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the winners time of the first Iditarod
in 1973. While Redington never won the
Iditarod, he did finished in fifth palace,
four times—in 1975, 1977, 1978 and 1988.
And he was among the top 10 finishers,
seven times.

Joe was remarkable off the race
course, as well. At age 62 he scaled
Alaska’s Mount McKinley, keeping up
with then 20-year-old musher, and four-
time Iditarod champion, Susan Butch-
er. Redington made it to the peak of
the 20,230 foot peak, a monumental
task for a person of any age.

After hearing of Redington passing,
fellow musher DeeDee Jonrowe was
quoted in the Fairbanks News Miner as
saying, ‘‘Joe never thought (anything)
wasn’t possible. If you had a dream, he
was about making it happen for you.
He wasn’t about telling you the pit-
falls.”

Joe Redington, Sr. was a good, kind
and gentle soul. He was soft of voice,
but had a big heart—he was a fitting
recipient of the Alaskan of the Year
Award in 1995. Joe came down with
esophagus cancer in 1997, but until a
month ago he was still planning to
complete in the year 2000 Iditarod Trail
Sled Dog Race.

While Joe Redington, Sr, won’'t be
racing in the 2000 Iditarod, his spirit
surely will light the way to Nome for
mushers each March. More impor-
tantly, his legacy of hard work and
never giving up will be with all
Alsakans as we continue our efforts to
improve the land that we love. . . . The
land of The Last Fontier.e

———

THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF
COLORADO D.A.V. CHAPTER 26

e Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize and honor the 50th
anniversary of Colorado Chapter 26 of
the Disabled American Veterans.

July 26, 1999 is the anniversary of
this distinguished group. Chapter 26
consists of over 2,000 veterans, making
it the largest chapter in Colorado. Not
only did these men and women serve
their country in a time of war, but
they came home and continued to dem-
onstrate their respect for America. Col-
orado Springs, El Paso County, and the
State of Colorado have seen and felt
their numerous contributions first
hand in these times of peace—a peace
which they helped to provide.

The Veterans of Chapter 26 have
never forgotten their duty to serve and
defend, whether it be overseas or at
home. Their un-relinquishing duty to
America should be recognized.

Reaching fifty years of service and
dedication is a milestone in the lives of
these men and women who served in
the Armed Forces of the United States
of America and became members of
Chapter 26. These members offered
their lives to protect our country.
They survived the perils of war, not un-
scathed, to come home and continue to
serve as outstanding citizens. They
have shown a love that has been un-
wavering for fifty years towards this
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country that they sacrificed so much
to preserve. They are models of patri-
otism, citizenship, and dedication to
the freedoms cherished in these United
States. And they continue to serve
America with all of the pride and honor
that they showed fifty years ago when
they sacrificed their time and bodies
for the freedom of others.

So on July 26th 1999 the Colorado
Chapter 26 of the United States Dis-
abled American Veterans should be rec-
ognized and honored for the fifty years
of unwavering pride and service—the
ideals which America was built upon.e

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized.

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. SPECTER per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1425
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”)

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, on be-
half of the distinguished majority lead-
er, I have been asked to recite the clos-
ing words.

———

MEASURE READ FOR FIRST
TIME—S. 1427

Mr. SPECTER. I understand S. 1427,
which was introduced earlier today by
Senator THOMPSON, is at the desk. I,
therefore, ask for its first reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows:

A Dbill (S. 1427) to authorize the Attorney
General to appoint a special counsel to in-
vestigate or prosecute a person for a possible
violation of criminal law when the Attorney
General determines that the appointment of
a special counsel is in the public interest.

Mr. SPECTER. I now ask for a second
reading, and I object to my own re-
quest.

AUTHORIZING PRINTING OF
MEMORIAL TRIBUTES

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of S. Res. 161, submitted earlier
today by the majority leader and the
Democratic leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows:

A resolution (S. Res. 161) to authorize the
printing of ‘“Memorial Tributes to John Fitz-
gerald Kennedy, Jr.”

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
and preamble be agreed to, en bloc, the
motion to reconsider be laid upon the
table, and any statements relating to
the resolution be printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The resolution (S. Res.
agreed to.

161) was
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The preamble was agreed to.
The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:
S. REs. 161

Whereas John Fitzgerald Kennedy, Jr. was
a notable and influential public figure who
was born into and lived his life in the public
sphere;

Whereas John Fitzgerald Kennedy, Jr.
comported himself with modesty and dig-
nity, consistently displaying an admirable
grace under pressure and a genuine concern
for the well-being of other persons, in the
grand tradition of his family;

Whereas John Fitzgerald Kennedy, Jr. was
a significant figure who ably represented a
family dedicated to public service, and who
personally won a place in the heart of the
American people;

Whereas the nation mourns the tragic loss
of John Fitzgerald Kennedy, Jr., his wife,
Carolyn Bessette Kennedy, and her sister,
Lauren Bessette; and

Whereas on July 19, 1999, the Senate ex-
pressed its condolences to the Kennedy and
Bessette families: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved,

SECTION 1. PRINTING OF THE “MEMORIAL TRIB-
UTES TO JOHN FITZGERALD KEN-
NEDY, JR.”.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be printed as
a Senate Document, the book entitled ‘‘Me-
morial Tributes to John Fitzgerald Kennedy,
Jr.”’, prepared under the supervision of the
Secretary of the Senate.

(b) SPECIFICATIONS.—The document de-
scribed in subsection (a) shall include illus-
trations and shall be in such style, form,
manner, and binding as is directed by the
Joint Committee on Printing after consulta-
tion with the Secretary of the Senate.

———

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF JEFFREY RUSH,
JR., OF VIRGINIA

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate im-
mediately proceed to executive session
to consider the following nomination:
Executive Calendar No. 165. I further
ask unanimous consent that the nomi-
nation be confirmed, the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table, any
statements relating to the nomination
be printed in the RECORD, the President
be immediately notified of the Senate’s
action, and the Senate then return to
legislative session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The nomination was considered and
confirmed as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

Jeffrey Rush, Jr., of Virginia, to be Inspec-
tor General, Department of the Treasury.

——
LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
return to legislative session.

———

WATER RESOURCES
DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1999

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Calendar No. 103, H.R. 1480, the
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water resources bill. I further ask
unanimous consent that all after the
enacting clause be stricken and the
text of the Senate-passed bill, S. 507, be
inserted in lieu thereof. I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill then be read
a third time and passed and, further,
that the Senate insist on its amend-
ment, request a conference with the
House, and the Chair be authorized to
appoint conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The bill (H.R. 1480), as amended, was
read the third time and passed, as fol-
lows:

H.R. 1480

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as

the “Water Resources Development Act of 1999°°.
(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-

tents of this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

Sec. 2. Definition of Secretary.

TITLE [—WATER RESOURCES PROJECTS

Sec. 101. Project authorizations.
Sec. 102. Project modifications.
Sec. 103. Project deauthorizations.
Sec. 104. Studies.
TITLE II—GENERAL PROVISIONS

201. Flood haczard mitigation and riverine
ecosystem restoration program.

Shore protection.

Small flood control authority.

Use of non-Federal funds for com-
piling and disseminating informa-
tion on floods and flood damages.

Aquatic ecosystem restoration.

Beneficial uses of dredged material.

Voluntary contributions by States and
political subdivisions.

Recreation user fees.

Water resources development studies
for the Pacific region.

Missouri and Middle Mississippi Riv-
ers enhancement project.

Outer Continental Shelf.

Environmental dredging.

Benefit of primary flood damages
avoided included in benefit-cost
analysis.

Control of aquatic plant growth.

Environmental infrastructure.

Watershed management, restoration,
and development.

Lakes program.

Sediments decontamination policy.

Disposal of dredged material on beach-
es.

Fish and wildlife mitigation.

Reimbursement of non-Federal inter-
est.

National Contaminated Sediment Task
Force.

John Glenn Great Lakes Basin pro-
gram.

Projects for improvement of the envi-
ronment.

Water quality, environmental quality,
recreation, fish and wildlife, flood
control, and navigation.

Irrigation diversion protection and
fisheries enhancement assistance.

Small storm damage reduction
projects.

Shore damage prevention or mitiga-
tion.

Atlantic coast of New York.

Accelerated adoption of innovative
technologies for contaminated
sediments.

Mississippi River Commission.

Use of private enterprises.
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333.
334.
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336.
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Dredging of salt ponds in the State of
Rhode Island.

