooo 

4,600,000 
500,000 

5,000, 000 
2,500,000 

21,000,000 

Budget Est. llouse Approl'ed House Approl'ed 
FY 1977 FY 1977 FY 1977 
Planning 

260,000 

85,000 

75,000 

197,000 

142,000 

100,000 
180,000 

240,000 

150,000 

50,000 

250,000 
125,000 
185,000 

690,000 

200,000 

90,000 

428,000 

1,850,000 

350,000 

Construction 

16,700,000 
800,000 

700,000 

9,000,000 

1,000,000 

1,100.000 

1,780,000 

980,000 

3,900,000 
7,800,000 

3,000.000 

1,000,000 
1. 780.000 

100,000 
105,000 

2,500,000 
2,340,000 

400,000 
420,000 

1,300,000 

12,000,000 
8,000,000 

250,000 
1,000,000 

1,000,000 

6,082,000 
800,000 

4, 500,000 
1,900,000 
6,100,000 

700,000 
250,000 

s,ooo.ooo 
2,000,000 
1,260,000 

60o,ooo 
500,000 

900.000 

2,850,000 
1.ooo.ooo 
2,000,000 
9,000,000 

6,000,000 
500,000 

5,000,000 
4,000,000 

21,000,000 

Planning 

260,000 

85,000 

75,000 

197 .ooo 

142,000 

100,000 
180,000 

240,000 

240,000 

50,000 

250,000 
125,000 
185,000 

930,000 

200,000 

90,000 
65,000 

428,000 

2,400,000 

350,000 



(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(N) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(MP) 

(MP) 
(FC) 

(MP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(BE) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(FC) 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS - CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

OREGON 
APPLEGATE LAKE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
BEAVER DRAINAGE DISTRICT ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
BONNEVILLE SECOND POWERHOUSE - ORE. & WASH ••••• 
COOS BAY ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
COUGAR LAKE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
DAYS CREEK LAKE (PHASE I) ....•.••.•••.•••..••.• 
JOHN DAY LOCK AND DAM - LAKE UHATILLA, ORE. & 

WASH •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
LOST CREEK LAKE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
LOWER .;OLUMBIA RIVER BANK PROTECTION, ORE. & 

WASH •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
HC NARY LOCK AND DAM, LAKE WALLULA, ORE' & WASH 
SCAPPOOSE DRAINAGE DISTRICT •••••••••••••••••••• 
WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN BANK PROTECTION ••••••••• 

PENNSYLVANIA 
BLUE HARSH ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
CHARTIERS CREEK •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
COWANESQUE LAKE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
ELK CREEK HARBOR ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
GRAYS LANDING LOCK AND DAM ••••••••••••••••••••• 
POINT MARION LOCK •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
POTTSTOWN •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
PRESQUE ISLE PENINSULA ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
RAYS TOWN LAKE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
TAMAQUA •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
TIOGA-HA!IMOND LAKES •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
TOCKS ISLAND LAKE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
TOCKS ISL. LAKE, ROUTE 209 RELOCATION ONLY ••••• 
TYRONE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

PUERTO RICO 
(FC) PORTUGUES AND BUCANA RIVERS .................. .. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
(FC) BROADWAY LAKE ................................. . 
(N) COOPER RIVER, CHARLESTON HARBOR .............. .. 
(BE) HUNTING ISLAND BEACH .......................... . 
(N) LITTLE RIVEK INLET, S.C. & N.C ................ . 

TENNESSEE 
(MP) CORDELL HULL DAM AND RESERVOIR ................ . 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(BE) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(N) 
(N) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

TEXAS 
ALPINE ........................................ . 
AQUILLA LAKE .................................. . 
ARXANSA5-RED RIVER BASINS CHLORIDE CONTROL 

AREA VIII .............................. : •••• 
AUBREY LAKE ................................... . 
BIG PINE LAKE ................................. . 
BIG SPRING .................................... . 
CARL L. ESTES DAM AND LAKE .................... . 
CLEAR CREEK ................................... . 
CLOPTON CROSSING LAKE (PHASE I) •.•.•..•.•....•. 
COOPEK LAKE AND CHANNELS ...................... . 
CORPUS CHRISTI BEACH ......................... .. 
CORPUS CHRISTI SHIP CHANNEL (1968 ACT) ........ . 
EL PASO ....................................... . 
FREEPORT AND VICINITY, HURRICANE FLOOD 

PROTECTION ................................. . 
FKEEPORT HARBOR ............................... . 
GIWW-HARBOR OF REFUGE AT SEADRIFT 
GIWW-TEXAS SECTION - RELOCATION I~ ••••••••••••• 

MATAGORDA BAY .............................. . 
HIGHLAND BAYOU ............................... .. 
LAKEVIEW LAKE ................................ .. 
LAVON LAKE MOD, & EAST FORK CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT 
LOWER RIO GRANDE BASIN (PHASE I) ••••••••••••••• 
MILLICAN LAKE ................................. . 
MOUTH OF COLORADO RIVEK ...................... .. 
PLAINVIEW ..................................... . 
PORT ARTHUR & VICINITY (HURRICANE FLOOD 

PROTECTION) ................................ . 

SAN ANTONIO CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT •••••••••••••••• 
SAN GABRIEL RIVER ....................... -..... .. 
TAYLORS BAYOU ................. · .......... ; 0 , ... . 
TENNESSEE COLONY LAKE (LAND AQlllSITION).:: ••••• 
TEXAS CITY CHANNEL INDUSTRIAL CANAL •••••••••••• 
TEXAS CITY & VICINITY (HURRICANE FLOOD 

PROTECTION) ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
THREE RIVERS .................................. . 
TRINITY RIVER PROJECT ......................... . 
VINCE AND LITTLE VINCE BAYOUS ................ .. 

Budget Est. 
FY 1977 

Construction 

3,000,000 
1,399 .ooo 

48,000,000 
10,000,000 

871,000 

3,100.000 
7. 500,000 

300,000 
700.000 

2,880,000 
450,000 

13,569,000 
4,000,000 

12,600,000 

750,000 
2,400,000 

35,500,000 
1,000,000 

2,500,000 

6,250,000 

3,000,000 
1,194,000 

I, 761,000 

1,400, 000 

3,000,000 
1,000,000 

1, 260,000 
700,000 

3,100,000 
2,300,000 

4, 500,000 

1,300,000 
1,000,000 
1,900,000 

4,300,000 

3~0'.oo\) 
u!'; 50<4 ooo. 

loli;ooo 

600,000 

945,000 

Budget Est. House Approved House Approved 
FY 1977 FY 1977 FY 1977 

Planning 

100,000 

170,000 
300,000 
150,000 

227,000 

200,000 

250,000 
110,000 
500,000 
140,000 
250,000 

121,000 
38,000 

75,000 

250,000 
435,000 

60,000 
200,000 

150,000 
800,000 

Construction 

3,000,000 
1,399,000 

48,000,000 
10,000,000 

871,000 

3,100.000 
7,500,000 

300,000 
700,000 

2,880,000 
1,000,000 

13,569,000 
4,000,000 

15,600,000 

750,000 
2,400,000 

40,000,000 
1,000.000 
1,500,000 
2, 500,000 

6,250,000 

3,000,000 
1,194,000 

1, 761,000 

1,400,000 

6,000,000 
1,000,000 

1,260,000 
1.179,000 
3,100,000 
2,300,000 

4, 500,000 

1,300,000 
1,000,000 
4,100,000 

4, 300,000 

3,500,000 
10,500,000 

300,000 
1,000,000 

200,000 

600,000 

945,000 

Planning 

500 .ooo 

185,000 
170.000 
300,000 
150,000 

50,000 

90,000 

227,000 

200,000 

250,000 
110,000 
500,000 
200,000 
250,000 

121,000 
38,000 

75,000 

250,000 
435,000 
100,000 
200,000 

150,000 
800,000 



(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(BE) 

(MP) 
(BE) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(FG) 
(MP) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS - CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

VIRGINIA 
BUENA VISTA (Plllt.SE 1) •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
FOURMILE RUN, CITY OF lt.I..EX/t.NDRIA ANb ARLINGTON 

COUNTY •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
GATHRIGHT L.lt.KE •••••••••••••••••••••••••• • •• • •• • 
VERONA l..lt.KE (Plllt.SE 1) •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
VIRGINIA BEACH (REIMB) ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

WASHINGTON 
CHIEF JOSEPH Dlt.H ADDITIONAL UNITS •••••••••••••• 
ED1Z HOOK •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
ICE Hlt.RBOR ADDITIONAL UNITS •••••••••••••••••••• 
LITTLE GOOSE ADDITIONAL UNITS •••••••••••••••••• 
LOWER GIWIITE ADDITIONit.l.. UNITS ••••••••••••••••• 
LOWER GRANITE LOCK AND Dlt.H ••••••••••••••••••••• 
LOWER MONUMENTAL ADDITINAL UNITS ••••••••••••••• 
SKAGIT RIVER LEVEE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
THE DALLES ADDITIONit.l.. UNITS •••••••••••••••••••• 
Wlt.HKI/t.KUM COUNTY CONSOLIDATED DIKING DISTRICT 

110. 1 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

WEST VIRGINllt. 
BEECH FORK LAKE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
BURMSVILLE L.lt.KE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
EAST LYNN L.lt.KE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
R. D. Blt.ILEY L./t.KE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
ROWLESBURG l..lt.KE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

WISCONSI~ 
LAF ARGE LAKE AND CH/t.NNEL UIPROVEHENT ••••••••••• 
NORTHPORT HARBOR ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
PRAIRIE DU CHIEN ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
STATE ROAD AND EBNER COULEES ••••••••••••••••••• 

~IISCELL.It.NEOUS 
( N) SHALL NAVIGATION PROJECTS NOT REQUIRING 

SPECIFIC LEGISLATION COSTING UP TO 
$1,000,000 (SEC. 107) ...•....••••...••..•••. 

( FC) Sltlt.LL PROJECTS FOR FLOOD CONTROL AND RELATED 
PURPOSES NOT REQUIRING SPECIFIC LEGISLATION 

(BE) 

( FC) 

COSTING UP TO $1,000,000 (SEC. 205) ••..•.••• 
SHALL BEACH EROS ION PROJECTS NOT 

REI)UUING SPECIFIC LEGISLATION COSTING 
UP TO $1,000,000 (SEC 103) •••••.•...•.•..•• 

EHERGENCY STREAHHANK AND SHOREI..lNE • 
PROTECTION (SEC. 14) •••...•..••••••.•.••••.• 

RECREATION FACILITIES AT COIIPLETED PROJECTS •••• 
SHALL SNAGGING AND CLEARING (SEC. 208) ...•....• 
FISH AND WILDLIFE STUDIES (U.S. FISH AND 

WILDLIFE SERVICE) ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
MITIGATION OF SHORE DAHAGES ATTRIBUTIBLE 

TO NAVIGATION PROJECTS (SEC. 111) ......•..•• 
AQUATIC PLANT CONTROL (1965 ACT) ••••••••••••••• 
EIIPLOYEES Ct»IPENSATlON. 
REDUCTION FOR ANTICIPATE~· 5i.~i~(;5 • ;.~~ • s~i~~AGEs 

Budget Est. 
FY 1977 

Construction 

8,3oo,oou 
u,5oo,oou 

260,000 

78,ooo,ooo 

2,100,000 
24,600,000 
21,900,000 
u,ooo,ooo 
19,900,000 

300,000 

6oo,ooo 

2, 7oo,ooo 
6,ooo,ooo 
l,ooo,ooo 
7,500,000 

1,000,000 

22,000,000 

2,000,000 

1,600,000 
2,108,000 

-79,640,000 

Budget Est. House Approved 
FY 1977 FY 1977 
Planning 

200,000 

240,000 

145,000 

125,000 
5o,ooo 

300,000 

Construction 

lo,ooo.ooo 
u,5oo,ooo 

260,000 

78,000,000 
1,1oo,ooo 
2,100,000 

24,600,000 
21,900,000 
u,ooo.ooo 
19,900,000 

1,800,000 

600,000 

2, 7oo,ooo 
6,ooo,ooo 
l,ooo.ooo 

1o,3oo,ooo 

1,ooo,ooo 

3,000,000 

10,000,000 

500,000 

1,500,000 
22,000,000 

200,000 

2,000,000 

600,000 
2, 300,000 
2,108,000 

-79,640,000 

House Approved 
FY 1977 
Planning 

200,000 

240,000 

100,000 

145,000 

125,000 
50,000 

300,000 

Total, •• . . . . .• . ••••...•.... .• . . . • . 1,244,049,000 22,283,000 1,390,544,000 26,533,000 

----------------------------------------
Total, CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL ••••••• (1,266,332,000) (1,417,077,000) 
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As indicated in the foregoing table, the Committee has reduced the 
budget request for some projects for the reasons shown below: 

Project Decrease Reason 

Dodge City, Kans •..•.•.......•••......•... -$1,406,000 Funds transferred to project in fiscal year 1976 reduce 
requirement in fiscal year 1977. 

M!rshalltown,lowa....................... -280,000 Do. 
Patoka Lake, Ind. ______ -···--------------- -1, 300,000 Do. 
Uniontown lock and dam, Indiana and Ken- -500,000 Do. 

lucky. 
San Diego Harbor, Calif____________________ -1,550,000 Funds transferred in fiscaiJear 1976 to accelerate project 

completion. Funds provide in the bill will complete the 

Jacksonville Harbor, Fla ____________________ -2,500,000 
Big Walnut Lake, Ind •.•..• ---------------- -500,000 
Lafayette Lake, Ind. ____ .-------------____ -1, 300,000 

project. 
Low bid on contract. 
Delay in completing sec. 221 zgreement. 
Project not supported. 

Evansville, Ind ••• ---- •• __ •• ______ •• ____ .__ -200, 000 
Mill Creek, Ohio__________________________ -800,000 

Delay in desi~n of pumping plant. 
Delay in obtaming rights-of-way from local interests. 

The FY 1977 Budget contains no funds to continue the 6 small 
project programs of the Corps for which the Congress has authorized 
and appropriated funds in prior years. It is further understood that the 
projects funded in the FY 1976 Bill will be discontinued unless they 
can be completed with funds currently available. The Report accom­
panying the Second Supplemental Appropriation Bill, 1976, directs 
the Corps to proceed with these programs as provided in the 1976 
Public Works Appropriation Act. 

The Committee has approved the following specific amounts under 
the various small project programs which are included in the total 
amount available: 

SECTION 205-SMALL FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS COMMITTEE 
ALLOWANCE 

1. Arkansas and Walnut Rivers, Kans_ ------------------------2. Brush Bayou, La__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __________________ _ 
3. HaywArd Creek, Mass__________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ________ _ 
4. Paw l'aw Lake, Mich ______________________ _ 
5. Lead Bayou, Miss ________________ -------------------
6. Drinkwater Sewer Project, Mo__________ --------------- __ 
7. Chappaqua, N. Y _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___ - - _ -- ____ -- _ -
8. Lakr N eahtahwantia and Tannery Crerk, N. Y _______________ -
9. Ten Mile Creek at Marianna and vicinity, Pennsylvania___ _ __ 

10. Brookside, Wilkes-Barre, Pa______________ ------------
11. Redbank Creek, Pa_ ___ __ _ _____ _ 
12. Scotts Creek, S.C. _____________ _ 
13. Rapid City, S. Dak __________________ _ 
14. Sturgis, S. Dak___ __ --- --- --------
15. Walnut Creek, Tex ______________________ ----- _____ ---
16. New London, Wis________ ___ _____ ___ ---------------

SECTION 107-SMALL NAVIGATION PROJECTS 

Islais Creek, Calif_ _______________________________________ _ 
San Leandro Marina, Calif___ ___ __ ---------- ---------
Rock Hall Harbor,_ !"ld____ ____ ____ _____ __ ------
Rosedale Harbor, lVliss_____ ___ __ _ ___ ----- --------
Caruthersville Harbor, Mo_________ ________ _ ______ _ 
Port Washington, Wis ________ ------------ ___ ----- ------

SECTION 103-SMALL BEACH EROSION CONTROL PROJECTS 

Santa Rosa Island, Fla ______ _ 

SECTION 208-SMALL SNAGGING AND CLEARING PROJECTS 

Kankakee River, Ind __ ----------

$100, 000 
800,000 

1,000,000 
50,000 

125, 000 
450,000 
937,000 

50, 000 
1,100,000 

50,000 
5,000 

750,000 
300,000 
200,000 
125,000 
50,000 

880, 000 
230,000 
50,000 
50,000 
54,000 

142,000 

60,000 

5,000 
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SECTION 14-EMERGENCY STREAMBANK AND SHORELINE PROTECTION 

COMMITTEE 
ALLOWANCE 

Wastewater tre::ttment plant, Pensacola Beach, Fla_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ $93, 000 
Cottonwood RlVer, Chase and Ly~ms Counties, Kans ________________ 100, 000 

New Yor~ Harbor Collection and Removal of Drift Project, N.Y.­
The Committee has provided $2,500,000, an increase of $1 710 000 
over the $790,ooq bud~ete~ for this vital and important 'pro]ect. 
The purpose of this p~oJeet Is the removal of sources of drift, such as 
dereh~t vessels, deteriOrated shore structures and debris along the 
sh?relm~ of Ne~ Y?rk H_arbor. The Committee continues to support 
this J?r?Ject, which_ I~ so _Important to the health and vitality of the 
16 million people hvmg m the area. 