Upper Susquehanna River basin,
Pennsylvania and New York.

Small flood control projects.

Small navigation projects.

Streambank protection projects.

Aquatic ecosystem restoration, Spring-
field, Oregon.

Guilford and New Haven, Connecticut.

Francis Bland Floodway Ditch.

Caloosahatchee River basin, Florida.

Cumberland, Maryland, flood project
mitigation.

City of Miami Beach, Florida.

Sardis Reservoir, Oklahoma.

Upper Mississippi River and Illinois
waterway system navigation mod-
ernization.

Upper Mississippi River management.

Research and development program
for Columbia and Snake Rivers
salmon survival.

Nine Mile Run habitat restoration,
Pennsylvania.

Larkspur Ferry Channel, California.

Comprehensive Flood Impact-Response
Modeling System.

Study regarding innovative financing
for small and medium-sized ports.

Candy Lake project, Osage County,
Oklahoma.

Salcha River and Piledriver Slough,
Fairbanks, Alaska.

Eyak River, Cordova, Alaska.

North Padre Island storm damage re-
duction and environmental res-
toration project.

Kanopolis Lake, Kansas.

New York City watershed.

City of Charlevoix reimbursement,
Michigan.

Hamilton Dam flood control project,
Michigan.

Holes Creek flood control project,
Ohio.

Overflow management facility, Rhode
Island.

Anacostia River aquatic ecosystem res-
toration, District of Columbia and
Maryland.

Everglades and south Florida eco-
system restoration.

Pine Flat Dam, Kings River, Cali-
fornia.

Levees in Elba and Geneva, Alabama.

Toronto Lake and El Dorado Lake,
Kansas.

San Jacinto disposal area, Galveston,
Texas.

Environmental infrastructure.

Water monitoring station.

Upper Mississippi River comprehensive
plan.

McNary Lock and Dam, Washington.

McNary National Wildlife Refuge.

TITLE IV—CHEYENNE RIVER SIOUX TRIBE,
LOWER BRULE SIOUX TRIBE, AND STATE
OF SOUTH DAKOTA TERRESTRIAL WILD-
LIFE HABITAT RESTORATION

Sec. 401. Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, Lower

Brule Sioux Tribe, and State of
South Dakota Terrestrial Wildlife
Habitat Restoration.

SEC. 2. DEFINITION OF SECRETARY.

In this Act, the term ‘‘Secretary’ means the
Secretary of the Army.

TITLE I—WATER RESOURCES PROJECTS
SEC. 101. PROJECT AUTHORIZATIONS.

(a) PROJECTS WITH CHIEF’S REPORTS.—The
following projects for water resources develop-
ment and conservation and other purposes are
authorized to be carried out by the Secretary
substantially in accordance with the plans, and
subject to the conditions, described in the re-
spective reports designated in this section:
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(1) SAND POINT HARBOR, ALASKA.—The project
for navigation, Sand Point Harbor, Alaska: Re-
port of the Chief of Engineers dated October 13,
1998, at a total cost of $11,760,000, with an esti-
mated Federal cost of $6,964,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $4,796,000.

(2) RIO SALADO (SALT RIVER), ARIZONA.—The
project for environmental restoration, Rio Sa-
lado (Salt River), Aricona: Report of the Chief
of Engineers dated August 20, 1998, at a total
cost of $88,048,000, with an estimated Federal
cost of $56,355,000 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $31,693,000.

(3) TUCSON DRAINAGE AREA, ARIZONA.—The
project for flood damage reduction, environ-
mental restoration, and recreation, Tucson
drainage area, Arizona: Report of the Chief of
Engineers dated May 20, 1998, at a total cost of
$29,900,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$16,768,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$313,132,000.

(4) AMERICAN RIVER
FORNIA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for flood dam-
age reduction described as the Folsom Stepped
Release Plan in the Corps of Engineers Supple-
mental Information Report for the American
River Watershed Project, California, dated
March 1996, at a total cost of $3505,400,000, with
an estimated Federal cost of $329,300,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $176,100,000.

(B) IMPLEMENTATION.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—Implementation of the meas-
ures by the Secretary pursuant to subparagraph
(A) shall be undertaken after completion of the
levee stabilization and strengthening and flood
warning features authorized by section 101(a)(1)
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1996
(110 Stat. 3662).

(ii) FOLSOM DAM AND RESERVOIR.—The Sec-
retary may undertake measures at the Folsom
Dam and Reservoir authorized under subpara-
graph (A) only after reviewing the design of
such measures to determine if modifications are
necessary to account for changed hydrologic
conditions and any other changed conditions in
the project area, including operational and con-
struction impacts that have occurred since com-
pletion of the report referred to in subparagraph
(A). The Secretary shall conduct the review and
develop the modifications to the Folsom Dam
and Reservoir with the full participation of the
Secretary of the Interior.

(iii)) REMAINING DOWNSTREAM ELEMENTS.—

(I) IN GENERAL.—Implementation of the re-
maining downstream elements authorized pursu-
ant to subparagraph (A) may be undertaken
only after the Secretary, in consultation with
affected Federal, State, regional, and local enti-
ties, has reviewed the elements to determine if
modifications are necessary to address changes
in the hydrologic conditions, any other changed
conditions in the project area that have oc-
curred since completion of the report referred to
in subparagraph (A) and any design modifica-
tions for the Folsom Dam and Reservoir made by
the Secretary in implementing the measures re-
ferred to in clause (ii), and has issued a report
on the review.

(1I) PRINCIPLES AND GUIDELINES.—The review
shall be prepared in accordance with the eco-
nomic and environmental principles and guide-
lines for water and related land resources imple-
mentation studies, and no construction may be
initiated unless the Secretary determines that
the remaining downstream elements are tech-
nically sound, environmentally acceptable, and
economically justified.

(5) LLAGAS CREEK, CALIFORNIA.—The project
for completion of the remaining reaches of the
Natural Resources Conservation Service flood
control project at Llagas Creek, California, un-
dertaken pursuant to section 5 of the Watershed
Protection and Flood Prevention Act (16 U.S.C.
1005), substantially in accordance with the re-
quirements of local cooperation as specified in
section 4 of that Act (16 U.S.C. 1004) at a total
cost of 345,000,000, with an estimated Federal

WATERSHED, CALI-



S9114

cost of $21,800,000 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $23,200,000.

(6) SOUTH SACRAMENTO COUNTY STREAMS,
CALIFORNIA.—The project for flood control, envi-
ronmental restoration, and recreation, South
Sacramento County streams, California: Report
of the Chief of Engineers dated October 6, 1998,
at a total cost of 365,500,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $41,200,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $24,300,000.

(7) UPPER GUADALUPE RIVER, CALIFORNIA.—
Construction of the locally preferred plan for
flood damage reduction and recreation, Upper
Guadalupe River, California, described as the
Bypass Channel Plan of the Chief of Engineers
dated August 19, 1998, at a total cost of
$137,600,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$44,000,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
393,600,000.

(8) YUBA RIVER BASIN, CALIFORNIA.—The
project for flood damage reduction, Yuba River
Basin, California: Report of the Chief of Engi-
neers dated November 25, 1998, at a total cost of
$26,600,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$17,350,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
39,250,000.

(9) DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE: DELAWARE AND
NEW JERSEY-BROADKILL BEACH, DELAWARE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for hurricane
and storm damage reduction and shore protec-
tion, Delaware Bay coastline: Delaware and
New Jersey-Broadkill Beach, Delaware, Report
of the Chief of Engineers dated August 17, 1998,
at a total cost of $9,049,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of 35,674,000 and an estimated non-
Federal cost of $3,375,000.

(B) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—Periodic nour-
ishment is authorized for a 50-year period at an
estimated average annual cost of $538,200, with
an estimated annual Federal cost of $349,800
and an estimated annual non-Federal cost of
3188,400.

(10) DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE: DELAWARE
AND NEW JERSEY-PORT MAHON, DELAWARE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for ecosystem
restoration and shore protection, Delaware Bay
coastline: Delaware and New Jersey-Port
Mahon, Delaware: Report of the Chief of Engi-
neers dated September 28, 1998, at a total cost of
$7,644,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$4,969,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
32,675,000.

(B) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—Periodic mour-
ishment is authorized for a 50-year period at an
estimated average annual cost of $234,000, with
an estimated annual Federal cost of $152,000
and an estimated annual non-Federal cost of
382,000.