The total commerce for the port, which ranks first in the U.S. in 
tota! tonnage, has increased from 153,800,000 tons in 1965 to 195,095,-
000 m_l974. About 15 percent of the total waterborne and 13 percent 
o! foreign com_merce. of the U!lited .States are handled by the port of 
New Y ~rk. It Is not m the natwnalmterest to allow this national asset 
to detenorate. 

Millican La;ke, _'fex.-The P~esident's _budget included $435,000 for 
Adva~ce Engmeepng and_ Design for this project. The Committee in 
rep?r~mg the F1' _19!6 bill made the statement that "prior to any 
additional appropr1!l't10ns for construction purposes, the Corps should 
att~mpt to det~rmme the extent of the lignite deposits in the area 
which would be mundated by such construction .... " 

The Corps test~fi~d to the effect during the hearings on the present 
budget, that prehmmary reports from the Bureau of Mines indicated 
the presence of lignite deposits "sufficient for us to believe that we 
mus~ expand_ our study of alternatives on this project to look at 
possi,~le locatiOns for a structure other than the one which is author­
Iz~d. They further stated that final reports from the Bureau of 
Mmes _would not be forthcoming until approximatelv July of 1976. 

In VI~w of these facts, while the Committee approves of the recom­
~endations of the Administration, it feels rather strongly that it is 
mcumbe:qt upon the Corps to report back to the Committee the 
final fi!ldmg~ of the ~ureau of Mines in line with the request of the 
Commtttee m the F1' 1976 report prior to the expenditure of any 
?f the m~nies contained in this Bill for any item except those expenses 
mcurred m developing the aforementioned report. 

East Fork and Caesar Creek Lakes, Ohio.~The Committee has 
been advised of a potential . water quality problem at East Fork 
and C9:esar Creek L~kes, <?hw. The Corps of Engineers is directed 
to p~oVIde the Committee with a report addressing the potential water 
quah~y_pro~lems at_ these projects. 

Tnmty Rwer proJect, Texas.~ The Committee directs that Environ­
mental Impact Statement studies be conducted which will define 
the effec~s of the project upon the estuaries and their marine life. 
The_ studies shot~ld be ~onducted in ~ufficient detail to provide infor­
matiOn upon whtch design of the proJect can avoid or minimize anv 
d~mage to t~e natural resources. These studies should be coordinated 
'Y'Ith the N atwnal Marine Fishery Service, the Texas Parks and Wild­
hfe Department, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Texas 
Sh~:t;nP Association who are concerned with the m~rine life in the 
Tr1mty Bay. 
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Wallisville Lake, Tex.-Funds previously appropri~ted for the 
wallis ville Lake, Texas project are to be made avmlable for the 
project as the project proceeds. . . . . 

Galli olis Lock and Dam, Ohi<J a1J4 _West Vtrg~nta .. -Early tmprove­
ment of the existing navigation famht1es at Galhpohs Lock and J?am, 
Ohio and West Virginia is of particular concern to tl~e ~omm.t~t~e. 
The Committee is advised that the inadequaci~s of the e~stmg faCihttes 
burden essential commodity movements With excesstve C<_)Sts and 
shutdowns and delays disrupt supply ~ch~dules to the de~nment hf 
the economy of the Ohio an.d ~1tsstsstppt Valley .. Accordm~lJ;, t e 
Committee wishes to express 1ts mterest m expedttlous subm1ssu;m of 
the project re~ort .to th~ appropriate committees of Co~gress With a 
view to authonzat10n th1s year. . Sh · 

San Francisco Bay to Stockton (J. F. Bald'!Jnn & Sto~kton tp 
Channels) California.-Within available funds, model testmg s~10ul1 
be condudted as part of the ongoing st~dies for the ~5 ft. porlO~·l­
the San Francisco Bay to Stockton proJect to determme the e~<;~ 1 

ity of modifying releases from federally constructed or subs1~1~ed 
projects affecting Delta water. q.ual~ty ai?-d of breakwater sahmty 
barrier use to reduce ocean sahmty mtruswn. 

FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 

Appropriation, 1976 ____ ------------
Budget Estimate, 1977---------- -­
Recommended, 1977 _ ------------------

---------------- $163,250,000 
----------------- 191,220,000 

--------------- 227,667,000 

Comparison:. . +64, 417,000 
Approprmti.on, 1976---------------- ------------- +36 447 000 
Budget Est1mate, 1977---- - -- --- --- -------- -- - - - -- • ' 

Funds under this heading are distributed to projects and activities 
as shown in the following table: 

FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 

Budget fiscal 
yur 1977 

Committee 
recommendation 

1. General i nvestigalions: 
(a) Surv~~~na and vicinity, Arkansas ••• -------------------·-------- -----------$94-000- $~~: ll&~ 

Laconia Circle am, Desha County, Ark ..... --------------------- 100' 000 100,000 

§~.k~r~:~k~~i~~~-liasi'n-i>eiciviwa·i!iapelio'lalie;i\ri<:-aiiti-flio~~~~~~= H~ ~ l1g: ~ 
West Memphis, Ark .......... --------------------------------- 25' 000 25,000 
Bayou du Chien Ky .... -----------------------.-7-------------- 475' 000 475,000 n (water and l~nd resources), lOUISiana........... 25• 000 25,000 

tchafalaya Basin, La .............. -------------- 25' 000 25,000 
La -------------------------------------- 25'000 25,000 

louisiana State Penitentiary levee, Louisiana .... ----------------- 450• ooo 600,000 
Yazoo River Basin, Miss ..... ----------------------------------- 130' 000 130,000 
Mississippi River-East Bank levees, Ken~ucky.and Tennessee .... d. • 
Obion and Forked Deer Rivers and tnbutanes, Tennessee an 150, 000 150, 000 

w:~~~ct~osiiiiitclii"e.iifvers.anil-t!o~oiinaii·c;&&k;tiirin: ·a-nil Miss: 150, ooo 1~: ~ 
Mississippi River, Cair~,lll., to Baton Rouge, La ...... ---------------·---·iss·ooo· 156,000 

(b) Collection and study of bas1c datll-----------------'~"·'-------------· __ ...::.:...:.:• ___ -::--=:-::::: 
2, 060, 000 2, 335, 000 estigations ... --- .....•.. -.-- --- •. ------.-----

2. Constru 
M' ---.---- ---- ------- .. ----------- ... -----------
Channel improvement .... -------.----------------------------------·--
Old River, La ........... ------------- ·7 ·.---- ----- ---- • ---- • ·--- ------ • 

29,725,000 
36,225,000 
2,500,000 

825,000 
31,665,000 Lower Red Rive~, South Bank levees, LOUISiana .... ---------------------­

Atchafalaya Basm, La •• -----------------------··---·-----------------­
Lower White River: 

~ra~~~~~~r::~:~~-~e-~e-~ ~ ~ ·_ -_-_ -_-_ ·_-_-_-_ --~::: ·_ -_-_-_ -_-_-_ ~--:~ ::::::::::::::::::::: i: 666:666: 
Cache Basi'!! Arkansas ......... --------------------------------------- g' 760' 000 
St Francis t>asin, Ark. and Mo .... ------------------------------------- • • 

See footnote at end of teble. 

30,225,000 
40,000,000 

2, 500,000 
1, 700,000 

35,000,000 

420,000 
100,000 

1,500,000 
12,500,000 
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FLOOD CONTROL, M,SSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIEs-continued 

Budge! fiscal Committee 
year 1971 recommendation 

2. Construction and planning-Continued 
Tensas Basin, Ark. and La.: . 

Boeul and Tensas Rivers, except lake Chicot pumping plant.. _______ __ 
Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, Lake Chicot pumping plant. ______________ __ 
Red River Backwater Area, La., Except Tensas Cocodrie Pumping Plant .. 
Red River Backwater area, Louisiana, Tensas Cocodrie pumpmg plant ... 

Reelfoot Lake-Lake No.9, Tennessee and Kentucky ___________________ __ 
West Kentucky tributaries. ___ ........... ---.------- •• __ --------------. 
Bayou Cocodne and tributaries, louisiana ................... ___________ _ 
Teche-Vermilion Basins, La .. _ ............... __ ----- •• ---------. ____ •• _ 
Yazoo Basin, Miss.: 

Sardis lake •. ___ . __ ... ___ ........ ------- .. ---------.--- .. --- .... . 
Arkabutla lake ... __ ._ .•. -------------------------- ..... ___ ...... _ 
Enid Lake .... _ ... ___ . ____ ----. __ •• __ •••••• ----.----.--- ••••. ___ _ 
Grenada Lake •• ___ .--- •. __ ---- .. ------------------ ..... ---- ..•••• 
Greenwood •••••• ___ . ___ ......... --- .. __ ...... ---- .......... __ .. _ 
Upper auxiliary channels. __ .-------.----- .... ----._ ........ _ •• ___ _ 
Main stem ••• ___ • _______ . ___________ .• -------.-- •••••••••••• __ ... 
Tributaries: 

Exce t and Opossum Bayous .................. . 
Bayous ..... ___ ••••• ----- ....... . 

including Steele Bayou>--------------------Big 
Yazoo Backwater: 

$500,000 
760,000 

4, 290,000 
86(), 000 

1, 500,000 
480,000 
280,000 

1, 700,000 

300,000 
540,000 
300,000 
870,000 
80,000 

3,820,000 
500,000 

225,000 
275,000 
940,000 

Except Muddy Bayou control structure __________ ---------------- 4, 538,000 
Muddy Bayou control structure ___________________ -------------. 962,000 

Streambank erosion control ..................... __ ..... --- •. __ .. --- .. ----. ___ • ___ ..... . 
West Tennessee tributaries .............. _ .. --------------------------- 2, 710,000 
Bushley Bayou, La ........................... ------------------------- 1 300,000 

ij~:e~~~~~~~~r0~n~i~~~~~ _:~~~r~~ -~~~~~~!~ ~a~~s_h_~s~-~~~: :::::::::::: == = : ~: ~~ 
Mississippi River, East Bank, Natchez area, Mississippi____________________ t 200,000 
Mississippi River, East Bank, Vicksburg-Yazoo aru, Mississippi____________ 1140,000 

$1,380,000 
I, 760,000 
6,000,000 
2, 860,000 
2,100,000 

480,000 
330,000 

1, 700,000 

1,000,000 
1, 100,000 
1,000,000 
1, 700,000 

100,000 
7,000,000 
1,000,000 

700,~ 
1,075, 
1, 800,000 

6,000,000 
962,080 

2, 000,000 
3, 200,000 
1300,000 
I 100,000 

t:88:8: 
1140,000 ----------------

170, 332, 000 
55,000,000 

. Subtotal, construction and planning___________________________________ 139,360,000 
3. Mamtenance___________________________ ==49~·,80=0,=00,0==~=~ 

TotaL ........ ---.---.---------------.-------------------------------

1 Planning. 

St. Francis Basin.-The Committee allowance includes the follow­
ing increases over the budget: $75,000 for the County Bridges, Ditch 
19, Item 1, Missouri; $325,000 for St. Francis below Marked Tree, 
Arkansas; $375,000 for Rivervale Outlet Ditch; and $1,305,000 for 
Cockleburr Slough Ditch. 

Mississippi River Levees.-The Committee allowance includes 
$500,000 for the Madrid Bend Levee. 

Mississippi River, Cairo, Ill. to Baton RoUfJ.e, La. (N).-The funds 
provided are for study of the economic justification of a deep-water 
channel on the Mississippi River from Baton Rouge to Ohio River. 
Particular attention should be given to the accommodation of mini­
ship and LASH-type intermoded carriers downstream from Osceola, 
Arkansas, and Memphis, Tennessee. 

Yazoo Basin.-The Committee has provided $400,000 for initiation 
of construction on the Big Sand Creek Levee extension. 

Special attention is to be given to the cleanout and roads problems 
associated with Sardis, Enid, Arkabutla and Grenada Lakes in 
Mississippi, within the funds reimbursed through the Emergency 
Fund and included in this appropriation. 

Tensas Basin-Larto Lake to Jonesville area, Louisiana.-The Com­
mittee recommends $927,000 for the Larto Lake to Jonesville area, 
Louisiana. The funds provided in the bill are sufficient to complete 
the work in this area. 

Nonconnah Greek, Tennessee and Mississippi.-The Committee 
calls on the Corps of Engineers to submit the N onconnah Creek, 

I 
~ 

·I 
If: 

!I 

!j 
!j 
!J 
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Tennessee and Mississippi study to the approp~ate Congr~ssi<?nal 
Committees so that it may be considered for proJect ~uthortzatwr;. 
The flood control and other benefits which could be denved from thts 
project are vitally important to the entire area. 

OPERATION A::iD MAlNTENANCE, GENERAL 

Appropriation, 1976 _____ -------------------- ----------
Budget estimate, 1977------- ----------------------------

$582,073,000 
583,900,000 
648,900,000 Recommended, 1977-- --------- -- ---- - ---- - - - -----

Comparison: 7 000 Appropriation, 1976 ________________________ ------ -- - +66,82 , 
Budget estimate, 1977 ________________ ------- -------- - +65,000,000 

Cecil M. Harden Lake, Ind.-The Committee is info~med that ~t a 
number of locations along the project fee bounda~y lme the proJect 
seasonal or summer pool ext-ends beyo~d the fee and ea~eme.nt bound­
aries on to privately-owned. propertt~s. The Co~s 1~ dtrected to 
reexamine the fee boundary hne established for thts proJect and take 
such action as appropriate to solve these p~oblems. . . . 

Within the total increase allowed, followi?g are speCific _proJects m 
the operation and maintenance category whiCh have been mcreased: 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Budget Allowance Increase 

Alabama Coosa Rivers, Ala......................................... $1,550,000 
Black Warrior, Warrior and Tombigb~e Rivers, f\1~--... , .... ----------- 4, 700,000 
GIWW·Mobile District, Alabamabflonda and MISSISSIPPI............... 1, 244,000 
Millers Ferry Jock and dam, Ala ama________________________________ 1, 360,000 
Mobile Harbor, Ala ................... ----------------------------- 2, 3~·ll88 
Walter F. George Jock and dam, Alabama............................. I, 8 , 
Osceola Harbor, Ark ........................................ ------- ~~5·, ~~ 
Humboldt Harbor and Bay, Calif. ................................. .. 
New Hogan lake, Calif.. .................. , ... ,.................... i18.· ggg 
San Francisco Bay-Delta Model structure, Cahforma ............ ---- .. . 

~~~:ii~:rt~ir~~~~:~::~~:=~===~::::::::::::::~~=::::::::::::::~~:~~~~~~:~~ 
Apalachicola Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers, Fla.-------------------- 2, 900, ~ 
Cross Florida Barge Canal, Fla .. ____________________________________ ra~· 000 
East Pass Channel, Fla_____________________________________________ 265' 000 
Fernandina Harbor, Fla.___________________________________________ 2 010' ooo 
JWW-Jacksonville to Miami, Fla ..... -------------------------------- 's80' 000 
Jacksonville Harbor, Fla____________________________________________ 1 900' 000 
Jim Woodruff lock and dam Florida_________________________________ ' '

000 Calumet Harbor and River diked disposal, Illinois..................... 
1 4

fs• 
000 Carlyle lake, Ill .. , ................. ,------------------------------- , • Chicago Harbor, d1 lllmols _________________________________ T22o"ooif 

Kaskaskia River n ois~--------------------------------- • • 
Chicago River di ------- ----------------------------·i;sso; ooo· 
~~T!b~~~~~ ~p~~ ~~ilnnel" work:- iliinots;-Pennsyivanfa:- i niiiaria,. Ohio:-

West Virginia and Kentucky _________ ------------------,-----.--,.. 2, 107,000 
Mississippi River between Missouri River and Minneapolis, IIIIROIS, 

200
,
000 Minnesota Wisconsin and !owa (enyironmental resources study .... __ 

Mississippi River between Oh1o and M1ssoun Rivers, IlL.--- .. --------- 5, ~.· ~ Cecil M. Harden lake Mansfield lake, Ind .. _________________________ 
875

,
000 Red Rock Dam-lake Red Rock, Iowa________________________________ 

299
,000 

~~~~~g~; ~~~~: ~~~=~::::::::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 2, 197,000 
Wolf Creek Dam-lake Cumberland Ky .• __ ---~,--------------------- l, 777,000 
Mississippi River, Baton Rouge to. t~e Gulf, lou1s1ana .. -.. ------ ------. 15, 400, 000 
Misslssip~i River,J~II outlet, loUISiana.. ____ ------------------------ 3, ~: ~g 

~::~;~~~~~r~!~~~~~== ::; : =~:::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::--- -~·-~:~·-:-
Detroit ~iver, diked ~1sposal, MIC~Igan______________________________ 1, 9~, 000 Rou~te River, dik~d disposal, Mlc~lg~n_______________________________ 

5 
068' 000 

Sagmaw,Riv~r, d1k~d disposal, M1ch1gan............................. 5' 415' 000 St Marys R1ver, Mich .. ___________________________________________ • • 
Duluth-Superior diked disposal, Minnesota .... ------------------------------------
Black Rock Channel and Tonawanda Harbor, diked disposal, New York.. 175,00

000
0 

Buffalo Harbor, diked disposal, New York____________________________ l, 615, 

$1,820,000 +$270,000 
6,000, 000 +1,300,000 
2, 044,000 +800,000 
!, 789,000 +429,000 
3, 706,000 +1. 358,000 
2, 000,000 +200,000 