(11) HILLSBORO AND OKEECHOBEE AQUIFER
STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT, FLORIDA.—
The project for aquifer storage and recovery de-
scribed in the Corps of Engineers Central and
Southern Florida Water Supply Study, Florida,
dated April 1989, and in House Document 369,
dated July 30, 1968, at a total cost of $27,000,000,
with an estimated Federal cost of $13,500,000
and an estimated non-Federal cost of
313,500,000

(12) INDIAN RIVER COUNTY, FLORIDA.—Not-
withstanding section 1001(a) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C.
579a(a)), the project for shoreline protection, In-
dian River County, Florida, authorized by sec-
tion 501(a) of that Act (100 Stat. 4134), shall re-
main authorized for construction through De-
cember 31, 2002.

(13) LIDO KEY BEACH, SARASOTA, FLORIDA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for shore protec-
tion at Lido Key Beach, Sarasota, Florida, au-
thorized by section 101 of the River and Harbor
Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 1819) and deauthorized by
operation of section 1001(b) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C.
579a(b)), is authorized to be carried out by the
Secretary at a total cost of 35,200,000, with an
estimated Federal cost of $3,380,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $1,820,000.

(B) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—Periodic mour-
ishment is authorized for a 50-year period at an
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estimated average annual cost of $602,000, with
an estimated annual Federal cost of $391,000
and an estimated annual non-Federal cost of
$211,000.

(14) TAMPA HARBOR-BIG BEND CHANNEL, FLOR-
IDA.—The project for navigation, Tampa Har-
bor-Big Bend Channel, Florida: Report of the
Chief of Engineers dated October 13, 1998, at a
total cost of $12,356,000, with an estimated Fed-
eral cost of $6,235,000 and an estimated non-
Federal cost of $6,121,000.

(15) BRUNSWICK HARBOR, GEORGIA.—The
project for navigation, Brunswick Harbor, Geor-
gia: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated Oc-
tober 6, 1998, at a total cost of $50,717,000, with
an estimated Federal cost of $32,966,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $17,751,000.

(16) BEARGRASS CREEK, KENTUCKY.—The
project for flood damage reduction, Beargrass
Creek, Kentucky: Report of the Chief of Engi-
neers dated May 12, 1998, at a total cost of
311,172,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
37,262,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$3,910,000.

(17) AMITE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, LOU-
ISIANA, EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH WATERSHED.—
The project for flood damage reduction and
recreation, Amite River and Tributaries, Lou-
isiana, East Baton Rouge Parish Watershed:
Report of the Chief of Engineers, dated Decem-
ber 23, 1996, at a total cost of $112,900,000, with
an estimated Federal cost of $73,400,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $39,500,000.

(18) BALTIMORE HARBOR ANCHORAGES AND
CHANNELS, MARYLAND AND VIRGINIA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation,
Baltimore Harbor Anchorages and Channels,
Maryland and Virginia, Report of the Chief of
Engineers dated June 8, 1998, at a total cost of
328,426,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
318,994,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$9,432,000.

(B) CREDIT OR REIMBURSEMENT.—If a project
cooperation agreement is entered into, the non-
Federal interest shall receive credit or reim-
bursement of the Federal share of project costs
for construction work performed by the non-
Federal interest before execution of the project
cooperation agreement if the Secretary finds the
work to be integral to the project.

(C) STUDY OF MODIFICATIONS.—During the
preconstruction engineering and design phase of
the project, the Secretary shall conduct a study
to determine the feasibility of undertaking fur-
ther modifications to the Dundalk Marine Ter-
minal access channels, consisting of—

(i) deepening and widening the Dundalk ac-
cess channels to a depth of 50 feet and a width
of 500 feet;

(ii) widening the flares of the access channels;
and

(iii) providing a new flare on the west side of
the entrance to the east access channel.

(D) REPORT.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than March 1, 2000,
the Secretary shall submit to Congress a report
on the study under subparagraph (C).

(ii) CONTENTS.—The report shall include a de-
termination of—

(I) the feasibility of performing the project
modifications described in subparagraph (C);
and

(11) the appropriateness of crediting or reim-
bursing the Federal share of the cost of the
work performed by the non-Federal interest on
the project modifications.

(19) RED LAKE RIVER AT CROOKSTON, MIN-
NESOTA.—The project for flood damage reduc-
tion, Red Lake River at Crookston, Minnesota:
Report of the Chief of Engineers, dated April 20,
1998, at a total cost of $8,950,000, with an esti-
mated Federal cost of $5,720,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $3,230,000.

(20) NEW JERSEY SHORE PROTECTION, TOWN-
SENDS INLET TO CAPE MAY INLET, NEW JERSEY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for hurricane
and storm damage reduction, ecosystem restora-
tion, and shore protection, New Jersey coastline,
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Townsends Inlet to Cape May Inlet, New Jersey:
Report of the Chief of Engineers dated Sep-
tember 28, 1998, at a total cost of $56,503,000,
with an estimated Federal cost of $36,727,000
and an estimated mnon-Federal cost of
319,776,000.

(B) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—Periodic nour-
ishment is authorized for a 50-year period at an
estimated average annual cost of $2,000,000,
with an estimated annual Federal cost of
$1,300,000 and an estimated annual non-Federal
cost of $700,000.

(21) PARK RIVER, NORTH DAKOTA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the condition
stated in subparagraph (B), the project for flood
control, Park River, Grafton, North Dakota, au-
thoriced by section 401(a) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4121)
and deauthoriced under section 1001(a) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (33
U.S.C. 579a), at a total cost of $28,100,000, with
an estimated Federal cost of 318,265,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $9,835,000.

(B) CONDITION.—No construction may be initi-
ated unless the Secretary determines through a
general reevaluation report using current data,
that the project is technically sound, environ-
mentally acceptable, and economically justified.

(22) SALT CREEK, GRAHAM, TEXAS.—The
project for flood control, environmental restora-
tion, and recreation, Salt Creek, Graham,
Texas: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated
October 6, 1998, at a total cost of $10,080,000,
with an estimated Federal cost of $6,560,000 and
an estimated non-Federal cost of $3,520,000.

(b) PROJECTS SUBJECT TO A FINAL REPORT.—
The following projects for water resources devel-
opment and conservation and other purposes
are authorized to be carried out by the Secretary
substantially in accordance with the plans, and
subject to the conditions recommended in a final
report of the Chief of Engineers as approved by
the Secretary, if a favorable report of the Chief
is completed not later than December 31, 1999:

(1) NOME HARBOR IMPROVEMENTS, ALASKA.—
The project for mavigation, Nome Harbor Im-
provements, Alaska, at a total cost of
$24,608,000, with an estimated first Federal cost
of $19,660,000 and an estimated first non-Federal
cost of $4,948,000.

(2) SEWARD HARBOR, ALASKA.—The project for
navigation, Seward Harbor, Alaska, at a total
cost of $12,240,000, with an estimated first Fed-
eral cost of $4,364,000 and an estimated first
non-Federal cost of $7,876,000.

(3) ARROYO PASAJERO, CALIFORNIA..—The
project for flood damage vreduction, Arroyo
Pasajgero, California, at a total cost of
$260,700,000, with an estimated first Federal cost
of $170,100,000 and an estimated first non-Fed-
eral cost of $90,600,000.

(4) HAMILTON AIRFIELD WETLAND RESTORA-
TION, CALIFORNIA.—The project for environ-
mental restoration at Hamilton Airfield, Cali-
fornia, at a total cost of $55,200,000, with an es-
timated Federal cost of $41,400,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $13,800,000.

(5) OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation
and environmental restoration, Oakland, Cali-
fornia, at a total cost of $214,340,000, with an es-
timated Federal cost of $143,450,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $70,890,000.

(B) BERTHING AREAS AND OTHER LOCAL SERV-
ICE FACILITIES.—The non-Federal interests shall
provide berthing areas and other local service
facilities necessary for the project at an esti-
mated cost of $42,310,000.

(6) SUCCESS DAM, TULE RIVER BASIN, CALI-
FORNIA.—The project for flood damage reduc-
tion and water supply, Success Dam, Tule River
basin, California, at a total cost of $17,900,000,
with an estimated first Federal cost of
$11,635,000 and an estimated first non-Federal
cost of $6,265,000.

(7) DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE: DELAWARE AND
NEW JERSEY-ROOSEVELT INLET-LEWES BEACH,
DELAWARE.—
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(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation
mitigation, shore protection, and hurricane and
storm damage reduction, Delaware Bay coast-
line: Delaware and New Jersey-Roosevelt Inlet-
Lewes Beach, Delaware, at a total cost of
$3,393,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$2,620,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
3773,000.

(B) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—Periodic mour-
ishment is authorized for a 50-year period at an
estimated average annual cost of $196,000, with
an estimated annual Federal cost of $152,000
and an estimated annual nmon-Federal cost of
$44,000.

(8) DELAWARE COAST FROM CAPE HENELOPEN
TO FENWICK ISLAND, BETHANY BEACH/SOUTH
BETHANY BEACH, DELAWARE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for hurricane
and storm damage reduction and shore protec-
tion, Delaware Coast from Cape Henelopen to
Fenwick Island, Bethany Beach/South Bethany
Beach, Delaware, at a total cost of $22,205,000,
with an estimated Federal cost of $14,433,000
and an estimated non-Federal cost of $7,772,000.

(B) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—Periodic nour-
ishment is authorized for a 50-year period at an
estimated average annual cost of $1,584,000,
with an estimated annual Federal cost of
$1,030,000 and an estimated annual non-Federal
cost of $554,000.

(9) JACKSONVILLE HARBOR, FLORIDA.—The
project for mnavigation, Jacksonville Harbor,
Florida, at a total cost of 326,116,000, with an
estimated Federal cost of $9,129,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $16,987,000.

(10) LITTLE TALBOT ISLAND, DUVAL COUNTY,
FLORIDA.—The project for hurricane and storm
damage prevention and shore protection, Little
Talbot Island, Duval County, Florida, at a total
cost of $5,915,000, with an estimated Federal cost
of $3,839,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $2,076,000.

(11) PONCE DE LEON INLET, VOLUSIA COUNTY,
FLORIDA.—The project for navigation and recre-
ation, Ponce de Leon Inlet, Volusia County,
Florida, at a total cost of $5,454,000, with an es-
timated Federal cost of $2,988,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $2,466,000.

(12) SAVANNAH HARBOR EXPANSION, GEORGIA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph
(B), the Secretary may carry out the project for
navigation, Savannah Harbor exrpansion, Geor-
gia, substantially in accordance with the plans,
and subject to the conditions, recommended in a
final report of the Chief of Engineers, with such
modifications as the Secretary deems appro-
priate, at a total cost of $230,174,000 (of which
amount a portion is authorized for implementa-
tion of the mitigation plan), with an estimated
Federal cost of $145,160,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $85,014,000.

(B) CONDITIONS.—The project authoriced by
subparagraph (A) may be carried out only
after—

(i) the Secretary, in consultation with affected
Federal, State, regional, and local entities, has
reviewed and approved an Environmental Im-
pact Statement that includes—

(I) an analysis of the impacts of project depth
alternatives ranging from 42 feet through 48
feet; and

(I1) a selected plan for navigation and associ-
ated mitigation plan as required by section
906(a) of the Water Resources Development Act
0f 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2283); and

(ii) the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary
of Commerce, and the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency, with the Sec-
retary, have approved the selected plan and
have determined that the mitigation plan ade-
quately addresses the potential environmental
impacts of the project.

(C) MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS.—The mitiga-
tion plan shall be implemented in advance of or
concurrently with construction of the project.

(13) TURKEY CREEK BASIN, KANSAS CITY, MIS-
SOURI AND KANSAS CITY, KANSAS.—The project
for flood damage reduction, Turkey Creek
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Basin, Kansas City, Missouri, and Kansas City,
Kansas, at a total cost of 342,875,000 with an es-
timated Federal cost of 325,596,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $17,279,000.

(14) DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, OAKWOOD
BEACH, NEW JERSEY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for hurricane
and storm damage reduction, Delaware Bay
coastline, Oakwood Beach, New Jersey, at a
total cost of $3,380,000, with an estimated Fed-
eral cost of $2,197,000 and an estimated non-
Federal cost of $1,183,000.

(B) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—Periodic mour-
ishment is authorized for a 50-year period at an
estimated average annual cost of $90,000, with
an estimated annual Federal cost of $58,000 and
an estimated annual non-Federal cost of
$32,000.

(15) DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, REEDS BEACH
AND PIERCES POINT, NEW JERSEY.—The project
for environmental restoration, Delaware Bay
coastline, Reeds Beach and Pierces Point, New
Jersey, at a total cost of $4,057,000, with an esti-
mated Federal cost of $2,637,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $1,420,000.

(16) DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, VILLAS AND VI-
CINITY, NEW JERSEY.—The project for environ-
mental restoration, Delaware Bay coastline, Vil-
las and vicinity, New Jersey, at a total cost of
37,520,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
34,888,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$2,632,000.

(17) LOWER CAPE MAY MEADOWS, CAPE MAY
POINT, NEW JERSEY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation
mitigation, ecosystem restoration, shore protec-
tion, and hurricane and storm damage reduc-
tion, Lower Cape May Meadows, Cape May
Point, New Jersey, at a total cost of $15,952,000,
with an estimated Federal cost of $12,118,000
and an estimated non-Federal cost of $3,834,000.

(B) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—Periodic nour-
ishment is authorized for a 50-year period at an
estimated average annual cost of $1,114,000,
with an estimated annual Federal cost of
$897,000 and an estimated annual non-Federal
cost of $217,000.

(18) NEW JERSEY SHORE PROTECTION, BRIGAN-
TINE INLET TO GREAT EGG HARBOR, BRIGANTINE
ISLAND, NEW JERSEY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for hurricane
and storm damage reduction and shore protec-
tion, New Jersey Shore protection, Brigantine
Inlet to Great Egg Harbor, Brigantine Island,
New Jersey, at a total cost of $4,970,000, with an
estimated Federal cost of $3,230,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $1,740,000.

(B) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—Periodic nour-
ishment is authorized for a 50-year period at an
estimated average annual cost of $465,000, with
an estimated annual Federal cost of $302,000
and an estimated annual non-Federal cost of
$163,000.

(19) COLUMBIA RIVER CHANNEL DEEPENING, OR-
EGON AND WASHINGTON.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation,
Columbia River channel deepening, Oregon and
Washington, at a total cost of $176,700,000, with
an estimated Federal cost of $116,900,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $59,800,000.

(B) BERTHING AREAS AND OTHER LOCAL SERV-
ICE FACILITIES.—The non-Federal interests shall
provide berthing areas and other local service
facilities necessary for the project at an esti-
mated cost of $1,200,000.

(20) MEMPHIS HARBOR, MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph
(B), the project for navigation, Memphis Har-
bor, Memphis, Tennessee, authorized by section
601(a) of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1986 (100 Stat. 4145) and deauthorized under
section 1001(a) of that Act (33 U.S.C. 579a(a)) is
authorized to be carried out by the Secretary.

(B) CONDITION.—No construction may be initi-
ated unless the Secretary determines through a
general reevaluation report using current data,
that the project is technically sound, environ-
mentally acceptable, and economically justified.
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(21) JOHNSON CREEK, ARLINGTON, TEXAS.—The
project for flood damage reduction, environ-
mental restoration, and recreation, Johnson
Creek, Arlington, Texas, at a total cost of
$20,300,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$12,000,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
38,300,000.

(22) HOWARD HANSON DAM, WASHINGTON.—The
project for water supply and ecosystem restora-
tion, Howard Hanson Dam, Washington, at a
total cost of $75,600,000, with an estimated Fed-
eral cost of $36,900,000 and an estimated mon-
Federal cost of $38,700,000.

SEC. 102. PROJECT MODIFICATIONS.

(a) PROJECTS WITH REPORTS.—

(1) SAN LORENZO RIVER, CALIFORNIA.—The
project for flood control, San Lorenzo River,
California, authorized by section 101(a)(5) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1996 (110
Stat. 3663), is modified to authorize the Sec-
retary to include as a part of the project
streambank erosion control measures to be un-
dertaken substantially in accordance with the
report entitled ‘‘Bank Stabilization Concept,
Laurel Street Extension’, dated April 23, 1998,
at a total cost of $4,000,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $2,600,000 and an estimated non-
Federal cost of $1,400,000.

(2) ST. JOHNS COUNTY SHORE PROTECTION,
FLORIDA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for hurricane
and storm damage reduction and shore protec-
tion, St. Johns County, Florida, authorized by
section 501(a) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4133) is modified to
authorize the Secretary to include navigation
mitigation as a purpose of the project in accord-
ance with the report of the Corps of Engineers
dated November 18, 1998, at a total cost of
$16,086,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$12,949,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$3,137,000.