165,000 +40,000 
835,000 +165, 000 
825,000 +305, 000 
565,000 +225,000 
330,000 +330,000 
530,000 +530,000 
90,000 +40, 000 

3, 482,000 +582,000 
1, 367,000 +410,000 

399,000 +250,000 
505,000 +240,000 

2, 820,000 +810,000 
1, 300,000 +720,000 
2, 405,000 +605,000 

148,000 +98,000 
2,000, 000 +555,000 

80,000 +80,000 
1, 260,000 +40.000 

90,000 +90,000 
2,100, 000 +550,000 

3, 860,000 +1. 753,000 

1, 127,000 +927,000 
8, 900,000 +3, COO,OOO 

318, 000 +52, 000 
1, 227,000 +352,000 

339,000 +40,000 
3, 857,000 +1. 660,000 
2, 776,00() +999,000 

17,000,000 +1,600,000 
5,680,000 +2.000,000 

890,000 +297,000 
3, 575,000 +255,000 

502,000 +502,000 
4, 000,000 +2. 211,000 
2,000,000 +I. 100,000 
6,100, 000 +1,032,000 
6, 000,000 +585,000 
1, 000,000 +1. 000,000 

285,000 +110,000 
2,000,000 +385,0()0 
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Budget 

New York Harbor, removal of drift, New York ... _____________________ $1,954,000 
Cleveland Harbork diked disposal, Ohio ... ---------- ____ ------------- 6, 634, 000 
lorain Harbor, di ed disposal, Ohio ... -----------,------------------ 2, 000, 000 
Coos Bay, Oreg .. ----------------------------------------------___ l, 035,000 Channel to Port Bolivar, Tex ..... ___________________________________ 50,000 
Clear Creek and Clear lake, Tex .. ____________________________________________ __ 
Corpus Christi ship channel, Texas__________________________________ 3, 255, iiOo 
Double Bayou, Tex. ___ .. ____ .... ----- _______ .. _ ...... ______ .. __ .... _______ .. ___ _ 
Gulf JWW, Rockport porlion, Texas .. ____________________________________________ __ 
Gull IWW, Texas ___________________________ ----------------------- 6, 895,000 
Houston sh~ channel, Texas_______________________________________ l, 190,000 
little Bay, olton portion,_T exas. ________ .... ___ .. ___________ .. _ .. ___ .... __ .. __ .. _ 
Matagorda ship channel, 1 exas. ___ -------------------------- .. _____ 765,000 
Sabine-Neches Waterway, Tex______________________________________ 2,143, 000 

~~~~~%~~~;.~~;~ ~~= = == ==: =:::::: =::::::::::::: :::::: =::: :::::----i; ~~f ~~-

Allowance 

$2,085, ()00 
8, 000,000 
4,000,000 
1, 235,000 

100,000 
100,000 

5, 500,000 
135,000 
70,000 

8, 700,000 
2, 590, coo 

100,000 
1, 000,000 
4, 000,000 

700,000 
2, 000,000 

189,000 

Increase 

$+131, 000 
+1, 366,000 
+2. 000,000 

+200,000 
+50 000 

+too:ooo 
+2. 245,000 

+135, 000 
+70, coo 

+I, 805,000 
+1,400,000 

+100,000 
+235, 000 

+1. 857,000 
+700, 000 
+350,000 
+50,000 

FLOOD CONTROL AND COASTAL EMERGENCIES 

Appropriation, 1976 __ -------- --------------- ------------Budget estimate, 1977 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _____ . _ _ _ _ 
Recommended, 1977_ _____ ------ __________ _ 
Comparison: 

$70,400,000 
18,140,000 
30,000,000 

Appropriation, 1976 ___ --------------------- _______ -40,400,000 
Budgetestimate, 1977___ . ------------------- +11, 860,000 

This appropriation item is required to finance flood emergency prep­
aration, flood fighting and rescue operations, and repair of flood con­
trol and Federal hurricane and shore protection works. 

The Committee recommends a total of $30,000,000 for flood con­
trol and coastal emergencies which is $11,860,000 above the budget 
request. 

Section 5 of the Flood Control Act approved August 18, 1941, as 
amended (33 USC 701 n), established this fund. This legislation pro­
vides the authority to utilize certain sums to meet emergency work by 
transfer to the emergency fund subject to reimbursement and reads, 
in part, a..-> follows: "Provided that pending the appropriation of said 
sum, the Secretary of the Army may allot, from existing flood­
control appropriations, such sums as may be necessary for the imme­
diate prosecution of the work herein authorized. Such appropriation 
to be reimbursed from the appropriation herein authorized when 
made." 

It is clearly the intent of this legislation that funds diverted from 
other appropriations to meet the urgent flood emergencies through 
this fund are to be reimbursed. 

The Committee directs that in the future all transfers made from 
projects in other Corps accounts to the Emergency Fund be reported 
in advance to the appropriate congressional committees. The Com­
mittee expects to be kept fully advised of any such transfers and devia­
tion from this directive will not be tolerated. 

GENERAL EXPENSES 
Appropriation,1976 _____________ --------- ·--------
Budget estimate, 1977 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _. _ _ _ _ _ 

Etecornrnended, 1977_ ------------ -----------------------­Comparison: 
Appropriation, 1976. _. _ _ _____________ . _ _ _ ____ _ 
Budget estimate, 1977 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .. ____ - __ 

$43,700,000 
47,400,000 
47,200,000 

+3, 500,000 
-200,000 
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This appropriation finances the expenses of the Office, Chief of 
Engineers, the division offices, the River and Harbor Board, and cer­
tain research and statistical functions of the Corps of Engineers. 

The reduction of $200,000 is applied to travel, rent, communica­
tions and utilities and other services. 

SPECIAL RECREATION USE FEES 
Appropriation, 1976_________ -------------------- --------Budget estimate, 1977 _________ ----- _________________________ _ 
Ftecommended, 1977 ___________ ----------------------------

$1,200,000 
3,100,000 
2,000,000 

Comparison: 
Appropriation, 1976______ ----------------------------- +SOO, 000 
Budget estimate, 1977 _________________________ ---------- 1, 100,000 

This appropriation will allow the Corps of Engineers to use rec­
reation fees collected for authorized recreation purposes, including fee 
collection, recreation facility development and items essential to the 
health and safety of the using public as authorized by law. 

Testimony presented to the Committee did not justify the substan­
tial increase requested. 

REVOLVING FUND 

Limitation on capital.-The Committee recommends a total limita­
tion of $285,000,000 for 1977 on the .total capital of the revolving 
fund, the same as the budget request. 

In order to enable the Corps of En · neers to determine the feasi­
bility of a new sand bypassing and o experimental techniques in 
shallow draft inlets, the Corps is directed to proceed immediately 
with the design and modification of the Currituck to provide a self­
loading capability. This modification, which is estimated to cost 
$300,000, will be accomplished within available funds and without 
exceeding the Corpus amount authorized by the Congress. 

This action is not intended to impact on the private sector should 
they further develoJ? this dredging demonstration technique. 

The Committee Is advised that the Corps of Engineers popular 
Bicentennial exhibit towboat the Sergeant Floyd has appeared in over 
150 communities along the Inland and Intracoastal Waterways, and 
by year's end visitors to this exhibit are expected to total 1,000,000. 

The Committee feels it is desirable to_preserve this unique symbol 
of the past and encourages the Chief of Engineers to give considera­
tion to making this vessel available to an interested riverside or 
coastal community which would establish the vessel as a permanent 
exhibit or museum in the national historical interest. 

TITLE III-DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BuREAU oF RECLAMATION 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 
Appropriation, 1976____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _________ $20,892,000 
Budget estimate, 1977_______ _____ _ ---------------------- 21,030,000 
Recommended, 1977 __ ___ _____ __ ____ _ _____ _ _____ _ __ ---- 24,487,000 
Comparison: 

Appropriation, 1976_____ ------- ---------------- _____ +3,595,000 
Budget estimate, 1977------------------------- --- ---- +3,457,000 

Funds provided under this heading are allocated to surveys and 
activities as follows: 
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BUKJ::AU Of li.I:CLAtiATlON 
G~NERAL lNVESHGATlONS 

KANSAS 

Typo of 
Pruj ec t 

Chikaskia ........................................ •••• • Foas.-!1&1 
Kansas State Water Plan--l'hcise II • .,.* ........ • • • ••• • • • • Appr • 
Sol<XilOO River Basin Water Hanagement Study (P-SMfil,)) • • • Sp • lnv • 

,•!QNTANA 

Eastern t4ontana Basins ................. • • • • • • • • • .. •" • • • • • • • · 
Hardin Unit. Rcfornl.ulation ............................ . 
Total Water Uanagement Study (P-SH8P} 

(see South Dakota) 

Crofton unit ............. • •. • • • •• • • • ... • • • •• • ••• •••• • ••• • 
Highland Unit (Elkhorn Division, P-StiBP) ............. . 

N~VADA 

Appr. 
Feas. 

Lahontan Basin Total Water ~lanagement Studyu••••••••• Sp. Inv. 

NEW m:nco 
Boulder Canyon, Hoover Power plant Hod ificat ions 

(see Arizona) 
Clephant Butte Reservoir- Ft. Quitman ••• ••• ••••• •• ••• 
Gallup ................. , .................................. . 
Llano-Estacado Total Water Hanag.ement Study •• •• • ..... • • 
Raton Water Supply ............ • ..... •. • •• • •" • • • • • • • "• • • • .. • • 
Tucurncar i .......................... · .. • • •. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

NOKTH UAKOTA 

Sp .. lnv .. 
Feas.-H&I 
Sp. lnv. 
Appr .-MH 
Feas.-1 

Apple Creek ......... •• •• ....... •• •• ••••••• ·• ••••••••••• ,.,. Feas.-l,M&I 
Garrison lliversion Unit, H&I Facilities (P-5!-taP).., •••• Feas.-ti&I 
Total Water Hanagement Study (P-StlliP) 

(see South Dakota) 
versippi Al terna.tive, Die k.inson unit, Heart Divis ion... Fe as • -a& I 

OKLAHUIIA 

Cache Creek ............................. • ........ • •••• • • • • • • • • • ~ 
Criner Hills ........... •. • ...... • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
HcGe:e Creek ......... ~ .... ~.•••••••••••••••••·•••••••••••• 
Oklahoma State Water Plan ••••• • •• • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • ••• • • 
Seward .......... ~ .................... • ..... • •• .. • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • 

OREGON 

Feas.-H&l 
Appr .-MOL 
Feas .. -H&I 
Appr. 
Feas.-tt& l 

Klamath, Butte Valley llivision ......................... 5. r~eas.-1 
Rogue River Basin, Grants Pass Division ................. Feas. 
Rogue River Basin, Hedford Uivision, Reformulation., ••• Fe as. 
Umatilla .Basin ............ ~~······••••••••••••••••••••••• Feas .. -I.~t&I 
Walla Walla. Reformulation (see Washington) 
Willamette RiVer, N.olalla Division ...................... Feas.-I.no.t 

SOUTH UAKOTA 
Oahe Unit, M&I Water Facilities (James Division, 

P-S!'-1RP) ................................. ,. .................. Feas. -N& 1 
Total Water .Hanagement Study, ~Ussouri River 

Upstream of Cavins Point (f'-S!iiSP) ................... Sp .. Inv. 

TEXAS 
Elephant Butte Reservoir - Ft. t.<uitman 

(see New Hexico) 
Lake Heredith Salinity Study ................................ Appr. 
Llano-Estacado Total Water .Hanagement Study 

(see New tlexico) 
Texas Basins,. .............................. * •••••• ~ ....... Feas.-1 ,N&: I 

UTAH 
Central Utah, Ute Indian Unit ............................ r·eas.-I,H&l,P 
CHSP Power Peaking Capacity (see Colorado) 
Upper Colorado Resource Study (see Colorado) 

WASHI~GTON 

Chief Joseph Dam,. Colville Indian Reservation and 

Adjacent Areas •.•••• ~····························· Appr.-l,H&! 
Colunbia Basin, Grand Coulee Dam Third Power plant 

Extension ••••••••••. ··················~·~········· Fe.as.-P 
Walla Walla Reformulation ••••••••••••••••...•••••••••• Feas.-H&I 
Yakima, Yakima Indian Reservation ...... n•····· ....... Feas. 
Yakima, Bumping Lake Enlargement, Reformulation....... Fe as .-I 
Yakima Valley Water Hanageme:nt Study~. . • . . • • • • • • • • • • • • Sp. Inv. 

WYOIII~G 

CRSP Power Peaking Capacity (see Colorado) 
Hinidoka, Minidoka Powerplant Rehabilitation and 

Enlargement (see Idaho) 
;tuddy Ridge Area, Riverton unit ••••••.•••• ~~ ••••...••• Feas,-1 
S"orth Platte River Hydroelectric Study (Oregon 

Trail Div.,. P-SMBP).~·······•·••••••••·•·••••••··· Appr.-P 

6udget Est. 
n: 1977 

101, oou 
167,000 
. 53,000 

25,000 
75,000 

40, ooo 

80,000 

168,000 
120,000 
100,000 
so. 000 
40,000 

260,000 
so,ooo 

44,000 
4,000 

IOO, 000 
120,000 
100,000 

120.000 
100,000 
so, 000 
69,000 

ss,ooo 

so. 000 

120,000 

60,000 

114,000 

653,000 

12,000 

101,000 
120,000 

75,000 
25,000 

210,000 

50,000 

House Approved 
FY 1977 

101,000 
167,000 
53,000 

25,000 
75,000 

50,000 
40, oou 

80,000 

168,000 
120,000 
!50, 000 
100,000 
40,000 

260,000 
50,000 

30,000 

44,000 
4,000 

100,000 
120,000 
150,000 

120,000 
100,000 
so.ooo 
69,000 

55,000 

so. 000 

120,000 

60,000 

114,000 

65J, 000 

12,000 

101,000 
120,000 

7 5, 000 
25,000 

210,000 

40.000 

50,000 

0:: 
!;-.:) 



BUREAU Of RECLAMATION Type of 
~ENERAL INVESTIGATIONS Project 

Seminoe Dam Modification (Kendrick Project) •••••••.••• Feas.-I,M&I,P 
Sublette •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Feas.-I,M&I 
Total Water Hangement Study (P-SMBP) 

(see South Dakota) 
Upper Snake River, Oakley Fan Division, Reformulation 

(see Idaho) 
Upper Snake River Water Management Study (see Idaho) 

VARIOUS STATES 
Colorado River Water Quality Improvement Program •••••. Feas. 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Studies ••.•••.••.•• 

General Engineering and Research: 
Atmospheric Water Resources ~-tanagement Program .••••. 
General Planning Studies .•.•..•••••••••.••..•••.•.•• 
Special Investigations: 

Environmental and Interagency Coordination 
Activities •••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••.•• 

Minor Work in Connection with Completed 
Project Investigations ••••••••.••.•••••••••••• 

Investigations of Existing Projects ••••••••••••••• 
Print Reports •••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••• 
Projects Not Yet Identified ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Total ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Classified Pay Raise (E.O. 11883) .................... . 
Distributive Charges for Service Facilities, 

Unliquidated Obligations, etc •••••.••••••••••••••• 
General Reduction due to Slippage, Savings, and 

Carryover Balances •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Total, General Investigations •••••• 

Budget Est. 
FY 1977 

170,000 
186,000 

1,950,000 
554,000 

4,650,000 
250,000 

I, 508,000 

862,000 
128,000 
35,000 
25,000 

--------
9,962,000 

506,000 

-123,678 

-400,000 

------

+t 
~~""' 
c..:>o 
0> -..I 
~~00 

00 
oo 
oo 

21,030,000 

I 
I I 
I 1 

I 1 
I I 

I 
I 

I I 
I I 
I 
I 
I I 

I I I 

I I I 
I 1 
I 1 

Kouse Approved 
FY 1977 

170,000 
186,000 

I, 950,000 
554,000 

6,400, 000 
200,000 

I, 508,000 

862,000 
128,000 
35,000 
25,000 -------

11,662,000 

506,000 

-123,678 

-400,000 

----------
24,487,000 

O'l 
~ 



ARil:ONA 

Pacific Northwest ... Pacific South\oiest 

CALIFORNIA 

Central Valley Project: 

Intertie,: .............. . 

Sacramento River division. • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
San Luis unit: 

West lands distribution and drainage system •• • • • •• • 
San Luis drain.~····••••" ......... •••·••••• ••• •••• •• 
All other San Luis unit facilit les ...... • • .. • • • • • • 

Subtotal. San Luis unit ....... • 

Auburn-Folson South unit: 
Auburn Ua111 and H.cservoir ••••• • • ~ .. • • • • • • • • • • • .... • "• • • • 
Folsom South Canal •••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
All other Auburn-Folsoa South unit facil tties. • • • • • • 

Subtotal, Auburn-Fols.ot:~ 
South unit ................. . 

Hisccllancous project prograus ••• •• • •••••••· ••••" • • • •" 
San l<~elipc division ......... ~ .. ~· .. •••••••••••••·•~•••••• 

Total, Central Val~ey Project.-. • ••• 

Pacific Northwcst-!'aeific Southwest 
(see Arizona) 

COLui<AOO 

Inter tie. 

Dolores project ...... •••••• ••••••• •• •••• ••••• • • •••••••• 
r~ryingpan-Ar kansas proj ee t • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • *""" * .. 
San Luis Valley project. Closed fSasin divislon ... H ..... 

Il>Al!O 

~:::~ ~:~ ~~~!:c:;o~ec~: ~=~~~nd!~i~~o:~~i;~~~:::::: 
NLW Ht,j(It,;O 

Brantley project ....................................... . 

~CVADA 

Pacific Northwest-Pacific Soutwest Intertie 
(see Arizona) 

Southern Nevada Water project ........ ,.,. .................. .. 

OKLAHO.'IA 
/lountain Park project ...................................... . 

OREWN 
Rogue N.iver Basin project, Her lin division ........... . 
Tualatin project ........... •••••. ••• ......................... . 

TEXA~ 
Palmetto Bend project ..................................... . 
Nueces River project ....................................... . 

WASH I.~GTON 
Coltl'lbia Basin project: 

Irrigation facilities ••••••••••••• •••• •••••••• ••• ••• 
Third power plant •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Total • Colunbia Basin Projec"t .... ..,. 

Walla Walla project, Touchet division ................ .. 
Yakima project, Kennewick division ..................... . 

VARIOUS 
Drainage and minor construction program: 

All-American Canal System, California •••••••••••••• 
Belle Fourche project, South Dakota ••••••••••••••••• 
Boise project, Payette division, Idaho ................ . 
Boulder Canyon project, Arizona-Nevada ................ . 
Gila project, Arizona ............ ••••• ................ . 
Kendrick project, Wyoming ...... , ....................... . 
Klamath project, Oregon ... California ..................... .. 
Lower Rio Grande project, .Hercedes division., 

Texas ...................... ••••••• ................. . 
Hiscellaneous engineering services, Colorado.,.. .... .. 
Parker-Davis project, Arizona-California-Nevada .... . 
Recreation facilities at existing reservoirs, 

various states ........ ·••••••••••••••••••••••" ••• 
Rogue River Basin project .... Savage Rapids Dam 

Fish way modifications, Oregon ...................... . 
San Angelo proj e<:: t J Texas ................................ . 
Solano project .... Lake Berryessa recreational 

facilities, California •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

.Sudget Est. 

$ 

FY 1977 

810,000 

32, ooo. 000 

14,090,000 
4,050,000 
5,472,000 

23,612,000 

40,914,000 
266,000 
325,000 

41,505,000 

11,750,000 
12,725,000 

121,592,000 

39,000,000 

5, 300,000 

5, 600,000 

6,500,000 

9,000,000 

16,400,000 

16,400,000 
44,900,000 

61,300,000 

5,000 
2,800,000 
1, 500,000 
1,000,000 

120,000 
510,000 

I, 070,000 

300,000 
10,000 

2,415,000 

405,000 

780,000 
50,000 

900,000 

Budget Est • 
FY 1977 

$' 

375,000 

400,000 

House Approved 

··~ 1977 
Construction 

$· 810,000 

32,000,000 

16, ooo, 000 
4, oso, 000 
5,472,000 

25,522,000 

40,914,000 
500,000 
325,000 

41,739,000 

11,865,000 
12,725,000 

123, 8SI, 000 

850,000 
39,000,000 

5,30(),0()0 

5,600,000 

200,000 I, ZOO, 000 

6, 500,000 

300,000 
9, ooo, 000 

16,400,000 