(B) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—Periodic nour-
ishment is authorized for a 50-year period at an
estimated average annual cost of $1,251,000,
with an estimated annual Federal cost of
$1,007,000 and an estimated annual non-Federal
cost of $244,000.

(3) WOOD RIVER, GRAND ISLAND, NEBRASKA.—
The project for flood control, Wood River,
Grand Island, Nebraska, authorized by section
101(a)(19) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3665) is modified to author-
ize the Secretary to construct the project in ac-
cordance with the Corps of Engineers report
dated June 29, 1998, at a total cost of $17,039,000,
with an estimated Federal cost of $9,730,000 and
an estimated non-Federal cost of $7,309,000.

(4) ABSECON ISLAND, NEW JERSEY.—The project
for Absecon Island, New Jersey, authorized by
section 101(b)(13) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3668) is amended to
authorize the Secretary to reimburse the non-
Federal interests for all work performed, con-
sistent with the authorized project.

(5) ARTHUR KILL, NEW YORK AND NEW JER-
SEY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation,
Arthur Kill, New York and New Jersey, author-
ized by section 202(b) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4098) and
modified by section 301(b)(11) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3711),
is further modified to authorize the Secretary to
construct the project at a total cost of
$276,800,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$183,200,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost
of $93,600,000.

(B) BERTHING AREAS AND OTHER LOCAL SERV-
ICE FACILITIES.—The non-Federal interests shall
provide berthing areas and other local service
facilities mecessary for the project at an esti-
mated cost of $38,900,000.

(6) WAURIKA LAKE, OKLAHOMA, WATER CON-
VEYANCE FACILITIES.—The requirement for the
Waurika Project Master Conservancy District to
repay the $2,900,000 in costs (including interest)
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resulting from the October 1991 settiement of the
claim of the Travelers Insurance Company be-
fore the United States Claims Court related to
construction of the water conveyance facilities
authoriced by the first section of Public Law 88—
253 (77 Stat. 841) is waived.

(b) PROJECTS SUBJECT TO REPORTS.—The fol-
lowing projects are modified as follows, except
that no funds may be obligated to carry out
work under such modifications until completion
of a final report by the Chief of Engineers, as
approved by the Secretary, finding that such
work is technically sound, environmentally ac-
ceptable, and economically justified, as applica-
ble:

(1) FORT PIERCE SHORE PROTECTION, FLOR-
IDA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Fort Pierce, Florida,
shore protection and harbor mitigation project
authoriced by section 301 of the River and Har-
bor Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 1092) and section
506(a)(2) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3757) is modified to include
an additional 1-mile extension of the project and
increased Federal participation in accordance
with section 101(c) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2211(c)), as de-
scribed in the general reevaluation report ap-
proved by the Chief of Engineers, at an esti-
mated total cost of 39,128,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $7,074,000 and an estimated non-
Federal cost of $2,054,000.

(B) PERIODIC NOURISHMENT.—Periodic nour-
ishment is authorized for a 50-year period for
the modified project, at an estimated annual
cost of $559,000, with an estimated annual Fed-
eral cost of $433,000 and an estimated annual
non-Federal cost of $126,000.

(2) THORNTON RESERVOIR, COOK COUNTY, ILLI-
NOIS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Thornton Reservoir
project, an element of the project for flood con-
trol, Chicagoland Underflow Plan, Illinois, au-
thorized by section 3(a)(5) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1988 (102 Stat. 4013),
is modified to authorize the Secretary to include
additional permanent flood control storage at-
tributable to the Natural Resources Conserva-
tion Service Thornton Reservoir (Structure 84),
Little Calumet River Watershed, Illinois, ap-
proved under the Watershed Protection and
Flood Prevention Act (16 U.S.C. 1001 et seq.).

(B) COST SHARING.—Costs for the Thornton
Reservoir project shall be shared in accordance
with section 103 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2213).

(C) TRANSITIONAL STORAGE.—The Secretary of
Agriculture may cooperate with non-Federal in-
terests to provide, on a transitional basis, flood
control storage for the Natural Resources Con-
servation Service Thornton Reservoir (Structure
84) project in the west lobe of the Thornton
quarry.

(D) CREDITING.—The Secretary may credit
against the non-Federal share of the Thornton
Reservoir project all design and construction
costs incurred by the mon-Federal interests be-
fore the date of enactment of this Act.

(E) REEVALUATION REPORT.—The Secretary
shall determine the credits authorized by sub-
paragraph (D) that are integral to the Thornton
Reservoir project and the current total project
costs based on a limited reevaluation report.

(3) WELLS HARBOR, WELLS, MAINE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation,
Wells Harbor, Maine, authorized by section 101
of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 (74 Stat.
480), is modified to authorize the Secretary to re-
align the channel and anchorage areas based on
a harbor design capacity of 150 craft.

(B) DEAUTHORIZATION OF CERTAIN POR-
TIONS.—The following portions of the project are
not authorized after the date of enactment of
this Act:

(i) The portion of the 6-foot channel the
boundaries of which begin at a point with co-
ordinates NI177,992.00, E394,831.00, thence run-
ning south 83 degrees 58 minutes 14.8 seconds
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west 10.38 feet to a point NI177,990.91,
E394,820.68, thence running south 11 degrees 46
minutes 47.7 seconds west 991.76 feet to a point
N177,020.04, E394,618.21, thence running South
78 degrees 13 minutes 45.7 seconds east 10.00 feet
to a point N177,018.00, E394,628.00, thence run-
ning north 11 degrees 46 minutes 22.8 seconds
east 994.93 feet to the point of origin.

(ii) The portion of the 6-foot anchorage the
boundaries of which begin at a point with co-
ordinates NI177,778.07, E394,336.96, thence run-
ning south 51 degrees 58 minutes 32.7 seconds
west 1549 feet to a point NI177,768.53,
E394,324.76, thence running south 11 degrees 46
minutes 26.5 seconds west 672.87 feet to a point
N177,109.82, E394,187.46, thence running south
78 degrees 13 minutes 45.7 seconds east 10.00 feet
to a point N177,107.78, E394,197.25, thence run-
ning north 11 degrees 46 minutes 25.4 seconds
east 684.70 feet to the point of origin.

(iii) The portion of the 10-foot settling basin
the boundaries of which begin at a point with
coordinates N177,107.78, E394,197.25, thence run-
ning north 78 degrees 13 minutes 45.7 seconds
west 10.00 feet to a point NI77,109.82,
E394,187.46, thence running south 11 degrees 46
minutes 15.7 seconds west 300.00 feet to a point
N176,816.13, E394,126.26, thence running South
78 degrees 12 minutes 21.4 seconds east 9.98 feet
to a point N176,814.09, E394,136.03, thence run-
ning north 11 degrees 46 minutes 29.1 seconds
east 300.00 feet to the point of origin.

(iv) The portion of the 10-foot settling basin
the boundaries of which begin at a point with
coordinates N177,018.00, E394,628.00, thence run-
ning north 78 degrees 13 minutes 45.7 seconds
west  10.00 feet to a point NI177,020.04,
E394,618.21, thence running south 11 degrees 46
minutes 44.0 seconds west 300.00 feet to a point
N176,726.36, E394,556.97, thence running south
78 degrees 12 minutes 30.3 seconds east 10.03 feet
to a point N176,724.31, E394,566.79, thence run-
ning north 11 degrees 46 minutes 22.4 seconds
east 300.00 feet to the point of origin.

(C) REDESIGNATIONS AS PART OF THE 6-FOOT
ANCHORAGE.—The following portions of the
project shall be redesignated as part of the 6-
foot anchorage:

(i) The portion of the 6-foot channel the
boundaries of which begin at a point with co-
ordinates N177,990.91, E394,820.68, thence run-
ning south 83 degrees 58 minutes 40.8 seconds
west 94.65 feet to a point NI177,980.98,
E394,726.55, thence running south 11 degrees 46
minutes 22.4 seconds west 962.83 feet to a point
NI177,038.40, E394,530.10, thence running south
78 degrees 13 minutes 45.7 seconds east 90.00 feet
to a point N177,020.04, E394,618.21, thence run-
ning north 11 degrees 46 minutes 47.7 seconds
east 991.76 feet to the point of origin.