4,500,000 

16,400,000 
44,900,000 

61.300,000 

300,000 

5,000 
2, 800,000 
1,500,000 

120,000 
510,000 

1,070,000 

300,000 
10,000 

2,415,000 

405,000 

780,000 
50,000 

900,000 

House Approved 
FY 1977 
Planning 

$ 

37>,000 

400,000 

300,000 

300,000 
zs,ooo 

"" 0') 



HUKEAU UF KECLAt1ATIUN 
CONST<UCT !ON A~D Kf.;!AK !I. ITA TlON 

Umatilla project, He Kay Dam spillway mod iftcation ... 
Ventura River project - Casitas Reservoir open 

Budget E:Jt. 
FY, 1977 

Construction 

1,200,000 
330,000 

Budget Est. 
H 1977 
Planning 

House Approved 
fY 1'}77 

Construe t ion 

ISO, 000 

1,800,000 
. 330,000 

House Approved 
FY 1977 
Planning 

space, California ......•... . • •....•••.•...•.•...• 
Washoe project, Nevada-California •••••••.••••••..••• -------·-·- ··------- ---··--·-·--- ---··----

Total .............................. . 

Rehabilitation and betterment of existing projects: 
Crooked River project, Ochoco Irrigation 

District, Oregon •.....•...••.....•..••....•.••.• 
Hyrum project, Utah ••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••• 
:tinidoka project, Burley Irrigation Dist., Idaho ...• 
Newlands project, Nevada •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Rio Grande project, El Paso County Improvement 

District No. 1, Texas ............................. . 
Rogue River Basin project, Medford and Rogue 

River Valley Irrigation District, Oregon •••••••• 
Salt River project, Arizona •••. ••••••••••••••••••• •• 
Shoshone project, Garland division, Wyoming •••••••.• 
Solano County Flood Control and Water Conservation 

District, California •••••••..•••••••••••••.••••••• 
Tucumcari project, New Nexico ....................... . 
Uncompahgre project, Colorado ........................ . 
Yakima project, Snipes Mountain Irrigation 

District, Washington •••••••••••••••••••••.•••••• 

Total ............................... . 

PICK..SLOAN !IISSOURI BASIN PROGRAM 

COLORADO 
Narrows unit .......................................... . 

MONTANA 
Canyon Ferry unit (dust abatement) •••••••••••••••••••• 
Lower Marias unit, Tiber Dam modifications •••••••••••• 

NEBRASKA 
North Loup division ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
O'Neill unit ......................................... . 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Dickinson unit ......................................... . 
Garrison diversion unit •••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••• 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

~:~~o~~=~;;;~~d • ~~~~ .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • · · · · · · · · · · • · · · · · · ·································· 
IIYOHING 

Polec ..... t Bench unit 
River ton unit •• ... ::: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : :: : : : :: : 

VARIOUS 
Transmission division ································· 
Urainage and rninor construe tion program: 

Bostwick division, Nebraska-Kansas 
East Bench unit, ~lontana .. • .. • • • • • · • • • • • • • 
Farwell unit, Nebraska. ••• •• • ••• •••• ... •••••• ·· •••• 

Frenchman-Cambridge div~;;_~~ • • ~~b;;;~; · · · • • • • • · · • • • • 
Owl Cree~ unit, Wyoming ••••. : ..•.•••.. :::::::::::::: 
Yellowta 11 unit, &ntana-Wyo1:~ing ..•.••..•••••••••••• 

Total, Drainage and minor 
construction program ..••••••.•••• 

Total, Pick-Sloan Hissouri basin 
program •.•.••.••••.••••.•.••••••• 

Subtotal, Construction & Rehabilitation .•• 

Undistributed reduction based on anticipated 
delays ••••••••••••••••••..••••..•••••••••••••.•.•• 

Total, Construction & Rehabilitation 

13, 39S, 000 13, 14S, 000 

100,000 100,000 
23S, 000 

soo,ooo soo,ooo 

400,000 400,000 

1,000, 000 1,000, 000 

12S, 000 12S, 000 

1,000,000 1, ooo. 000 

sso, 000 sso.ooo 

soo,ooo 

100,000 100,000 

200,000 200,000 

200,000 200,000 ___ .________ --------·- -------- -----·----
4,17S, 000 

3, 99S, 000 

2, 300,000 
4, SOO, 000 

1,000, 000 
1,300,000 

23, soo,ooo 

16,600,000 

3,000, 000 

16,620, OUD 

1, 380,000 
210,000 
730,000 
22S, 000 
90,000 

1,160,000 

J, 79S, 000 

76, 61U, 000 

3S9,682,000 

-14,240,000 

l,S7S,ooo 

4, 910,000 

3, 99S, 000 

2, 300,000 
4, sao, ooo 

t,ooo,ooo 
1, 300,000 

23, soo, 000 

16,600,000 

3,000,000 

16,620,000 

1, 380,000 
210,000 
730,000 
22S, 000 

90,000 
1, 160,000 

3, 79S. 000 

76,610,000 

368,976,000 

-19,240,000 

100,000 

100,000 

so, 000 

2SO, 000 

1,6SO,OOO 

----------------------------------
347,017,000 3Sl,386,000 

O'l 
00 
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The Committee recommends the following decreases from the 
budget: 
(1) Boulder Canyon Project, Nevada and Arizona (Drainage and 

Minor Construction)--_-_-_------ __ ---_-_-_----_- __ -_-_-__ -$1, 000, 000 
Budgeted funds are not authorized. 

(2) San Luis Unit, California, Central Valley Project (Integration 
gravity and ground water pumping)________________________ -1,800,000 
Department of Interior Solicitor determined that major change 

in the plans for ground water integration facilities require addi-
tional authorization. 
(3) Undistributed reduction based on anticipated delays_- __ - _ _ _ _ - 5, 000, 000 

Garrison Diversion Unit, N.D.-The Committee recommends that 
funds available for wildlife mitigation, after coordination with the 
appropiiate state agencies, shall be used for carrying out the updated 
wildlife plan for the Garrison Diversion Unit. 

Miscellaneous Project Programs, Central Valley Project.-The Com­
mittee allowance includes $115,000 for the Sly Park Dam and Reser-
voir, California. 

UPPER COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT 

Appropriation, 1976 ________________________________________ _ 
Budget estimate, 1977 ______________________________________ _ 
Recommended, 1977 _______________________________________ _ 

Comparison: Appropriation, 1976 ____________________________________ -
Budget estimate, 1977 __________________________________ _ 

$41,152,000 
I 61, 231, 000 

59,331,000 

+ 18, 179, 000 
-1,900,000 

1 Reflects decrease of $4,800,000 contained in House Doc. 94-478. 

The recommended appropriation is distributed to projects and activ­
ities under this heading as follows: 
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COLORADO RIVER BASIN PROJECT 
Appropriation, 1976_____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ $29, 205, 000 
Budget estimate, 1977_____ ---------- 73,420,000 
Recommended, 1977________ ---------- 73,420,000 
Comparison: 

Appropriation, 1976___________ --------------------- +44, 215,000 
Budget estimate, 1977______ ----------- ________ _ 

Included in the estimate are the following: 
Granite Reef Division _________ _ 
Orme Division ______ _ 
Salt-Gila Division __ _ 
Gila River Division ___ _ 
Tucson Division ___________ _ 
Transmission Facilities ____ _ 
Miscellaneous items ________ _ 

$60,622,000 
1, 050,000 
2, 750,000 
2,100,000 

20,000 
5, 398,000 
1, 480, 000 

TotaL_________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 73, 420, 000 

The Committee understands that a 6-mile segment of the Liberty­
Parker 230 Kv transmission line of the Central Arizona Project will 
parallel a proposed transmission line of the Arizona Public Service 
Company. The Siting Committee of Arizona has suggested joint 
construction of this segment of the transmission line because of 
environmental considerations. ,Joint construction will also create a 
cost savings to the Federal Government estimated at $200,000. The 
Committee recommends that the Bureau of Reclamation participate 
in the joint construction and that fiscal year 1977 funds be made 
available for this purpose. 

APPROPRIATION TO LIQUIDATE CONTRACT AUTHORITY 

Appropriation, 1976 ______________ _ 
Budget estimate, 1977 _______ _ 
Recommended, 1977 __ 
Comparison: 

$22,440,000 
20,600,000 
20,600,000 

Appropriation, 1976______________ 1, 840,000 
Budget estimate, 1977 _____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ----- __ --

This appropriat'on is required for the liquidation of contract 
authority in connection with the Navajo project participating 
agreement. 

COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL PROJECTS 

Appropriation, 1976 __________ _ 
Budget estimate, 1977 ___________ _ 

$19,670,000 
43,120,000 
44,700,000 Recommended, 1977 __ ----------­

Comparison: 
Appropriation, 1976______________ +25, 030, 000 
Budget estimate, 1977______ _____ +1, 580, 000 

The funds provided are for the construction and operation and 
maintenance of certain works directed toward the enhancement and 
protection of the quality of water in the Colorado River for use in the 
United States and Mexico. 

Funds provided under this heading are distributed as shown in the 
following table: 
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
Appropriation, 1976___________ ---------------------------- $132,162,000 
Budget estimate, 1977---- __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ __ __ _ __ _ __ _ __ _ _ _ __ _ 143,000,000 
Recommended, 1977 _________ ------------ __ __ __ ___ ________ __ 143,000,000 
Comparison: 

Appropriation, 1976_ ------ --------------------- +10,838,000 
Budget estimate, 1977 ________ _ _ _____ ---------- _________ -------- __ _ 

This appropriation is required to finance the operation and main­
tenance of Bureau projects for irrigation, power, municipal, and in­
dustrial water supplies, and other benefits. In addition to the opera­
tion and maintenance of power generation transmission facilities and 
the storage dams and reservoirs of completed projects, the Bureau 
operates and maintains irrigation works until the water users are able 
to undertake the responsibility. 

LOAN PROGRAM 
Appropriation, 1976_____ _ ________________________ _ 
Budget estimate 1977---------------- ------------
Recommended, 1977 ______ -------- ______ ---
Comparison: 

$22,665,000 
10,773,000 
22,209,000 

Appropriation, 1976____ -------- ------------- -456,000 
Budget estimate 1977________ ------------- +11,436,000 

This appropriation provides for loans to non-Federal organizations 
for construction and rehabilitation of distribution systems and for 
loans and grants to construct small irrigation projects. 

Funds provided under this heading are distributed as shown in the 
following table: 

I 
I 
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BURF.AU OF RECLA!IATION 
LOAN PROGRAM 

AIUZOliA 
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Gila River Farms ••• ~·~······· .. ········~········~······ 
Valley Center Water District, SupplementaL.····· • • .. • 

CALlFORl!lA 
Buttonwillow Improvement District. Supplemental. • • • • • • 
oet..uz Heights _Hunicipal Water District.· • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Kana"''ha Water Oistr ic t, Phase II •••••• ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
LaSranza Water District ••••••••• • ... ••• • • • • • · · · • '" • • • • • 
Pioneer Water Company, Supplemental ••••• • ••• • • • • • .. • • ~ • 
Pond-Poso Improvement District, SupplementaL • • • • • • • • • 
Pond-Poso Improvement District •• •• •• • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • 
Redwod Valley Water District ........ H .. •• • H • • • • .- p 

san Luis Water District. SupplementaL+ u • • • • • H H • .- • 

MONTANA 
Buffalo Rapids Irrigation District ... •. • • • •• • • • · • · .. • • 

!<EBAASKA 
central Nebraska Public Power and Irrigation 

District ••••••• ~··········~··········~+··········· 

TERAS 
Cameron County Water Control and Impr. District No. 19 
Hidalgo County 1olater Improvement District No. 5. • • • • • • 
Hidalgo and Willacy Counties Water Control and 

Improvement District No. 1 •• • •• ·., .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

UTAH 
Roy water Conservancy Subdistrict, supplemental •• •·••• 

WASHINGTON 
Wenatchee Heights Reclamation District··.··· • • · • • • • • • · 
Administration of loan program.·· •. ··•· • • · • · • • · • · • · • · • 

Subtotal .•••••••.•.•.•• • ••• • • • 

Budget Est. House Approved 
FY 1977 FY 1977 

Construct ion Construction 

$ 
I, 500,000 

1,500,000 

264,000 
2,100,000 
I, 500,000 

215,000 

2,660,000 

533,000 

195,000 
338,000 

10,805 .ooo 

$ 500,000 
1,500,000 

2,000,000 
300,000 

1 ,ooo,ooo 
722,000 
414,000 

2,000,000 
264,000 

2,100,000 
4,000.000 

215,000 

2,660,000 

1,000,000 
1,000,000 

533,000 

1,500,000 

195,000 
338,000 

22,241,000 

Undistributed reduction based on anticipated 
delays .............. • • .. • .... • · · .. • • .. · .. • ·"" •" __ ..:::.:~~ -32,000 

Total~ .Loan Proaram •••••••••••• •• • • • 
10,773,000 22,209,000 
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EMERGENCY FUND 
Appropriation, 1976 __________________________________________ _ 
Budget estimate, 1977 ________________________________________ _ 
Recommended, 1977 _________________________________________ _ 
Comparison: 

$1,000,000 
1, 000,000 

400,000 

Appropriation, 1976___________________________ --------- -600,000 
Budget estimate, 1977 _____ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ -600, 000 

The Emergency Fund is utilized to assure the continuous operation 
of irrigation and power systems in the event of droughts, canal bank 
failures, damage to transmission lines and other emergencies affecting 
Bureau projects. 

GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

Appropriation, 1976____ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ __________________________ _ 
Budget estimate, 1977----- _ _ _ ___ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _____ _ 
Recommended, 1977 ________________________________________ _ 
Comparison: 

$21,840,000 
22,600,000 
22,600,000 

Appropriation, 1976 .. ------------------------------------ +760, 000 
Budget estimate, 1977___________ ------ -----------------

This appropriation finances the general administrative and technical 
direction of the reclamation program as performed by the Department, 
Denver regional and other offices in the seven regions. 

ALASKA POWER ADMINISTRATION 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 
Appropriation, 1976_________ _____ ------ -----------
Budget estimate, 1977_________ ---------- -------------Recommended, 1977 ___________________________________________ _ 
Comparison: 

$652,000 
763,000 
749,000 

Appropriation, 1976_____ ------------ _____ ------------- +97, 000 
Budget estimate, 1977_____ _ _____ _ _ _ _ _ -14, 000 

This appropriation provides for the conduct of investigations, sur­
veys and comprehensive studies for the development and utilization of 
water and related resources to assure adequate and economical power 
supplies to Alaska. 

It is recommended that reductions be made as follows: -$5,000 for 
travel and transportation of persons, -$2,000 for printing and 
reproduction, -$5,000 for other services, and -$2,000 for supplies 
and materials. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
Appropriation, 1976_____ ------------ _____ -----
Budget estimate, 1977 _____ _ ___ _ _ _ _ _ _ __________ _ 
Recommended, 1977 __ _ ________ ------ ------- ____ _ 
Comparison: 

- $1,007,500 
1, 164,000 
1,141,000 

Appropriation, 1976_____________________________ ___ +133, 500 
Budget estimate, 1977_______ ----- __ ------- _____ -23,000 

This appropriation item covers the expenses of the Alaska Power 
Administration in the operation and maintenance of the Eklutna 
project and the Snettisham project. 

It is recommended that reductions be made as follows: -$2,000 for 
travel and transportation of persons, -$20,000 for other services, and 
-$1,000 for supplies and materials. 

BoNNEVILLE PowER ADMINISTRATION 

Appropriation, 1976------------------- ------------------ 0 
Budget estimate, 1917 _________ ------ __ -------- ----------- 0 
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Public Law 93-454 creates the Bonneville Power Administration 
Fund in order that the agency and its programs be financed from power 
revenues and sale of bonds; direct appropriations are no longer re­
quired. FY 1976 was the first under which BPA operated without 
appropriations and this is to be continued in FY 1977. 

The Committee is pleased with the evidence of BPA operating in a 
businesslike manner and being concerned with keeping control of its 
costs; the Committee holds BP A accountable for the financial integrity 
of its operation. 

The Committee recognizes that the Bonneville Power Administra­
tion transmission system covers a large land area. The area covers a 
wide range of wind characteristics. In its participation with the 
Energy Research and Development Administration and National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration on an integrated wind genera­
tion research project, the Committee expects the Bonneville Power 
Administration to fund its portion of the research costs consistent with 
what other utilities would fund in such a joint effort. 

SouTHEASTERN PowER ADMINISTRATION 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
Appropriation, 1976 ______________ _ 
Budget estimate, 1977 _____________ _ 
Recommended, 1971------------­

$1,000,000 
1,106,000 
1,076,000 

Comparison: 
Appropriation, 1976---------- ___ ----------------- +76,000 
Budget estimate, 1977----- ___ ---- ------------ -30,000 

The Southeastern Power Administration markets power generated 
at the Corps of Engineers hydroelectric generating plants in a 10-state 
area of the Southeast. Deliveries are made by means of tran~mission 
facilities owned by others. 

This appropriation is required for system operation and mainten­
ance, wheeling charges, purchase of energy and general administration 
in the Southeastern power marketing area. 

The Committee recommends reductions totaling $30,000 because 
the testimony did not adequately justify requested increases. 

SouTHWEsTERN PowER ADMINISTRATION 

CONSTRUCTION 
Appropriation, 1976----------------- ------------------ ----
Budget estimate, 1977 ___________________ -- ___ - __ - -- _---- __ --- _-

$680,000 
960,000 
896,000 Recommended, 1971----------------------------------------­

Comparison: 
Appropriation, 1976------------------- --------------- +216, 000 
Budget estimate, 1977________________ ----------- -64,000 

The Southwestern Power Administration is responsible for market­
ing of power produced at Corps of Engineers hydroelectric generating 
plants in the Southwest. The construction appropriation is required 
primarily to continue minor modifications and additions to existing 
facilities, and expansion and modernization of commnnica.tions and 
control systems. 

The Committee recommends a reduction of $4,000 for transporta­
tion of things and $60,000 for equipment. Testimony received by t.he 
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Co~ttee does not adequately justify full requested mcreases m 
these Items. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
Appropriation, 1976_____ _ $ B d t t· 1 ---------------------- 6, 080,000 