(ii) The portion of the 10-foot inner harbor
settling basin the boundaries of which begin at
a point with coordinates NI177,020.04,
E394,618.21, thence running north 78 degrees 13
minutes 30.5 seconds west 160.00 feet to a point
N177,052.69, E394,461.58, thence running south
11 degrees 46 minutes 45.4 seconds west 299.99
feet to a point N176,759.02, E394,400.34, thence
running south 78 degrees 13 minutes 17.9 sec-
onds east 160 feet to a point NI176,726.36,
E394,556.97, thence running north 11 degrees 46
minutes 44.0 seconds east 300.00 feet to the point
of origin.

(D) REDESIGNATION AS PART OF THE 6-FOOT
CHANNEL.—The following portion of the project
shall be redesignated as part of the 6-foot chan-
nel: the portion the boundaries of which begin
at a point with coordinates NI178,102.26,
E394,751.83, thence running south 51 degrees 59
minutes 42.1 seconds west 526.51 feet to a point
N177,778.07, E394,336.96, thence running south
11 degrees 46 minutes 26.6 seconds west 511.83
feet to a point N177,277.01, E394,232.52, thence
running south 78 degrees 13 minutes 17.9 sec-
onds east 80.00 feet to a point NI177,260.68,
E394,310.84, thence running north 11 degrees 46
minutes 24.8 seconds east 482.54 feet to a point
N177,733.07, E394,409.30, thence running north

July 22, 1999

51 degrees 59 minutes 41.0 seconds east 402.63
feet to a point N177,980.98, E394,726.55, thence
running north 11 degrees 46 minutes 27.6 sec-
onds east 123.89 feet to the point of origin.

(E) REALIGNMENT.—The portion of the project
described in subparagraph (D) shall be re-
aligned to include the area located south of the
inner harbor settling basin in existence on the
date of enactment of this Act beginning at a
point with coordinates N176,726.36, E394,556.97,
thence running north 78 degrees 13 minutes 17.9
seconds west 160.00 feet to a point N176,759.02,
E394,400.34, thence running south 11 degrees 47
minutes 03.8 seconds west 45 feet to a point
N176,714.97, E394,391.15, thence running south
78 degrees 13 minutes 17.9 seconds 160.00 feet to
a point N176,682.31, E394,547.78, thence running
north 11 degrees 47 minutes 03.8 seconds east 45
feet to the point of origin.

(F) RELOCATION.—The Secretary may relocate
the settling basin feature of the project to the
outer harbor between the jetties.

(G) CONSERVATION EASEMENT.—The Secretary
of the Interior, acting through the Director of
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, may
accept a conveyance of the right, but not the ob-
ligation, to enforce a conservation easement to
be held by the State of Maine over certain land
owned by the town of Wells, Maine, that is ad-
jacent to the Rachel Carson National Wildlife
Refuge.

(4) NEW YORK HARBOR AND ADJACENT CHAN-
NELS, PORT JERSEY, NEW JERSEY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation,
New York Harbor and adjacent channels, Port
Jersey, New Jersey, authorized by section 201(b)
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(100 Stat. 4091), is modified to authorize the Sec-
retary to construct the project at a total cost of
$102,545,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$76,909,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
325,636,000.

(B) BERTHING AREAS AND OTHER LOCAL FACILI-
TIES.—The mon-Federal interests shall provide
berthing areas and other local service facilities
necessary for the project at an estimated cost of
$722,000.

(5) WILLAMETTE RIVER TEMPERATURE CON-
TROL, MCKENZIE SUBBASIN, OREGON.—The
project for environmental restoration, Willam-
ette River Temperature Control, McKenzie
Subbasin, Oregon, authorized by section
101(a)(25) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3665), is modified to au-
thorize the Secretary to construct the project at
a total Federal cost of $64,741,000.

(6) WHITE RIVER BASIN, ARKANSAS AND MIS-
SOURI.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for flood con-
trol, power generation and other purposes at the
White River Basin, Arkansas and Missouri, au-
thorized by section 4 of the Act of June 28, 1938
(52 Stat. 1218, chapter 795), and modified by
House Document 917, Seventy-sixth Congress,
Third Session, and House Document 290, Sev-
enty-seventh Congress, First Session, approved
August 18, 1941, and House Document 499,
Eighty-third Congress, Second Session, ap-
proved September 3, 1954, and by section 304 of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1996
(110 Stat. 3711) is modified to authorize the Sec-
retary to provide minimum flows necessary to
sustain tail water trout fisheries by reallocating
the following amounts of project storage: Beaver
Lake, 3.5 feet; Table Rock, 2 feet; Bull Shoals
Lake, 5 feet; Norfork Lake, 3.5 feet; and Greers
Ferry Lake, 3 feet. The Secretary shall complete
such report and submit it to the Congress by
July 30, 2000.

(B) REPORT.—The report of the Chief of Engi-
neers, required by this subsection, shall also in-
clude a determination that the modification of
the project in subparagraph (A) does not ad-
versely affect other authorized project purposes,
and that no Federal costs are incurred.

(c) BEAVER LAKE, ARKANSAS, WATER SUPPLY
STORAGE REALLOCATION.—The Secretary shall
reallocate approximately 31,000 additional acre-
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feet at Beaver Lake, Arkansas, to water supply
storage at no cost to the Beaver Water District
or the Carroll-Boone Water District, except that
at no time shall the bottom of the conservation
pool be at an elevation that is less than 1,076
feet, NGVD.

(d) TOLCHESTER CHANNEL S-TURN, BALTI-
MORE, MARYLAND.—The project for navigation,
Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Maryland, au-
thorized by section 101 of the River and Harbor
Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 297), is modified to direct
the Secretary to straighten the Tolchester Chan-
nel S-turn as part of project maintenance.

(e) TROPICANA WASH AND FLAMINGO WASH,
NEVADA.—Any Federal costs associated with the
Tropicana and Flamingo Washes, Nevada, au-
thoriced by section 101(13) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4803),
incurred by the non-Federal interest to accel-
erate or modify construction of the project, in
cooperation with the Corps of Engineers, shall
be considered to be eligible for reimbursement by
the Secretary.

(f) REDIVERSION PROJECT, COOPER RIVER,
CHARLESTON HARBOR, SOUTH CAROLINA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The rediversion project, Coo-
per River, Charleston Harbor, South Carolina,
authorized by section 101 of the River and Har-
bor Act of 1968 (82 Stat. 731) and modified by
title I of the Emnergy and Water Development
Appropriations Act, 1992 (105 Stat. 517), is modi-
fied to authorize the Secretary to pay the State
of South Carolina not more than $3,750,000, if
the State enters into an agreement with the Sec-
retary providing that the State shall perform all
future operation of the St. Stephen, South Caro-
lina, fish lift (including associated studies to as-
sess the efficacy of the fish lift).

(2) CONTENTS.—The agreement shall specify
the terms and conditions under which payment
will be made and the rights of, and remedies
available to, the Secretary to recover all or a
portion of the payment if the State suspends or
terminates operation of the fish lift or fails to
perform the operation in a manner satisfactory
to the Secretary.

(3) MAINTENANCE.—Maintenance of the fish
lift shall remain a Federal responsibility.

(9) TRINITY RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, TEXAS.—
The project for flood control and navigation,
Trinity River and tributaries, Texas, authorized
by section 301 of the River and Harbor Act of
1965 (79 Stat. 1091), is modified to add environ-
mental restoration as a project purpose.

(h) BEACH EROSION CONTROL AND HURRICANE
PROTECTION, VIRGINIA BEACH, VIRGINIA.—

(1) ACCEPTANCE OF FUNDS.—In any fiscal year
that the Corps of Engineers does not receive ap-
propriations sufficient to meet expected project
erpenditures for that year, the Secretary shall
accept from the city of Virginia Beach, Virginia,
for purposes of the project for beach erosion
control and hurricane protection, Virginia
Beach, Virginia, authorized by section 501(a) of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(100 Stat. 4136), such funds as the city may ad-
vance for the project.

(2) REPAYMENT.—Subject to the availability of
appropriations, the Secretary shall repay, with-
out interest, the amount of any advance made
under paragraph (1), from appropriations that
may be provided by Congress for river and har-
bor, flood control, shore protection, and related
projects.

(i) ELIZABETH RIVER, CHESAPEAKE, VIR-
GINIA.—Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, after the date of enactment of this Act, the
city of Chesapeake, Virginia, shall not be obli-
gated to make the annual cash contribution re-
quired under paragraph 1(9) of the Local Co-
operation Agreement dated December 12, 1978,
between the Government and the city for the
project for navigation, southern branch of Eliz-
abeth River, Chesapeake, Virginia.