~~~~~::::::~~::::::::-----:::::::::: ____ :::::::-----+~~;~62~7~;oggoog 
Budget estimate 1977 ------------------------ ' ' ' ----- ------------------- -114,000 

This appropriation is requi!ed for system operation and maintenance 
purchase of power and wheehng charges and general administration ' 

The Co~mittee recommends r~ductions of $114,000 for travel ~nd 
transP.ortatlOD; of persons and thmgs, communications, suoolieA antl 
matenals, eqmpment and other services. 

TITLE IV-INDEPENDENT OFFICE~ 

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
~p~ropriat:ion, 1976 __________________________________________ _ 

R
u get estimate, 1977 _________________________________ _ $1,870,000 

1,897, 000 
1,897,000 

C
ecomn:ended, 1977 _ _ __ _ ______________ _ 
ompanson: 

Appropriation, 1976___ ------------------ +27 000 
Budget estimate, 1977_ ----------------- -----~---

The appropriation ~or salaries a!ld. expen~es provides for the full cost 
o.f the Federal Cochairman and h1s Immediate staff and the contribu­
tiOn by the Federal Government of 50 percent of the Administrative 
expense~ of the. Appala<?hian Regional Commission. The requested 
budget mcrease 1s pnmanly for wage increases. 

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL DEVELOP!\iENT PROGRAMS 

(FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO PRESIDENT) 

~ppropriation, 1976 ___________________________ _ 

It~~g~~~~~tei~?l7=-----------------------------
Comparison: ' - - ------------------

ABppropriation, 1976 ______________________________ _ 
udgetestimate, 1977_____ ------------------

The budget program and proposed allowance follow: 

Program 1976 

$288, 200, 000 
298,500,000 
300,500,000 

+12, 300,000 
+2, 000,000 

1977 Allowance 

:rea de~elo~,entiif·T·----------------------------------------- $115,000,000 $104,500,000 $104,500,000 
H~;arc an oca eveopment districts............................. 8, 500 000 9, 000,000 8, 500,000 
A' ;:~iailcrait"ceiite········ ---------- -----··------------------ 1s2. 200: ooo 1ss. ooo, ooo0 1ss. ooo, ooo 

PP r------- ·------.-- ..•. -- ••. ---.- .. -. .... . . • 2, 500, 000 2, 500,000 
~~~------------~~ TotaL.................................................... 288,200,000 298, 500,000 300,500,000 

The Committee recommends a total of $300 500 000 for the Appa-
lachian Region~! Development Program. ' ' 

The budget mcrease of $500,000 for local development districts 
has not been allowed by the Committee because testimony was unclear 
as to the specific purpose of these funds. 

The Committee has added $2,500,000 for completion of the craft 
center in mid-Appalachia. 
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DELAWARE RIVER BASIN CoMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
Appropriation, 1976------ --- ----------- -----­ ------------ $81,000 
Budget estimate, 1977___________ -----------------­
Recommended, 1977 __ - - - - ----- --- - - ---- - - --- -- - - - - - ---- -
Comparison: 

83,000 
83,000 

+2, 000 Appropriation, 1976_______ --- ------ ------ - --- -------
Budget estimate, 1977____________ -- ----- ----- ----- ----

This appropriation provid~s :for salari.es a!ld expenses o:f the U.S. 
Commissioner and his staff m representmg mterests o:f the Federal 
Government in the Delaware River Basin Commission. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE DELAWARE RIVER BASIN C0}1MISSION 

Appropriat!on, 1976--------------- ----------- ------------- - $i~~· ggg 
Budget estimate, 1977---------------------------------- --- 198 000 
Recommended, 1977 __ - - -------- - - ------ ----- ---- - -- ' 
Comparison: _ -17, 000 Appropriation, 1976_________________ ------------

Budget estimate, 1977_______________ ----- ---- -- --------

Funds provided under this heading represent the Feqeral share 
(24 percent) of the. cost. of opera;ting. the Del~w~re Rtver Ba~m 
Commission as provtded m the legislatiOn estabhs~mg. the Commis­
sion. The bulk of the costs are carried by the contnbutmg states. 

FEDERAL PowER CoMMISSION 

SALARIES AND ·EXPENSES 
Appropriation, 1976--------------- ------------------ $36,560,000 
Budget estimate, 1977------------- ------ - ---------------- !i; ~~~; ggg 
Recommended, 1977 ____ - _--- -- ----- ----- - ---- -- ----
Comparison: + 5, 022, 000 

Appropriation, 1976_________ -----------------
Budget estimate, 1977_________ ----- ------------------ -----------

The Federal Power Commission administers the several provisions 
of the Federal Power Act and the N atur.al Gas Ac~ and performs 
other work related to both Federal and private electnc power devel-
opment and associated natural resources. . . 

Although the requested budget represents a substantial mcrease ov~r 
the current year fun~ir_lg level, the Commi~tee allows the request m 
view of the energy cnsis and recommendatwns made by the General 
Accounting Office in regards to FPC. . 

In a recent report, G~O found t~at :FPC has a substantial backlo.g 
of hydroelectric power license ap.phcatwns anq, under current condi­
tions this backlog is expected to mcrease. Testimony before the Com­
mitt~e by FPC officials indicated that the. budget request was suffi­
cient to provide funding and staff to expedite and reduce the backlog 
of hydroelectric applications. , 

Further the Committee recognizes the importance of FPC s role 
in the reg~lation of hydroelectric power and inte~state natural gas 
and the impact this regulation may have on helpmg to relieve the 
energy crisis. 
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The proposed budget program is as follows: 

Program 

Hydroelectric regulation .•••••••.. ___ •••••. __ .•• c •• ____ •••••• _ 
Electric power industry systems evaluation ____________________ _ 
Electric power utilities regulation •••. --------------------------
Natural gas pipeline regulation ••• ___ ------ ____ ...... --------. 
Natural gas producers regulation ••.•.....• ____ ..... ____ ......• 
Natural gas mdustry systems evaluation ..•.. ------------··---­
Services to other agencies and public.----------·------·-·-----

~~~f~i~t~!~~~~:.: :::::: ==== = = == = = = = :: == == = === = == = = === == = :: 
TotaL_ ••. --.------------.-- .. -.--.------------------

Fiscal year 1976 Fiscal year 1977 

$5,536,000 
3, 750,000 
4, 887,000 

11,372,000 
5, 081,000. 

388,000 
2,386,000 

541,000 
2,619,000 

36,560,000 

$6,472,000 
3, 768,000 
5,453, 000 

13,677,000 
5, 613,000 

616,000 
2,592,000 

438,000 
2,953,000 

41,582,000 

Change 

+$936,000 
+IS,OOO 

+566, 000 
+ 000 

000 
+ 000 
+206, 000 
-103,000 
+334,000 

+5,022,000 

INTERSTATE CoMMissiON oN THE PoToMAc RivER BAsiN 

CONTRIBUTION TO INTERSTATE CO:VlMISSION ON THE POTOMAC RIVER 
BASIN 

Appropriation, 1976 __________ ------ _ ----- ---------------- $52,000 
Budget estimate, 1977________________________ ____ --------- _______ _ 
Recommended, 1977 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___ . _____ . ______________ . _ _ 52, 000 
Comparison: 

Appropriation, 1976______ _____ ____ ----------- . ___ _ _______ _ 
Budget estimate, 1977 _ _ _ _ _ __ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ +52, 000 

The Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin was created 
in 1949 by a compact among the four states in the basin, Maryland, 
Virgi!lia, Pennsylvania and West Virginia plus the District of Co­
lumbia and the Federal Government. 

The Commission has the responsibility for Basin-wide water quality 
planning program coordination and assistance. 

NucLEAR REGULATORY CoMMissiON 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
Appropriation, 1976______ __ ------- ----------- $217,423,000 
Budget estimate, 1977 _______ ------------ ----------- _____ 249,430,000 
Recommended, 1977.. . 244, 430, 000 
Comparison: 

Appropriation, 1976---------------------------------- +27, 007,000 
Budget estimate, 1977_______ ---------- ----------- -5,000,000 

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission is responsible for the review 
and licensing involved with applications to constntct and operate 
nuclear power plants, the licensing of various non-civilian power 
nuclear facilities, research in nuclear safety, the development of 
standards, the inspection of operating nuclear plants, the development 
of safeguards systems and various studies. 

The Committee recommends a total of $244,430,000 for the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission. This is a reduction of $5,000,000 from the 
budget estimate. 

Section 205 of the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 indicates that 
the Energy Research and Development Administration should provide 
research services and facilities to NRC for the purpose of conducting 
NRC sponsored safety research. 

The Committee is concerned about the dramatic increase in cost of 
the Plenum Fill Experimental Facility. The original estimate for this 
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facility was about $2,000,000, the current estimate is $27,400,000. 
While this facility may be needed, the Committee feels that the Con­
gress should be gtven an opportunity to review the experiment. A total 
of $2,300,000 has been provided in the Energy Research and Develop­
ment Administration's appropriation to develop the detailed engineer­
ing and design and detailed cost estimates for this facility. The 
Committee recommends a reduction of $1,500,000 for this program in 
the budget of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 

Other reductions include $300,000 in Program Direction and 
Administration and $3,200,000 for anticipated unobligated balances. 

The funds included in the bill will provide for a total of 2,529 per­
manent positions which is an increase of 240 positions over the current. 
year. 

The Committee strongly supports all of the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission activities. The Commission has an important service to 
perform to help alleviate the energy problem and to assure and reas­
sure the safety of nuclear power to the people, in the public interest. 

SusQUEHANNA RrvER BASIN CoMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
Appropriation, 1976_______ _ _ _ _ __ _ ______________ _ 
Budget estimate, 1977 _______ -------------
Recommended, 1977 __ ___ _ -------- --------------

$81,000 
83,000 
83,000 

Comparison: 
Appropriation, 1976________________________ ------------- +2, 000 
Budget estimate, 1977----- __ ----- _- _--- -------------------

This appropriation will provide for the costs of the U.S. Commis­
sioner and- his staff in representing interests of the Federal Govern­
ment on the Susquehanna River Basin Commission. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN COMMISSION 

Appropriation, 1976 ___________________ -- ___ -- _- __ _ 
Budget estimate, 1977 _____ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _- _ -- _- _ ------------------
Recommended, 1977 ___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ - _ - _-- __ ------ ------------
Comparison: 

$150,000 
150,000 
150,000 

Appropriation, 1976 ______________ -- ___ -- _ __ _ _- _--- _ --------
Budget estimate, 1977------ _ _ _____________ -- __ --- - _ -------------

Funds provided under this heading re:e_resent the Federal share of 
the cost of oyerating the Susquehanna River Basin Commission as 
provided for m legislation establishing the Commission. 

TENNESSEE vALLEY AUTHORITY 

PAYMENT TO TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY FUND 

Appropriation, 1976____ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ______ _ 
Budget estimate, 1977_______ -----------------------
Recommended, 1977 ________________ ----- ___ --------

$100,025,000 
121,185,000 
120, 930, 000 

Comparison: 
Appropriation, 1976------------------------- --------- +20, 905,000 
Budget estimate, 1977_______ --------- -------------- -255,000 

The funds provided under this appropriation are distributed to the 
projects and activities as follows: 
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CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Budget 
estimate 

Water resources development: 
Mutti~rpose facilities: 

lumb!a Dam and Reservoir_____________________________ _ $17,000,000 
Bea~ Creek water control system ..•• ------------··--------=- 16,049,000 
Tellico Dam and Reservoir................................. 9, 700,000 
,Ad~itions and improvements at multipurpose dams .......... __ 1,002, 000 

Nav~gation facilities: 
Railway bridge alterations at Decatur, Ala .. __________________ 2,455, 000 
Additions and improvements at navigation facilities........... 386,000 

Flood control facilities: 
South Chicamauga Creek ........... ---·-----------------·-- 3, 650,000 
Other local flood damage prevention projects_________________ 891,000 

iaciiities-:::::::::=::::::::::::::=:::::: ,~; ~ 
Lower Elk Town_________________ 2, 700,000 

Land betwean the lakes. _ .• __ ... ______ -----·--- ________ ••• __ __ 1, 833, 000 
Fertilizer development: Chemical facilities ........ --------------- 12,724,000 

Allowance Change 

$20, 000, 000 +3, 000,000 
16,049,000 0 
9, 700,000 0 

1,002,0000 0 

2,455,000 0 
386,000 0 

3, 650,000 0 
891,000 0 
803 000 0 
4s:ooo 0 

2, 700,000 0 
1,833, 000 0 

12,724,000 0 General service activities: General facilities_______________________ I, 933,000 
~~----~~----~ 

Total capital outlaY------------------------------·-····------ 71, 171,000 

I, 933,000 0 

EXPENSES =~~===~~;;;;,=;,;;;,;;;;,;;;;;, 
74, 171,000 +3,000,000 

Water resources development: 
Nav~tion operations _____________ ------ .••• __ •• _____ . __ ••• _... 1, 220, 000 
Floo control operations.-------------------------------------- I, 092,000 
Regional water quality management..·-----·-------------·-··--- 1, 104,000 
Recreation development__ _______________ -------·--------------- I, 097, 000 
Fisheries and waterfowl resources development___________________ 757,000 
Prel/!lllnary surveys ~nd engi~eerlng_ --------------------------· 200,000 
Mul 1purpose reservoir operations _______ . ____ .----·--·--·-----·-- 7, 378,000 

General resources development: 

~~r:~~~~~ Jlti~~~~"-~: :::::::::::= :::::::::: ::=:::=::::::: ::: 1
• ~~: &88 

Forest resources development.---·-··-------------------------- 1, 650,000 
strip mine reclamation demonstrations ____ --···-------·--------- 3, 200,000 
Minerals resources projects __ ... __ •• _____ ----- __ .. __ •.. _--·· __ • 257, 000 
Environmental quality projects._--------------·---·---------·-- 483,000 
Development of trlbuatary areas ....... ·-----------------------_ 2, 100,000 
~uman resour~ devel~pmenL ______________ ---------·----- --- 99

750
2,,0

0
0
0
0
0 eg1ona econom1c studies ••••• ---- ___ • ____ ·--_ ...... --·- __ • ___ • 

Townlift community Improvement ________ ----------------------- 705, 000 
Interagency health service demonstrations ... -------------------- 202,000 
Multipurpose reservoir operations-------·----------------------· 169,000 

Land between the lakes ................ _________________ ------·-·-· 2, 983,000 
Fertilizer development: 

Fertilizer research and development •••.. ------------------------ 8, 008,000 
Fertilizer Introduction__________________________________________ 12,477,000 

General service activities: 

I, 220,000 0 
I, 092,000 0 
1,104,000 0 
1, 097,000 0 

757,000 0 
200,000 0 

7, 378,000 0 

1, 681,000 0 
300,000 -255,oog 

1, 650,000 
3, 200,000 0 

257,000 0 
483,000 0 

2, 100,000 0 
992,000 0 
750,000 0 
705,000 0 
202,000 0 
169,000 0 

2, 983,000 0 

8,008,000 0 
12,477,000 0 

Valley mapping and remote sensing_____________________________ 534,000 
Joint Bicentennial demonstration caravan _________ --------------- 125,000 
Scientific and technical cooperation __ ------------------·--·----- 20,000 
Other expenses .. ·-------------------------------------··---·· 275,000 

534,000 0 
125, 000 0 
20,000 0 

275,000 0 
Total expense_ •• ----------- _______ •. _ .... __ ••• __ ...... ___ .. -50-,-0-14-, 0-00---------49,759,000 -255,000 

Total program .. ·--·-----·---------------------------------- 121, 185,000
0 

123, 930, 000 +2, 745,000 
Slippage and unobligated balance.---------------------------------· 

----------------~~ 
3, 000,000 -3,000,000 

Total appropriations ................ _________________________ 121,185,000 120, 930, 000 -255,000 

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $120,930,000 in 
Fiscal Year 1977 for the Tennessee Valley Authority, a decrease of 
$255,000 from the budget estimate but an increase of $20,905,000 
over the current year funding level. 