(j) PAYMENT OPTION, MOOREFIELD, WEST VIR-
GINIA.—The Secretary may permit the non-Fed-
eral interests for the project for flood control,
Moorefield, West Virginia, to pay without inter-
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est the remaining non-Federal cost over a period
not to exceed 30 years, to be determined by the
Secretary.

(k) MIAMI DADE AGRICULTURAL AND RURAL
LAND RETENTION PLAN AND SOUTH BISCAYNE,
FLORIDA.—Section 528(b)(3) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3768)
is amended by adding at the end the following:

‘(D) CREDIT AND REIMBURSEMENT OF PAST
AND FUTURE ACTIVITIES.—The Secretary may af-
ford credit to or reimburse the non-Federal
sponsors (using funds authorized by subpara-
graph (C)) for the reasonable costs of any work
that has been performed or will be performed in
connection with a study or activity meeting the
requirements of subparagraph (4) if—

‘(i) the Secretary determines that—

“(I) the work performed by the non-Federal
sponsors will substantially expedite completion
of a critical restoration project; and

“(II) the work is mecessary for a critical res-
toration project; and

“‘(ii) the credit or reimbursement is granted
pursuant to a project-specific agreement that
prescribes the terms and conditions of the credit
or reimbursement.”’.

(1) LAKE MICHIGAN, ILLINOIS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The project for storm damage
reduction and shoreline protection, Lake Michi-
gan, Illinois, from Wilmette, Illinois, to the Illi-
nois-Indiana State line, authorized by section
101(a)(12) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3664), is modified to pro-
vide for reimbursement for additional project
work undertaken by the non-Federal interest.

(2) CREDIT OR REIMBURSEMENT.—The Sec-
retary shall credit or reimburse the non-Federal
interest for the Federal share of project costs in-
curred by the non-Federal interest in designing,
constructing, or reconstructing reach 2F (700
feet south of Fullerton Avenue and 500 feet
north of Fullerton Avenue), reach 3M (Meigs
Field), and segments 7 and 8 of reach 4 (43rd
Street to 57th Street), if the non-Federal interest
carries out the work in accordance with plans
approved by the Secretary, at an estimated total
cost of $83,300,000.

(3) REIMBURSEMENT.—The Secretary shall re-
imburse the non-Federal interest for the Federal
share of project costs incurred by the non-Fed-
eral interest in reconstructing the revetment
structures protecting Solidarity Drive in Chi-
cago, Illinois, before the signing of the project
cooperation agreement, at an estimated total
cost of $7,600,000.

(m) MEASUREMENTS OF LAKE MICHIGAN DiI-
VERSIONS, ILLINOIS.—Section 1142(b) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (100
Stat. 4253) is amended by striking “$250,000 per
fiscal year for each fiscal year beginning after
September 30, 1986 and inserting ‘‘a total of
31,250,000 for each of fiscal years 1999 through
2003.

(n) PROJECT FOR NAVIGATION, DUBUQUE,
Iowa.—The project for navigation at Dubuque,
Towa, authorized by section 101 of the River and
Harbor Act of 1960 (74 Stat. 482), is modified to
authorice the development of a wetland dem-
onstration area of approximately 1.5 acres to be
developed and operated by the Dubuque County
Historical Society or a successor nonprofit orga-
nication.

(0) LOUISIANA STATE PENITENTIARY LEVEE.—
The Secretary may credit against the non-Fed-
eral share work performed in the project area of
the Louisiana State Penitentiary Levee, Mis-
sissippi River, Louisiana, authorized by section
401(a) of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1986 (100 Stat. 4117).

() JACKSON COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI.—The
project for envirommental infrastructure, Jack-
son County, Mississippi, authorized by section
219(c)(5) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4835) and modified by sec-
tion 504 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3757), is modified to direct
the Secretary to provide a credit, not to exceed
35,000,000, against the non-Federal share of the
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cost of the project for the costs incurred by the
Jackson County Board of Supervisors since Feb-
ruary 8, 1994, in constructing the project, if the
Secretary determines that such costs are for
work that the Secretary determines was compat-
ible with and integral to the project.

(@) RICHARD B. RUSSELL DAM AND LAKE,
SOUTH CAROLINA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Ezxcept as otherwise provided
in this paragraph, the Secretary shall convey to
the State of South Carolina all right, title, and
interest of the United States in the parcels of
land described in paragraph (2)(A) that are cur-
rently being managed by the South Carolina De-
partment of Natural Resources for fish and
wildlife mitigation purposes for the Richard B.
Russell Dam and Lake, South Carolina, project
authoriced by the Flood Control Act of 1966 and
modified by the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986.

(2) LAND DESCRIPTION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The parcels of land to be
conveyed are described in Exhibits A, F, and H
of Army Lease No. DACW21-1-93-0910 and asso-
ciated supplemental agreements or are des-
ignated in red in Exhibit A of Army License No.
DACW21-3-85-1904, excluding all designated
parcels in the license that are below elevation
346 feet mean sea level or that are less than 300
feet measured horizontally from the top of the
power pool.

(B) MANAGEMENT OF EXCLUDED PARCELS.—
Management of the excluded parcels shall con-
tinue in accordance with the terms of Army Li-
cense No. DACW21-3-85-1904 until the Secretary
and the State enter into an agreement under
paragraph (6).

(C) SURVEY.—The exact acreage and legal de-
scription of the land shall be determined by a
survey satisfactory to the Secretary, with the
cost of the survey borne by the State.

(3) COSTS OF CONVEYANCE.—The State shall be
responsible for all costs, including real estate
transaction and environmental compliance
costs, associated with the conveyance.

(4) PERPETUAL STATUS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—AIll land conveyed under
this paragraph shall be retained in public own-
ership and shall be managed in perpetuity for
fish and wildlife mitigation purposes in accord-
ance with a plan approved by the Secretary.

(B) REVERSION.—If any parcel of land is not
managed for fish and wildlife mitigation pur-
poses in accordance with the plan, title to the
parcel shall revert to the United States.

(5) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The
Secretary may require such additional terms
and conditions in connection with the convey-
ance as the Secretary considers appropriate to
protect the interests of the United States.

(6) FISH AND WILDLIFE MITIGATION AGREE-
MENT.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may pay the
State of South Carolina not more than $4,850,000
subject to the Secretary and the State entering
into a binding agreement for the State to man-
age for fish and wildlife mitigation purposes in
perpetuity the lands conveyed under this para-
graph and excluded parcels designated in Ex-
hibit A of Army License No. DACW21-3-85-1904.

(B) FAILURE OF PERFORMANCE.—The agree-
ment shall specify the terms and conditions
under which payment will be made and the
rights of, and remedies available to, the Federal
Government to recover all or a portion of the
payment if the State fails to manage any parcel
in a manner satisfactory to the Secretary.

(r) LAND CONVEYANCE, CLARKSTON, WASH-
INGTON.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall convey
to the Port of Clarkston, Washington, all right,
title, and interest of the United States in and to
a portion of the land described in the Depart-
ment of the Army lease No. DACW68-1-97-22,
consisting of approximately 31 acres, the exact
boundaries of which shall be determined by the
Secretary and the Port of Clarkston.

(2) ADDITIONAL LAND.—The Secretary may
convey to the Port of Clarkston, Washington,
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such additional land located in the vicinity of
Clarkston, Washington, as the Secretary deter-
mines to be excess to the needs of the Columbia
River Project and appropriate for conveyance.

(3) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The conveyances
made under paragraphs (1) and (2) shall be sub-
ject to such terms and conditions as the Sec-
retary determines to be necessary to protect the
interests of the United States, including a re-
quirement that the Port of Clarkston pay all ad-
ministrative costs associated with the convey-
ances, including the cost of land surveys and
appraisals and costs associated with compliance
with applicable environmental laws (including
regulations).

(4) USE OF LAND.—The Port of Clarkston shall
be required to pay the fair market value, as de-
termined by the Secretary, of any land conveyed
pursuant to paragraphs (1) and (2) that is not
retained in public ownership and used for public
park or recreation purposes, except that the Sec-
retary shall have a right of reverter to reclaim
possession and title to any such land.