Waste heat utilization is reduced by $255,000. The budget estimate 
for Fiscal Year 1977 for this item is more than double the current year 
funding, and testimony before the Committee did not adequately 
explain the need for this increase. Even with the recommended reduc­
tion, however, funding for waste heat utilization will be increased 
over the current leveL 
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The Committee further recommends a reduction of $3,000,000 
for slippage and unobligated balances. The Committee notes that 
TVA had a carry-over of $3,344,000 in FY 1974 9;nd a carry-over <?f 
$6 882 000 from FY 1975 to FY 1976. The Committee feels that this 
re~om~ended reduction is reasonable and in line with unobligated 
balances of previous years. 

The Committee is deeply concerned about the large purchase of 
equipment that TV~ has made from abroad _rather than from manu­
facturers in the Umted States. The Committee strongly urges the 
TVA to review its purchasing procedures to make. sure that eve~y 
effort is made to purchase equipment and _?ther sup~hes from domestic 
sources. To maintain a stron~ economy m the Umted States and to 
assist in the fight against high unemployment, every effort must 
be made to purchase domestic products. 

WATER REsouRcEs CouNCIL 

WATER RESOURCES PLANNING 
Appropriations, 1976----------------------------------------- $1g ·1~; • ggg 
Budget estimate, 1977--- - ----------------------------------- 11 ' 65' 000 
Recommended, 1977 ____ - __ -- - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - - - - - • 9 • 
Comparison:. . _________________ + 1, 243,000 

Appropnatwn, 1976--------------------- +2 500 000 
Budget estimate, 1977------ _- ---------------------------- • • 

The proposed budget and the suggested allowance follow: 

Budget 
estimate Allowance Change 

A~minist~ation an~ c_oordination .• ---------------------------------- $1,748, 0~ $1, ;~ ~~ -$224, 00~ 
R1ver basm comm1ss1ons ------------------------------------------ 2• 500• 0 