(s) WHITE RIVER, INDIANA.—The project for
flood control, Indianapolis on West Fork of the
White River, Indiana, authoriced by section 5 of
the Act entitled ‘““An Act authorizing the con-
struction of certain public works on rivers and
harbors for flood control, and other purposes’,
approved June 22, 1936 (49 Stat. 1586, chapter
688), as modified by section 323 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3716),
is modified to authorize the Secretary to under-
take the riverfront alterations described in the
Central Indianapolis Waterfront Concept Plan,
dated February 1994, for the Canal Development
(Upper Canal feature) and the Beveridge Paper
feature, at a total cost not to exceed $25,000,000,
of which $12,500,000 is the estimated Federal
cost and $12,500,000 is the estimated non-Federal
cost, except that no such alterations may be un-
dertaken unless the Secretary determines that
the alterations authorized by this subsection, in
combination with the alterations undertaken
under section 323 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3716), are economi-
cally justified.

(t) FOX POINT HURRICANE BARRIER, PROVI-
DENCE, RHODE ISLAND.—The project for hurri-
cane-flood protection, Fox Point, Providence,
Rhode Island, authorized by section 203 of the
Flood Control Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 306) is modi-
fied to direct the Secretary to undertake the
necessary repairs to the barrier, as identified in
the Condition Survey and Technical Assessment
dated April 1998 with Supplement dated August
1998, at a total cost of 33,000,000, with an esti-
mated Federal cost of $1,950,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $1,050,000.

(u) LEE COUNTY, CAPTIVA ISLAND SEGMENT,
FLORIDA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The project for shoreline
protection, Lee County, Captiva Island segment,
Florida, authoriced by section 506(b)(3)(A) of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1996
(110 Stat. 3758), is modified to direct the Sec-
retary to enter into an agreement with the non-
Federal interest to carry out the project in ac-
cordance with section 206 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1992 (33 U.S.C. 426i—
1).
(2) DECISION DOCUMENT.—The design memo-
randum approved in 1996 shall be the decision
document supporting continued Federal partici-
pation in cost sharing of the project.

(v) COLUMBIA RIVER CHANNEL, WASHINGTON
AND OREGON.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation,
Columbia River between Vancouver, Wash-
ington, and The Dalles, Oregon, authorized by
the first section of the Act of July 24, 1946 (60
Stat. 637, chapter 595), is modified to authorize
the Secretary to construct an alternate barge
channel to traverse the high span of the Inter-
state Route 5 bridge between Portland, Oregon,
and Vancouver, Washington, to a depth of 17
feet, with a width of approximately 200 feet
through the high span of the bridge and a width
of approximately 300 feet upstream of the bridge.
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(2) DISTANCE UPSTREAM.—The channel shall
continue upstream of the bridge approximately
2,500 feet to about river mile 107, then to a point
of convergence with the main barge channel at
about river mile 108.

(3) DISTANCE DOWNSTREAM.—

(A) SOUTHERN EDGE.—The southern edge of
the channel shall continue downstream of the
bridge approximately 1,500 feet to river mile
106+10, then turn northwest to tie into the edge
of the Upper Vancouver Turning Basin.

(B) NORTHERN EDGE.—The northern edge of
the channel shall continue downstream of the
bridge to the Upper Vancouver Turning Basin.
SEC. 103. PROJECT DEAUTHORIZATIONS.

(a) BRIDGEPORT HARBOR, CONNECTICUT.—The
portion of the project for navigation, Bridgeport
Harbor, Connecticut, authorized by section 101
of the River and Harbor Act of 1958 (72 Stat.
297), consisting of a 2.4-acre anchorage area 9
feet deep and an adjacent 0.60-acre anchorage
area 6 feet deep, located on the west side of
Johnsons River, Connecticut, is not authorized
after the date of enactment of this Act.

(b) BASS HARBOR, M AINE.—

(1) DEAUTHORIZATION.—The portions of the
project for navigation, Bass Harbor, Maine, au-
thorized on May 7, 1962, under section 107 of the
River and Harbor Act of 1960 (33 U.S.C. 577) de-
scribed in paragraph (2) are mot authorized
after the date of enactment of this Act.

(2) DESCRIPTION.—The portions of the project
referred to in paragraph (1) are described as fol-
lows:

(A) Beginning at a bend in the project,
N149040.00, E538505.00, thence running easterly
about 50.00 feet along the northern limit of the
project to a point, N149061.55, E538550.11, thence
running southerly about 642.08 feet to a point,
N148477.64, E538817.18, thence running south-
westerly about 156.27 feet to a point on the west-
erly limit of the project, N148348.50, E538737.02,
thence running mnortherly about 149.00 feet
along the westerly limit of the project to a bend
in the project, NI148489.22, E538768.09, thence
running northwesterly about 610.39 feet along
the westerly limit of the project to the point of
origin.

(B) Beginning at a point on the westerly limit
of the project, NI148118.55, E538689.05, thence
running southeasterly about 91.92 feet to a
point, NI148041.43, E538739.07, thence running
southerly about 65.00 feet to a point, N147977.86,
E538725.51, thence running southwesterly about
91.92 feet to a point on the westerly limit of the
project, N147927.84, E538648.39, thence running
northerly about 195.00 feet along the westerly
limit of the project to the point of origin.

(c) BOOTHBAY HARBOR, MAINE.—The project
for mavigation, Boothbay Harbor, Maine, au-
thorized by the Act of July 25, 1912 (37 Stat. 201,
chapter 253), is not authorized after the date of
enactment of this Act.

(d) CARVERS HARBOR, VINALHAVEN, M AINE.—

(1) DEAUTHORIZATION.—The portion of the
project  for navigation, Carvers Harbor,
Vinalhaven, Maine, authorized by the Act of
June 3, 1896 (commonly known as the ‘‘River
and Harbor Appropriations Act of 1896°°) (29
Stat. 202, chapter 314), described in paragraph
(2) is not authorized after the date of enactment
of this Act.

(2) DESCRIPTION.—The portion of the project
referred to in paragraph (1) is the portion of the
16-foot anchorage beginning at a point with co-
ordinates NI137,502.04, EB895,156.83, thence run-
ning south 6 degrees 34 minutes 57.6 seconds
west 277.660 feet to a point NI137,226.21,
EB895,125.00, thence running north 53 degrees, 5
minutes 42.4 seconds west 127.746 feet to a point
N137,302.92, E895022.85, thence running north 33
degrees 56 minutes 9.8 seconds east 239.999 feet
to the point of origin.

(e) EAST BOOTHBAY HARBOR, M AINE.—Section
364 of the Water Resources Development Act of
1996 (110 Stat. 3731) is amended by striking
paragraph (9) and inserting the following:

July 22, 1999

““(9) EAST BOOTHBAY HARBOR, MAINE.—The
project for mavigation, East Boothbay Harbor,
Maine, authorized by the first section of the Act
entitled ‘An Act making appropriations for the
construction, repair, and preservation of certain
public works on rivers and harbors, and for
other purposes’, approved June 25, 1910 (36 Stat.
657).7.

(f) SEARSPORT HARBOR, SEARSPORT, MAINE.—

(1) DEAUTHORIZATION.—The portion of the
project for navigation, Searsport Harbor,
Searsport, Maine, authorized by section 101 of
the River and Harbor Act of 1962 (76 Stat. 1173),
described in paragraph (2) is not authorized
after the date of enactment of this Act.

(2) DESCRIPTION.—The portion of the project
referred to in paragraph (1) is the portion of the
35-foot turning basin beginning at a point with
coordinates N225,008.38, E395,464.26, thence run-
ning north 43 degrees 49 minutes 53.4 seconds
east 362.001 feet to a point N225,269.52,
E395,714.96, thence running south 71 degrees 27
minutes 33.0 seconds east 1,309.201 feet to a
point N224,853.22, E396,956.21, thence running
north 84 degrees 3 minutes 45.7 seconds west
1,499.997 feet to the point of origin.

SEC. 104. STUDIES.

(a) CADDO LEVEE, RED RIVER BELOW DENISON
DAM, ARIZONA, LOUISIANA, OKLAHOMA, AND
TEXAS.—The Secretary shall conduct a study to
determine the feasibility of wundertaking a
project for flood control, Caddo Levee, Red
River Below Denison Dam, Arizona, Louisiana,
Oklahoma, and Texas, including incorporating
the existing levee, along Twelve Mile Bayou
from its juncture with the existing Red River
Below Denison Dam Levee approximately 26
miles upstream to its terminus at high ground in
the vicinity of Black Bayou, Louisiana.

(b) BOYDSVILLE, ARKANSAS.—The Secretary
shall conduct a study to determine the feasi-
bility of reservoir and associated improvements
to provide for flood control, 