0 2' 500' ooo +2, 500, ooo 
~~~~;~~e~:i~~ ~fa~~~~~---·_-::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::: __ 5,:_2_17:_, oo_o __ 5.:....: 4_41_: o_oo __ +_2_24--:, o--:oo 

TotaL----------------------------------------------------- 9, 465,000 11,965,000 +2, 500,000 

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $11,965,000 in 
Fiscal Year 1977 for the Water Resources Council, an increase of 
$2 500 000 over the budget request of $9,465,000. . 

it is' recommended bv the Committee that the budget be mcreased 
$2 500 000 for Title III planning grants to states. The budget request 
in~lud~d no funds for this program . . . 

The Committee recommends a reductiOn of $224,000 fo~ admu;nstra­
t'on and coordination. Testimony before the Subcommittee did not 
support an increase for this item. . . . 

An increase of $224,000 is recommended for regwnal or rner_basm 
planning for continuation of the Hudson ~evel B ~t~dy. ~t IS the 
understanding of the Committee that prevwus admmistrative prob­
lems associated with this study have been resolved. 

CHANGES IN APPLICATION OF EXISTING LAW 

Pursuant to clause 3 Rule XXI of the House of Representatives, 
the following statements are submitted describing the effect of pro-
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visions in the accompanying bill which directly or indirectly change 
the application of existing law. 

1. Th~ bill provides that certain appropriation items remain avail­
able until expended where the programs or projects are continuing in 
nature ~nde~ the provisions of authorizing legislation but for which 
th!l-~ leg~slatw~ does not specifically authorize such extended avail­
ability. These It~ms have _been carr.ie~ in _previous appropriation bills. 

2. The Committee has mcluded hmitatwns for official entertainment 
or reception. and rep~esentation expense for selected agencies in the bill. 

3. The bill co~ta!n~ la_ng~age for the. Corp~ of Engineers under 
Flood control, Mississippi River and Tnbutanes directing that not 
less than $250,000 be available for bank stabilization measures. 

4. Language is included for General Investigations of the Bureau 
of Reclamation limiting the amount of the Federal Governments cost 
of an investigation requested by State, municipal or other interests. 

5. Language is included in Bureau of Reclamation Construction 
and Rehabilitation prohibiting the use of appropriations to initiate 
construction of transmission facilities in certain circumstances. In 
addition, the bill restricts the final point of discharge for the Inter­
ceptor drain for the San Luis Unit. 

6. The bill, under the Upper Colorado River Storage Project limits 
funds available for certain facilities at Lake Powell. ' 

7 .. Langua~e is provided un<_ler the Upper Colorado River Storage 
ProJect allowmg Federal agencies to recmve advances for construction 
of recreational and fish and wildlife facilities. 

8. Language is included to make available until expended funds 
advanced from water users for operation and maintenance of reclama­
tion projects. 

9. The bill restricts the liability of the Government on the Bureau 
of Reclamation's Loan Program. 

10. Certain of the restrictions under the Administrative Provisions 
for the Bureau of Reclamation might, in some circumstances be 
construed as changing the application of existing law. ' 

11. Certain transfers are permitted under General Provisions­
Department of the Interior to meet unforeseen emergencies. These 
provisions have been carried in previous appropriation bills. 

12. ~anguage i~ p_r<?vided under the Appalachian Regional Develop­
ment programs hmitmg the amounts available for the Appalachian 
Development Highway System. 

13. Title V-General Provisions contains language carried in pre­
vious appropriation acts, which place limitations on the use of funds 
in the bill which might under some circumstances, be construed as 
changing the application of existing law. 

INFLATIONARY IMPACT STATEMENT 

. Pursuant to cl_ause 2 (1) (4), Rule XI of the House of Representa­
tives, the Committee estimates that enactment of this bill would have 
minimal o_verall inflationary impact on prices and costs in the operation 
?f th~ nat!on!l-1 economy. The total9;mount proposed for appropriation 
m _this bill ~s $9,55.1,209,000, an mcrease of 3% over the budget 
estimate. This total Is below the target recommended in the first con­
current budget resolution. 
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Unemployment, while lowered from its recent highs, is still a severe 
problem. A significant portion of the funds in t~~s _hill ~11 b~ s:pen~ to 
construct and maintain dams, water supply famht1es, d1kes, nngation 
facilities navigation facilities and hydro-electric facilities, among 
others. Increased funding for these projects will help to alleviate the 
unemployment problem of the many skilled workers and craftsmen 
employed in the construction indu_stry where ~he une_mploYI?-ent rate 
is 16%. Increased funding for pubhc works proJects wdl provide for an 
expansion of productive jobs. 

Further the funds recommended in the bill for energy research, 
developm~nt and demonstration programs will not only provide 
meaningful emplo:yment opportunities but will als.o accelerate Amer­
ica's goal of rea~hing a reasonable level of ~nergy illde~endence, thus 
making our natiOn less vulnerable to the illflationary rmp9:ct ?f the 
constantly rising oil prices forced on America by the OrgamzatiOn of 
Petroleum Exportins- Countries. . 

Hence the expenditures proposed in this bill, clearly, will strengthen 
the economy of this Nation. 

BILL CoMPARED WITH THE CoNCURRENT REsoLUTION oN THE BuDGET 

In accordance with Section 308(a)(I)(A) of the Con~essional 
Budget Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-344), the fo~lowing table proVIde~ com­
parisons between the new budget authonty targets set forth ill the 
First Concurrent Resolution on the Budget, as allocated by the 
Uommittee on Appropr!atio?-s under Section ~02 o! the Act, and the 
budget authority contailled ill the accompanyillg bill. 

New budget authority 

Category Target Committee Sill Difference 

National defense ••.•.•••.••.••.•••.••.••.••.••.••.••••••.••. $1,918,291,000 $1,908,991,000 -$9,300,000 
General science, space and technology ..•..•..•.....••.....••. , 481,000,000 492,775,000 +11, 775,000 
Natural resources, environment and energy.................... 7, 436,907,000 6, 846,546,000 -590,361,000 
Community and regional developmePL •. ... ...... ..• ..... •.. • 300, 397, 000 302, 397,000 +2, 000, 000 
General government......................................... 500, 000 500, 000 ••.••..•.••.••.• 

TotaL ••••••.••..•••••.••..•..•..••.•...•..••.•..••. 10, 137,095,000 9, 551,209,000 -585, 886, 000 

FIVE YEAR OuTLAY PRoJECTION 

In accordance with section 308(a) (1) (B) of P.L. 93-344 there follows 
the five year outlay projection associated with budget authority 
provided in the bilL 

Budget authority, $9,551,209,000. 
Outla.ys: $5 743 712 000 

1971------------------------------------------------ ' ' ' 1978 ________________________________________________ 3,507,546,000 

1979------------------------------------------------ 45~924,000 1980________________________________________________ 68,867,000 
1981________________________________________________ 3~400,000 

FINANCIAL AssiSTANCE TO STATE AND LocAL GovERNMENTS 

In accordance with Section 308 (a) (1) (C) of P.L. 93-344, the 
financial assistance to state and local gover~me:t:ts provided i~ the bill 
totals $306,769,000 in new budget (obhgattonal) authonty and 
$23,869,000 in budget outlays. 
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LIMITATIONS AND LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS 

The following limitations and legislative provisions not heretofore 
carried in connection with any appropriation bill are recommended: 

On page 3, in connection with Energy Research and Development 
Administration, "Operating Expenses": 

* * *, not to exceed $738,000,000, * * * 
On page 18, in connection with Bonneville Power Administration 

Fund: 
* * * facilities w promde system support to the Lost River-Salmon 

River area in southeast Idaho 
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""PAn ATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL)~ AUTHORITY FOR 1976 AND THE BUDGET 
.w. .,0,.0. ESTIMATES FOR 197 I 

PERMANENT NEW :BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY-FEDERAL FUNDS 

h C Thus these amounts are not included in the accompanying 
' "l 'tb t further or annual action by t e ongress. 

[Becomes available automatically under earlier, or' permanent aw WI ou • bill) 

Agency and item 

New budget Budget estimate of new Increase(+) or 

(obligational) (obligational) decrease(-) 

authority, 1976 authority, 1977 

(Z) (3) (4) 

Corps of Engineers-Civil: Permanent appropriations_----------------­
+$48, 000 

$4,500,000 $4,548,000 

Department of the Interior: Reclamation: 

Miscellaneous appropriations _________ ------ ------------

Colorado River Basin Project (contract authority) ________________ _ 

3,000,000 3,000,000 ------------- ----

19,500,000 ----------- -19, 500, 000 

---------~-~----~-Federal Power Commission: Payments to States under Federal P~~~~-
Act __ ------------------------------ ------ ----------- 1---~:::.._::..::::.._1 ____ _;_ __ 1 _____ _ 85,000 85,000 

permanent new budget (obligational) authority, Federal 27,085,000 7,633,000 - 19, 452, 000 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 1976 AND THE BUDGET 
ESTIMATES FOR 1977 

PERlii:AliJENT NEW BUDGET (O:BLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY-TRUST FUNDS 

Becomes available automaticaily under earlier, or "permanent" law without further, or annual action by the Congress. Thus these amounts are not included in the accompanying 
bill] 

Agency and Item 
New budget Budget estimate of new Inmease(+) or 
(obligational) (obligatlonai) decrease (-) 

authority, 1976 authority, 1977 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

Corps of Engineers-Civil: Trust Funds _________________ _ $22,000,000 $28,000,000 + $6, 000, 000 

Department of the Interior: 

Reclamation trust funds ___ _ 12, 285, 000 29,000,000 + 16, 715, 000 

Energy Research and Development Administration: Advance for co-
operative work_ -------- ------- ____ __ ·- 235,000 235,000 - ----------

Appalachian Regional Commission: Miscellaneous trust fund accounts __ . _ 3, 370, 000 3, 421,000 +51, 000 

Water Resources Council: River Basin Commissions _________________ _ 4, 552,000 6,692,000 +2, 140,000 

Total permanent new budget (obligational) authority, trust funds_ 42,442,000 67,348,000 + 24, 906, 000 

~ 

00 
co 



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976 Aim BUDGET 
ESTIMATES Aim AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED Ill THE BILL FOR FISCAL YEAR 1977 

(Note-All amounts are in the form of "approprjations" unless otherwise Indicated.] 

Agency and item 

(1) 
-

TITLE I-ENERGY RESEARCII AND DEVELOP~IENT ADtllNISTRATION 

Operating expenses ••••••••••••••• , .................... 
Plant and capital equipment ••••••••••••••••••••• , ••••• 
Geothermal Resources Development Fund ................. 

Total, TITLE I ..................... 

TITLE II - DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE - CIVIL 
Department of the Army 

Corps of Engineers - Civil 
General investigations ..... , ....... , •••••••••••••••••• 
Construction. general •• ~··•·••·•·••·•••••••••••••••••• 
Flood control, Mississippi River and tributaries •••••• 
Operation and maintenance, general ................................. 
Revolving fund ........................................ 
Flood control and coastal emer5encies ••••••••••••••••• 
General expenses ............................................................ 
Special recreation use fees ........................... 

... 
Total, TITLE II. ................... 

TITLE III-DEPART~ffiNT OF THE INTERIOR 
Bureau of Reclamation 

General Investigations · 
Construction and Rehab~i~~~~~~~:::···················· 
Upper Colorado River Storage Proje~~·················· 
Colorado River Basin project ...................... . 
Colorado River Basin project'{~;;;~;;i~~t~~·~~···••••• 

liquidate contract authorization) 

New budget 
(oblitational) 

aut ority, 
fiscal year 1976 ' 

(2) 

$3,149,015,000 
907,642,000 

-------
4,056,657,000 

66,836,000 
1,228,648,000 

163,250,000 
582,073,000 

700,000 
70,400,000 
43,700,000 

1,200,000 --------
2,156,807,000 

20,892,000 
327,308,000 
41,152,000 
29,205,000 

New budget Budget estimates 
of new (obli~tiona1) 

(obli~tiona1) aut ority 
aut ority, recommended 

fiscal year 1977 in bill 

(3) (4) 

$4,128,896,000 $4,077.783,000 
1,409,274,000 1,525,500,000 

50,000,000 30,000,000 --------
5,588,170,000 5,633,283,000 

64,255,000 70,110,000 
1' 266,332,000 1,417. 077,000 

191,220,000 227,667,000 
583,900,000 648,900,000 

18,140,000 30,000,000 
47,400,000 47,200,000 

3,100,000 2,000,000 --------
2,174,347,000 2,442,954,000 

21,030,000 
347,017 .ooo 
61,231,000 2/ 
73,420,000-

24,487 .ooo 
351,386,000 
59,331,000 
73,420,000 

Bill compared with-

New budget Budget estimates 
(oburuonai) of new (oblige.· 

aut ority, tiona!) authority, 
fiscal year 1976 fiscal year 1977 

(5) (6) 

$928,768,000 $-51,113,000 
617,858,000 116. i26 ,000 

30,000,000 -20,000,000 ------ ------
1,576,626,000 45,113,000 

3,274,000 5,855,000 
188,429,000 150,745,000 
64,417;000 36,447,000 
66,827,000 65,000.000 

-700,000 
-40,400,000 11,860,000 

3,500,000 -200,000 
800,000 -1,100,000 -------- --------

286,147,000 268,607,000 

3,595,000 3,457,000 
24,078,000 4,369,000 
18,179,000 -1,900,000 
44,215,000 

. 

Colorado River Basin Salinity Control••••j•••••••••••••< 
Operation and maintenance pro ect ••••••••• 
L.<>a ................. • ............... . 

22,440,000)( 
19,670,000 

132, 162.000 
22,665,000 
1,ooo.ooo 

21,840,000 

20,600,000) ( 
43,120,000 

20,600,000)( 
44,700,000 

143,000,000 
22,209,000 

400,000 
22,600,000 

-1,840,000) { 
25,030.000 

-) 

Eme;g:~~~r:~d • .. '' • • "' '· • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • ....... .. 
General Admini~~;~~i~~ • h;;;~~~~ · · • · • • · • • • •' • • · • · • • • • • · ................................... 

Total. ............................. . 

Alaska Power Administration 
General Investigations 
Operation and Haintena~~~····························· .............................................. 

Total •••••••••• , •••••••••••••••••••• 

Southeastern Power Administration 
Operation and maintenance ••• • ••• • ~ •• • •••• • •. • ••• • •• • •. 

Southwestern Power Administration 
g;:::~~~i~~. ;~i~~;~~~~; ............................ . 

s ... ................................ " ...... . 

Total .............................. . 

Total, TITLE III. ................. . 

TITLE IV-INDEPENDENT OFFICES (excluding ERDA) 
Appalachian Region Commission: Salaries d 

expenses • ......... ~ • • .. .. • .. • • .. an 
Appalachian regio~l developme~~·;;~~;~;·{f~~d~······ 

Appropriated to the President) •••••••••••••••••••• 

----
615,894,000 

652,000 
1,007,500 -------
1,659,500 

1,000,000 

680,000 
6,080,000 -------
6,760,000 

625,313,500 

1,870,000 

288,200,000 

143,000,000 
10,773,000 
1,ooo,ooo 

22,600,000 

723,191,000 

763,000 
1,164,000 ---
1,927,000 

1,106,000 

960,000 
7,821,000 -------
8,781,000 

-----
735,005,000 

1,897 .ooo 

298,500,000 

10,838,000 
1,580,000 

-456,000 11,436,000 
-600,000 -600,000 

760,000 ----
741,533,000 - -----125,639,000 18,342,000 

749,000 
1,141,000 ---------

97,000 -14,000 
133,500 -23,000 

1,890,000 ------230,500 -37,000 

1,076,000 76,000 -30,000 

896,000 216,000 -64,000 7. 707,000 1,627,000 -114,000 ------ ------8,603,000 ----1,843,000 -178,000 

------- ------- ---·--753,102,000 127. 788 • .500 18,097,000 

1,897,000 27 .ooo. 
300,500,000 12,300,000 2,000,000 

<:.0 
0 

~ ..... 



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976 AND BUDGET 
ESTiliATES AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR FISCAL YEAR 1977 

[Note-All amounts are in the form of "appropriations" unless otherwise indicated.] 

A£"ency and item 

(1) 

Delaware River Basin Commission: 
Salaries and expenses •••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Contribution to Delaware River Basin Commission •••• 

Total ••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••• 

Federal Power Commission •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Interstate ComQission on the Potomac River Basin: 

Contribution to Interstate Commission on the 
Potomac River Basin •••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission: Salaries and 
Expenses •• • * .................. ~ ............................. . 

Susquehanna River Basin Commission: 
Salaries and expenses •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Contribution to Susquehanna River Basin 

Commission •••••.•.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Total. ................. • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Tennessee Valley Authority: Payment to Tennessee 
Valley Authority fund ............................ . 

Water Resources Council: Water resources planning ••••• 

Total, TITLE IV •••••••.•.•••••••••• 

RECAPITULATION 

Total, New budget (obligational) authority 
Titles II, III, and IV (excluding ERDA) ••••••••••• 

Total, New budget (obligational) authority 
Titles I, II, III, and IV .................. ·•••••• 

Memoranda: 
Appropriations to liquidate 

contract authorizations ............................. 
Total appropriations, including appropriations 

to liquidate contract authorizations •••••••••••.•• 

New budget 
(oblitational) 

aut ority, 
fiscal year 1976 • 

(2) 

81,000 
215,000 

296,000 

36,560,000 

52,000 

217,423,000 

81,000 

150,000 

231,000 

100,025,000 
10,722,000 

655,379,000 

3,437,499,500 

7. 494, 156,500 

22,440,000 

7,516,596,500 

Budget estimates 
of new 

(obligational) 
authority, 

fiscal year 1977 

(3) 

83,000 
198,000 

281,000 

41,582,000 

249,430,000 

83,000 

150,000 

233,000 

121,185,000 
9,465,000 

722,573,000 

3,631,925,000 

9. 220,095 .ooo 

20,600,000 

9, 240,695,000 

New budget 
(obligational) 

authority 
recommended 

in blll 

(4} 

83,000 
198,000 

281,000 

41,582,000 

52,000 

244,430,000 

83,000 

150,000 

233,000 

120,930,000 
11,965,000 

721,870,000 

3,917,926,000 

9,551,209,000 

20,600,000 

9,571,809,000 ll Includes amounts contained in Second 
Supplemental Appropriation Bill, 1976 as passed House. 

11 Includes reduction of $4 800 000 . 
• • contained 1n House Doc. 94-478 

0 

Bill compared with-

New budget 
( oblitational) 

aut ority, 
fiscal year 1976 

(S) 

2,000 
-17,000 

-15,000 

5,022,000 

27,007 .ooo 

2,000 

2,000 

20,905,000 
1,243,000 

66,491,000 

4 so. 426. soo 

2,057,052,500 

-1,840,000 

2,055,212,500 

Budget estimates 
of new (obliga-

tiona!) author! ty, 
fiscal year 1977 

(6) 

52,000 

-5,000,000 

-255,000 
2,500,000 

-703,000 

286.001.000 

331,114,000 

331,114,000 

I 
I 
I 
i 



H. R. 14236 

RintQtfourth Q:ongrtss of thf tlnitfd ~tatm of gmtrica 
AT THE SECOND SESSION 

Begun and held at the City of Washington on Monday, the nineteenth day of January, 
one thousand nine hundred and seventy-six 

an act 
Making appropriations for public works for water and power development and 

energy research, including the Corps of Engineers-Civil, the Bureau of Rec­
lamation, power agencies of the Department of the Interior, the Appalachian 
regional development programR, the Federal Power Commission, the Tennes­
see Valley Authority, the Nuclt'ar Regulatory Commission, the Energy 
Research and Development Administration, and related independent agencies 
and commissions for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1977, and for other 
purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate a11d House of Representatives of the 
United States of Ame'rica in Congress assembled, That the following 
sums are appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury not other­
wise appropriated, for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1977, for 
public works for water and power development and energy research, 
including the Corps of Engineers-Ci vii, the Bureau of Reclamation, 
power agencies of the Department of the Interior, the Appalachian 
regional development programs, the Federal Power Commission, the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the 
Energy Research and Development Administration, and related inde­
pendent agencies and commissions, and for other purposes, namely: 

TITLE I-ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
ADMINISTRATION 

OPERATING ExPENSES 

For necessary operating expenses of the Administration in carry­
ing out the purposes of the Energy Reorganization Act of 197 4; hire, 
maintenance, and operation of aircraft; publication and dissemina­
tion of atomic and other energy information; purchase, repair, and 
cleaning of uniforms: official entertainment expenses (not to exceed 
$25,000) ; reimbursement of the General Services Administration for 
security guard services ; hire of passenger motor vehicles; 
$4,147,563,000 and any moneys (except sums received from disposal 
of property under the Atomic Energy Community Act of 1955 and 
the Strategic and Critical Materials Stockpiling Act, as amended, and 
fees received for tests or investigations under the Act of May 16, 1910, 
as amended ( 42 U.S.C. 2301; 50 U.S.C. 98h: 30 U.S.C. 7)) received 
by the Energy Research and Development Administration, notwith­
standing the provisions of section 3617 of the Revised Statutes (31 
U.S.C. 484), to remain available until expended: Provided, That from 
this appropriation transfers of sums may be made to other agencies 
of the Government for the performance of the work for which this 
appropriation is made, and in such cases the sums so transferred may 
be merged with the appropriation to which transferred: Provided 
further, That the amount appropriated in any other appropriation act 
for "Operating expenses" for the Energy Research and Development 
Administration for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1977, shall 
be merged, without limitation, with this appropriation: Provided 
further, That this appropriation shall be available only upon the 
enactment into law of authorizing legislation. 
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PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT 

For ex~enses of the Administration, as authorized by law, in con­
nection w1th the purchase and construction of plant and the acquisition 
of capital equipment and other expenses incidental thereto necessary 
in carrying out the purposes of the Energy Reorganization Act o.f 
1974, including the acquisition or condemnation of any real property 
or any facility or for plant or facility acquisition, construction, or 
expansion; purchase of not to exceed three hundred and thirty-eight 
for replacement only, and hire of passenger motor vehicles; purchase 
of not to exceed two, and hire of aircraft; $1,572,410,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That the amount appropriated in 
any other appropriation Act for "Plant and capital equipment" for 
the Energy Research and Development Administration for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1977, shall be merged, without limitation, 
with this appropriation: Provided furth.e1', That this appropriation 
shall be available only upon the enactment into law of authorizing 
legislation. 

GEOTHERMAL RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT FUND 

For carrying out the Loan Guarantee and Interest Assistance Pro­
gram as authorized by the Geothermal Energy Research, Develop­
ment, and DemonstratiOn Act of 1974,$30,000,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That the indebtedness guaranteed or com­
mitted to be guaranteed shall not exceed the aggregate of $200,000,000: 
Provided further, That after September 2, 1984, no part of this or 
any other appropriation for the purposes of the Loan Guarantee and 
Interest Assistance Program shall be available for obligation. 

GENERAL PROVISION 

SEC. 101. Not to exceed 5 per centum of appropriations made avail­
able for the current fiscal year for "Operating expenses" and "Plant 
and capital equipment" may be transferred between such appropria­
tions, but neither such appropriation, except as otherwise provided 
herein, shall be increased by more than 5 per centum by any such 
transfers, and any such transfers shall be repmted promptly to the 
Appropriations Committees of the House and Senate. 

TITLE II-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-CIVIL 

DEPARTIIENT OF THE ARMY 

CoRPS OF ENGINEERS-CIVIL 

The following appropriations shall be expended under the direction 
of the Secretary of the Army and the supervision of the Chief of 
Engineers for authorized civil functions of the Department of the 
Army pertaining to rivers and harbors, flood control, beach erosion, 
and related purposes. 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

For expenses necessary for the collection and study of basic informa­
tion pertaining to river and harbor, flood control, shore protection, 
and related projects, restudy of authorized projects, and when author­
ized by law, survexs and studies of projects prior to authorization 
for construction, $71,920,000, to remain available until expended: 
Provided, That $2,000,000 of this appropriation shall be transferred 
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to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service for studies, investiga­
tions, and reports thereon as required by the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act of 1958 ( 72 Stat. 563-565), to provide that w~ldlife 
conservation shall receive equal consideration and be coordmated 
with other features of water-resource development programs of the 
Department of the Army. 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

For the prosecution of river and harbor, flood control, shore pro­
tection, and related projects authorized by laws; and detailed studies, 
and plans and specifications, of projects (including those for develop­
ment with participation or under consideration for participation by 
States, local governments, or private groups) authorized or made 
eligible for selection by law (but such studies shall not constitute a 
commitment of the Government to construction): $1,436,745,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, That no part of this 
appropriation shall be used for projects not authorized by law or 
which are authorized by law limiting the amount to be appropriated 
therefor, except as may be within the limits of the amount now or 
hereafter authorized to be appropriated: Provided further, That 
$2,000,000 of this appropriation shall be transferred to the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service for studies, investigations, and 
reports thereon as required by the Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act of 1958 ( 72 Stat. 563-565) to provide that wildlife conservation 
shall receive equal consideration and be coordinated with other 
features of water-resource development programs of the Department 
of the Army. 

FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 

For expenses necessary for prosecuting work of flood control, and 
rescue work, repair, restoration, or maintenance of flood control proj­
ects threatened or destroyed by flood, as authorized by law (33 U.S.C. 
702a, 702g-1), $231,497,000, to remain available until expended: 
Provided, That not less than $250,000 shall be available for bank 
:otabilization measures as determined by the Chief of Engineers to be 
advisable for the control of bank erosion of streams in the Yazoo Basin, 
including the foothill area, and where necessary such measures shall 
complement similar works planned and constructed by the Soil Con­
servation Service and be limited to the areas of responsibility mutually 
agreeable to the District engineer and the State Conservationist. 

OPERATION AND 11-fAINTENANCE, GENERAL 

For expenses necessary for the preservation, operation, maintenance, 
and care of existing river and harbor, flood control, and related works, 
including such sums as may be necessary for the maintenance of harbor 
channels provided by a State, municipality or other public agency, 
outside of harbor lines, and eerving essential needs of general com­
merce and navigation; administration of lav>s pertaining to preserva­
tion of navigable waters; surveys and charting of northern and 
northwestern lakes and conneeting vmters; clearing an<l straightening 
channels; and removal of obstructions to navigation; $648,900,000, to 
rPmain available until expenc!.ed. 

REVOLVING FUND 

For the design and construction of hopper dredges, $6,600,000, to 
remain available until expended. 
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FLOOD CONTROL AND COASTAL EMERGENCIES 

For expenses necessary for emergency flood control, hurricane, and 
shore protection activities, as authorized by section 5 of the Flood 
Control Act, approved August 18, 1941, as amended, $22,140,000, to 
remain available until expended. 

GENERAL EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary for general3;dministration and relate~ ~u?-c­
tions in the Office of the Chief of Engmeers and offices of the Division 
Engineers· activities of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Har­
bors and 'the Coastal Engineering Research Center; commercial 
statistics; and miscellaneous investigations; $4 7,200,000. 

SPECIAL RECREATION USE FEES 

For construction, operation, and maintenance of outdoor recreati~n 
facilities, including collection of special recreation use fees, to remam 
available until expended, $2,000,000, to be derived from the special 
account established by the Land and Water Conservation Act of 1965, 
as amended (16 U.S.C. 4601): Provided, That not more than 40 per 
centum of the foregoing amount shall be available for the enhance­
ment of the fee collection system established by section 4 of such Act, 
including the promotion and enforcement thereof. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Appropriations in this title shall be available for expenses of 
attendance by military personnel at meetings in the manner authorized 
by 5 U.S.C. 4110, uniforms, and allowances therefor, as authorized by 
law ( 5 U.S.C. 5901-5902), and for printing, either during a recess or 
session of Congress, of survey reports authorized by law, and such 
survey reports as may be printed during a recess of Congress shall 
be printed, with illustrations, as documents of the next succeeding 
session of Congress; not to exceed $10,000 for official reception and 
representation expenses; and during the current fiscal year the 
revolving fund, Corps of Engineers, shall be available for purchase 
(not to exceed one hundred and sixty-nine of which one hundred and 
sixty-seven shall be for replacement only), and hire of passenger 
motor vehicles: Provided, That the total capital of the revolving fund 
shall not exceed $291,000,000. 

TITLE III-DEP ART:~,fENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAu OF RECLAMATION 

For carrying out the functions of the Bureau of Reclamation as 
provided in the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 
Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto) 
and other Acts applicable to that Bureau, as follows: 

GENERAl, INVESTIGATIONS 

For e~gineeri~g and econo~ic investigations of proposed Federal 
reclamatiOn proJect.s :u:d stud!es. of water conservation !tnd develop­
ment plans and activities prehmmary to the reconstructiOn rehabili­
tation and betterment, financial adjustment, or extension of existing 
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projects, to remain available until expended, $24,762,000: P1'o,vided, 
That none of this appropriation shall be used for more than one-half 
of the cost of an investigation requested by a State, municipality, or 
other interest: Provided further, That $554,000 of this appropriation 
shall be transferred to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
for studies, investigations, and reports thereon as required by the Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 563-565) to provide 
that wildlife conservation shall receive equal consideration and be 
coordinated with other features of water-resource development 
programs of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

GONSTRUC'l'ION AND RJ<:HABILITATION 

For construction and rehabilitation of authorized reclamation proj­
ects or parts thereof (including power transmission facilities) and for 
other related activities, as authorized by law, to remain available until 
expended, $348,811,000, of which $214,000,000 shall be derived from the 
reclamation fund: Provided, That no part of this apprOJ?riation shal1 
be used to initiate the construction of transmission facilities within 
those areas covered by pow~r wheeling service contracts which include 
provision for service to Federal establishments and preferred cus­
tomers, except those transmission facilities for which construction 
funds have been heretofore appropriated, those facilities which are 
necessary to carry out the terms of such contracts or those facilities 
for which the Secretary of the Interior finds the wheeling agency is 
unable or unwilling to provide for the integration of Federal projects 
or for service to a Federal establishment or prefeiTed customer: Pro­
vided further, That the final point of discharge for the interceptor 
drain for the San Luis {;nit shall not be determined until development 
by the Secretary of the Interior and the State of California of a plan, 
which shall conform with the water quality standards of the State of 
California as approved by the Admmistrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency, to mmimize any detrimental effect of the San 
Luis drainage waters. 

For an additional amount for "Construction and rehabilitation", to 
become available immediately upon enactment of this Act, to remain 
available until expended, $200,000,000: Provided, That this additional 
amount may be made available without reimbursement: Provided 
further, That this appropriation is for the payment of claims for 
damages to or loss of property, personal injury, or death proximately 
resultmg from the failure on June 5, 1976, of the Teton River Dam, 
in accordance with such rules and regulations of the Secretary of the 
Interior as may be necessary and proper for the purpose of adminis­
tering such clalllS and of determining the amounts to be allowed pur­
suant to this appropriation and the persons entitled to receive the 
same: Provided further, That nothing herein shall be construed to 
impose any liability on the United States or to allow for payment of 
claims that are paid or payable from any other source, public or 
private: Provided further, That of funds available to the Bureau of 
Reclamation pursuant to Public Law 94-180 under this appropriation 
title, not to exceed $300,000, to remain available until expended, may 
be transferred without reimbursement, with the approval of the Sec­
retary of the Interior, to "Salaries and Expenses", Office of the Secre­
tary, to provide for expenses related to investigations of the structure 
f.ail.ure, the expen~iture of whi~h funds .shall not be subject to the 
hm1tatwn on serviCes as authorized by title 5, United States Code 
section 3109, as contained in section 104 of Public I,aw 94-165. ' 
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UPPER COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT 

For the Upper Colorado River Storage Project, as authorized by 
the Act of April 11, 1956, as amended (43 U.S.C. 620d), to remain 
available until expended, $59,331,000, of which $55,200,000 shall be 
available for the "Upper Colorado River Basin Fund" authorized by 
section 5 of said Act of April 11, 1956, and $4,131,000 shall be avail­
able for construction of recreational and fish and wildlife facilities 
authorized by section 8 thereof, and may be expended by bureaus of 
the Department through or in cooperation with State or other Fed­
eral agencies, and advances to such Federal agencies are hereby 
authorized: Provided, That no part of the funds herein approved 
shall be available for construction or operation of facilities to prevent 
waters of Lake Powell from entering any national monument. 

COI..ORADO RIYE.It BASIN PROJECT 

For advances to the Lmver Colorado River Basin Development 
Fund, as authorized by section 403 of the Act of September 30, 1968 
( 82 Stat. 894), for the construction, operation, and maintenance of 
projects authorized by title III of said Act, to remain available until 
expended, $94,020,000, of which $20,600,000 is for liquidation of con­
tract authority provided by section 303 (b) of said Act. 

COLORADO illVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL PROJECTS 

For construction, operation and maintenance of projects authorized 
by the Act of June 24, 1974, Public Law 93-320, to remain available 
until expended, $44,680,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

For operation and maintenance of reclamation projects or parts 
thereof and other facilities, as authorized by law; and for a soil 
and moisture conservation program on lands under the jurisdiction 
of the Bureau of Reclamation, pursuant to la,v, $143,000,000, of which 
$116,000,000 shall be derived from the reclamation fund and $5,172,000 
shall be derived from the Colorado River Dam fund: Provided, That 
funds advanced by water users for operation and maintenance o,£ 
reclamation projects or parts thereof shall be deposited to the credit 
of this appropriation and may be expended for the same objects and 
in the same manner as sums appropriated herein may be expended, 
and such advances shall remain available until expended. 

LOAN PROGRAM 

For loans to irrigation districts and other public agencies for con­
struction of distribution systems on authorized Federal reclamation 
projects, and for loans and grants to non-Federal agencies for con­
struction of projects, as authorized by the Act of July 4, 1955, as 
amended ( 43 U.S.C. 421a-421d), and August 6, 1956, as amended 
( 43 U.S.C. 422a-422k), including expenses necessary for carrying 
out the program, $27,495,000, to remain available until expended: 
Provided, That any contract under the Act of July 4, 1955 ( 69 Stat. 
244), as amended, not yet executed by the Secretary, which calls for 
the making of loans beyond the fiscal year in which the contract is 
entered into shall be made only on the same conditions as those pre­
scribed in section 12 of the Act of August 4, 1939 (53 Stat. 1187, 1197). 
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EMERGENCY FUND 

For an additional amount for the "Emergency .fund", as authorized 
by the Act of June 26,1948 (42 U.S.C. 502), to remain available until 
expended for the purposes specified in said Act, $1,000,000 to be 
derived from the reclamation fund. 

GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of general administration and related func­
tions in the offices of the Commissioner of Reclamation and in the 
regional ofllces of the Bureau of Reclamation, $22,600,000, to be derived 
from the reclamation fund and to be nonreimbursable pursuant to the 
Aet of April 19, 1945 ( 43 U.S.C. 377) :Provided, That no part of any 
other appropriation in this Act shall be available for activities or :func­
tions budgeted for the current fiscal year as general administrative 
expenses. 

SPECIAL FUNDS 

Sums herein referred to as being derived from the Reelamation 
fund, the Colorado River Dam fund, or the Colorado River develop­
ment fund, are appropriated from the special funds in the Treasury 
ereated by the Act of .June 17,1902 ( 43 U.S.C. 391), the Act of Decem­
ber 21, 1928 ( 43 U.S.C. 617a), and the Act of July 19, 1940 ( 43 U.S.C. 
618a) respectively. Such sums shall be transferred, upon request of 
the Secretary, to be merged with and expended under the heads herein 
specified; and the unexpended balances of sums transferred for expend­
iture under the heads "Operation and Maintenance" and "General 
Administrative Expen:ses" shall revert and be credited to the special 
fund from which deriwd. 

AD:l\HNISTRATIVE PROVISIOXS 

Appropriations for the Bureau of Reclamation shall be available 
for purchase of not to exceed forty-four passenger motor vehicles of 
which twenty-one shall be for replacement only; purchase of one 
aircraft for replacement only; payment of claims for dama~es to or 
loss of property, personal inJury, or death arising out of activities of 
the Bureau of Reclamation; payment, except as otherwise provided 
for, of compensation and expenses of persons on the rolls of the 
Bureau of Reclam[ttion appointed as authorized by law to represent 
the United States in the negotiations and administration of interstate 
compacts without reimbursement or return under the reclamation 
laws; rewards for information or evidence concerning violations of 
law involving property under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Recla­
mation; performance of the functions specified under the head "Oper­
ation and Maintenance Administration'\ Bureau of Reclamation, in 
the Interior Department Appropriation Act, 1945; preparation and 
dissemination of useful information including recordings photo­
graphs, and photographic prints; and studies of recreational uses of 
reservoir areas, and investigation and recovery of archeological and 
paleontological remains in such areas in the same manner as provided 
for in the Act of August 21, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 461-467) : Provided, 
That no part o:f any appropriation made herein shall be available 
pursuant to the Act of April 19, 1945 ( 43 U.S.C. 377), for expenses 
other than those incurred on behalf of specifie reclamation projects 
except "General Administrative Expenses" and amounts provrded for 
reconnaissance, basin surveys, and general engineering and research 
under the head "General Investigations". 
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Sums appropriated herein which are expended in the performance 
o:f reimburs~1ble functions of the Bureau of Reclamation shall be 
returnable to the extent and in the manner provided by law. 

No part of any appropriation for the Bureau of Reclamation, con­
tnined in this Act or in any prior Act, which represents amounts 
earned under the terms of a contract but remaining unpaid, shall be 
obligated for any other purpose, regardless of when such amounts 
are to be paid: Pro1'ideil, That the incurrin#,!; of any obligation pro­
hibiteii by this paragraph shaH be deemed a violnHon of section ~679 
of the Revised Statutes, as amended (31 U.S.C. 665). 

No funds anpropriated to the Bnreau of Reclamation for operation 
and maintemmce, except those derived from advanees by water users, 
shall be nsf'd for the particular benefit,c; of lands (a) within the 
bonndarif's of an irrigation district, (b) of any member of a water 
neers' organiz11 tion. or (c) of any individual when such district, 
or#.!:anization, or individual is in arrears for more than twelve months 
in the payment of charges due under a contract entered into with the 
TTnited StAtes pursnant to laws administered by the Bureau of 
H~clamation. 

Not to exceed $225,000 may be expended :from the appropriation 
"Constrnction nnd Rehabilitation" for work by force account on any 
one project or Ph·k-Sloan Missouri Basin Program unit and then only 
;vhen such work is unsuitable for contract or no acceptable bid has 
been receiYed and, other than otherwise provided in this paragraph 
or as may be necessary to meet local emergencies, not to exceed 12 
per centum o:f the construction allotment for any project from the 
appropriation "Construction and Rehabilitation" contained in this 
Act, shall be available :for construction work by force account: 
Pr&oided, That this paragraph shaH not apply to work performed 
under the Rehabilitation and Betterment Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 724). 

ALAsKA PowER ADMINISTRATION 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

For engineering and economic investigations to promote the devel­
opment and utilization of the water, power, and related resources of 
Alaska, $749,000, to remain available until expended: Provided, That 
$20,000 of this appropriation shall be transferred to the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service :for studies, investigations, and reports 
thereon, as required by the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 
1958 (72 Stat. 563-565). 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

For necessary expenses of operation and maintenance o:f projects 
in Alaska and of marketing electric power and energy, $1,141,000. 

BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION FuND 

Expenditures from the Bonneville Power Administration Fund, 
established pursuant to Public Law 93-454, are hereby specifically 
approved for purchase of one aircraft for replacement only and con­
struction of the following major transmission facilities: facilities to 
provide system support to the Lost River-Salmon River area in south­
eastldaho. 
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SouTHEAS'l'ERN PoWER ADMINISTRATION 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

For necessary expenses of operation and maintenance of power 
transmission facilities and of marketing electric power and energy 
pursuant to the provisions of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 
1944 (16 U.S.C. 825s), as applied to the southeastern power area, 
$1,076,000. 

SouTHWESTERN PoWER AmnNISTRATION 

CONSTRUCTION 

For construction and acquisition of transmission lines, substations, 
and appurtenant facilities, and for administrative expenses connected 
therewith, in carrying out the provisions of section 5 o:f the Flood 
Control Act of 1944 (16 U.S.C. 825s), as applied to the southwestern 
power area, $896,000, to remain available until expended. 

OPERA.TION .AND liAINTENANCE 

For necessary expenses of operation and maintenance of power 
transmission facilities and of marketing electric power and energy 
pursuant to the provisions of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 
1944 (16 U.S.C. 825s), as applied to the southwestern power area, 
including purchase of not to exceed three passenger motor vehicles for 
replacement only, $7,707,000. 

GENERAL PROVISIO:-TS, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTF.JUOR 

SEc. 301. Appropriations in this title shall be available for expendi­
ture or transfer (within each bureau or office), with the approval of 
the Secretary, for the emergency reconstruction, replacement, or repair 
of aircraft, buildings, utilities, or other facilities or equipment dam­
aged or destroyed by fire, flood, storm, or other unavoidable causes: 
Provided, That no funds shall be made available undPr this authority 
until :funds specifically made available to the Department of the 
Interior for emergencies shall have been exhausted. 

SEc. 302. The Secretary may authorize the expenditure or transfer 
(within each bureau or office) of any appropriation in this title, in 
addition to the amounts included in the budget programs of the several 
agencies, for the suppression or emergency prevention of forest or 
range fires on or threatening lands under jurisdiction of the Depart­
ment of the Interior. 

SEc. 303. Appropriations in this title shall be available for opera~ 
tion of warehouses, garages, shops, and similar facilities, wherever 
consolidation of activities will contribute to efficiency, or economy, and 
said appropriations shaH be reimbursed for services rendered to any 
other activity in the same manner as authorized by the Act o:f June 30, 
1932 (31 U.S.C. 686): Provided, That reimbursements for costs of 
supplies, materials, and equipment, and for services rendered may be 
credited to the appropriation current at the time such reimbursements 
are received. 

SEc. 304. No part of any funds made available by this Act to the 
Southwestern Power Administration may be made available to any 
other agency, bureau, or office for any purposes other than for services 
rendered pursuant to law to the Southwestern Power Administration. 
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TITLE IV-INDEPENDENT OFFICES 

APPAI.AOHIAN REGIONAL CoMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Federal Cochairman and his alter­
nate on the Appalachian ~onal Commission and for payment of 
the Federal share of the administrative expenses of the Commission, 
including services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, and hire of passen­
ger motor vehicles, $1,897,000. 

FuNDs APPRoPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

APPAI.AOHIAN REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

For expenses necessary to carry out the programs authorized by the 
Appalachian Regional Development Act of 1965, as amended, except 
expenses authorized by section 105 of said Act, including services as 
authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, and hire of passenger motor vehicles, to 
remain available until expended, $303,000,000, of which $185,000,000 
shall be available for the Appa.lachian Development Highway Sys­
tem, but no part of any appropriation in this Act shall be available 
for expenses in connection with commitments for contracts or grants 
for the Appalachian Development Highway System in excess of the 
total amount herein and heretofore appropriated. 

DEJ,AWARE Rn>m BAsiN CoMMISSION 

SAI.ARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary to carry out the functions of the United 
States member of the Delaware River Basin Commission, as author­
ized by law (75 Stat. 716),$83,000. 

CONTRIBUTION TO DELAWARE RIVER BASIN COMMISSION 

For payment of the United States share of the current expenses 
of the Delaware River Basin Commission, as authorized by law (75 
Stat. 706, 707), $198,000. 

FEDERAL PowER CoMMISSION 

SAI.ARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary for the work of the Commission, as author­
ized by law, including hire of passenger motor vehicles, hire of 
aircraft, services a,.<; authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, and not to exceed 
$1,000 for official reception and representation expenses, $41,582,000. 

INTERSTATE CoMMISSION oN THE POTOMAc RIVER BAsiN 

CONTRIBUTION TO INTERSTATE COl\IMISSION ON THE POTOMAC RIVER 
BASIN 

To enable the Secretary of the Treasury to pay in advance to the 
Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin the Federal con­
tribution toward the expenses of the Commission during the current 
fiscal year in the administration of its business in the conservancy 
district established pursuant to the Act of July 11, 1940 (54 Stat. 748), 
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as amended by the Act of September 25, 1970 (Public Law 91-407), 
$52,000. 

NucLEAR REGULATORY CoMMISSION 

SAI,ARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Commission in carrying out the pur­
poses of the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, including the 
employment of aliens; services authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109; publica­
tion and aissemination of atomic information; purchase, repair' and 
cleaning of uniforms; official entertainment expenses (not to exceed 
$10,000); reimbnr::;ement of the General Services Administration for 
security guard services; hire o:f passenger motor vehieles and aircra:ft; 
$24,t,430,000, to remain available until expended: Provided, That from 
this appropriation, transfer o:f sums may be made to other agencies 
of the Government for the performance of the work for which this 
appropriation is made, and in such cases the sums so transferred may 
be merged \vith the appropriation to which transferred: Provided 
further, l\foneys received by the Commission for the cooperative 
nuclear safety research programs may be retained and used for sal­
aries and expenses associated with those programs, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 3617 of the Revised Statutes (31 U.S.C. 484), 
and shall remain available until expended. 

SusQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN Co:M:MISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary to carry out the functions of the United 
States member of the Susquehanna River Basin Commission, as 
authorized by law (84 Stat. 1541), $83,000. 

CONTRIBU'I:ION TO SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN COMMISSION 

For payment o£ the United States share of the current expenses of 
the Susquehanna River Basin Commission, as authorized by law (84 
Stat. 1530, 1531), $150,000. 

TENNESSEE VALLEY AuTHORITY 

PAYMENT TO TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY FUND 

For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority Act of 1933, as amended (16 U.S.C., ch. 12A), 
including hire, maintenance, and operation of aircraft, and hire of 
passenger motor vehicles, $125,930,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That this appropriation and other funds avail­
able to the Tennessee Valley Authority shall be available for the pur­
chase of not to exceed three aircraft of which one is for replacement 
only, and the purchase of not to exceed two hundred passenger motor 
vehicles for replacement only. 

'\VATER RESOURCES CouNCIL 

WATER RESOURCES PLANNING 

For expenses necessary in carrying out the provisions of the Water 
Resources Planning Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 1962--1962d-3), as 
amended, including services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109 and 42 
U.S.C. 1962a-4(5), and hire of passenger motor vehicles (42 U.S.C. 
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1962a-4(6) ), $12,665,000, to remain available until expended, includ­
ing $1,648.000 for expenses in administering the Act ( 42 U.S. C. 1962d 
(b) ) , $3,248,000 for preparation of assessments and plans ( 42 U.S.C. 
1962d(c) ), $2,269,000 for preparation of plans (33 U.S.C. 1289), 
$2,500,000 for expenses of river basin commissions under title II of 
the Act ( 42 U.S.C. 1962d (a) ) , and $3,000,000 for grants to States 
under title Ill of the Act ( 42 U.S. C. 1962c (a)). 

TITLE V-GENERAL PROVISION 

SEo. 501. No part of any appropriation contained in this Act shall 
remain available for obligation beyond the current fiscal year unless 
expressly so provided herein. 

This Act may be cited as the "Public Works for Water and Power 
Development and Energy Research Appropriation Act, 1977". 

Speaker of the HOU8e of RepreBentatives. 

Vice President of the United States arul 
Pre!Jident oj the Senate. 




