AlR MAIL

3 O MAR 1964
INPSEN-BP

Honorable Henry M, Jockin
United States Sencte
Wﬂﬁ!ingt-an, D.C. ’

Dear Senctor Wm

This is in further reply to your letter of 24 February concerning comrespandence
feom Miss Edna Breazeale about the Avon Bypass praject, ond your letter of 4 March

tramsmitting letters from M. R. L. Nelson and Mrs. John Swisher about the some

subject. My Intetim replies of 6 and |2 March returned thess letters. On 13 March
we me? with a group from the Mount Vernon and Burlington areas about the matters
discussed in these letters. The following persons attended this mecting:

Mr. Nomman Dolstead
Me. Ray Billlps

Mr, Warren Good

Mr. C., R. Carter
Miss Edna Breozeals
Me. Joha Swisher

Ve believe the meeting provided an excellent opportunity to sxchange Informa=
tion ot first hond covering the contents of the letters and fo clorify objectives of
the protesting group us weil as of the Corps of Engineers.,

Our replies conceming the questions and siotements posed In the ietters
are sef forth below. In Miss Breazeale's lotter:

G, ls the Byposs an accomplished fact with respect ts future
corstruction? As Miss Breazoale notes, the Information
Bulletin which accompanied the public hearing stated,
"The Avon Bypass project is not Intended for discussion at
the 22 November hearing, but If there are any culstanding
comments on this project, they will be heord.”
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NPSEN-BP
Honorable Henry M. Jackson

A. We must acknowledge that the procedures whereby the Corps
racommends authorization of a project to the Congress and the
procedure whereby o project is funded for preconstruction
planning bave generoted ¢ misunderstanding In the present
instance. The levee and chonne! Improvements and the proposed
added purpases of fishery development and recreatisa for the
Avon Bypass ore new proposals on which we are prepering a
report o the Congress. The Avon Jyposs project is already
authorized (Flood Condrol Act [9348), but has boen inactive
because locul interests had not been able to furnish assurances
that local coopsration requirements could be sutisfied. Recent
studies of the Skagit River basin have shown that the Aven Bypass
bes o high degree of merit os part of o basin plan for flood control
and woter resoutce deveiopment. The District Enginecr has prepared
@ report recommending recctivation of the Avon Bypass project.
This report is now under study by the Chief of Engineers, The
approgriate local authorities hove indicated o willingness to furnish
the necessary local cooperation, subject to more detalled investigo-
tions which wiil establish the alinement of the project and determine
the actual costs that would be incurred in local interest support
of the project. The more detalied dudies necessory to finalixe
the olinoment and to estabiish these costs con only be mode in the
preconstruction planning stage. We have ossured Miss Braozeale

o the members of the citizens group otfending the meeting in
this office on i3 March, that at such time as funds may be provided
for ¢ preconstruction planning study of the Bypass, we wiil carry
sur shudies only 1o the polnt necesstwy to establish this detail,
before holding a public hearing on a specific plan of Bypuss
development. No further work will be undsrtaken on the project
unti! the citizens of the area have hod o full opportunity to express
thelr views, and the respansible local officlals have taken a posi-
tlon on whether of not they ore prepored to enter into on agreement
to undertake the necessary aspects of loca! cosperation. The
chaisman of the Boord of County Commissioners has gone on record
as stating that the residents of the eounty will be given en sppor-

- tunity to vote on any tax ievy necessury to finance the county’s
chiigation in connectlon with the Aven 8ypass project.

G, The significance of a petltion opposing the Avon Bypass and
bearing the signatures of about 1300 persons has not been
considered by the Carps of Engineers.

A. At the |3 Janvary hearing, mention was made that such a petition
was belng circulated and asked that the recard be held cpen for
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MPSEN-BP

Honoroble Herwy M. Jackson

Hs Inclusion. Untll the time of aur |3 March meeting with

Miss Breozeale and her group, we had not received any coples

of the petition oe signotures. At the 13 Merch mesting,

K. Dalstead funished us photostatic caples of o petition bearing
approximately 740 signotures. The petition reads o foilows:

“We, the undersigned, are opposed to any plans to modify the
structure of the Avon Bypass for ony purpose other than flosd
control and ave in fack opposed taﬁw Bypass itself becouse as
presented fo us it will not provide protection from major floods.,
The cost of consivuction and mointenance is beyond Skaglt County's
means, and the project would endanger a new arca to ﬂmdhazwd
ond eventual siiting up of shaliow Padilic Bay.”

The signiflcance of the above noted paﬁﬁm shauld not be mini=
mized. Unfortunctely the baslc petition containg a number of
stotements for which there Is no factual engineering baots. Very
briefly these statements cre:

a. That the Bypass will not provide protectlen for major floods,
b. The Bypass wili sndanger a new area to flecd hazard.
c. The Byposs will cause eventual stiting=up of shallow Fadilla Bay.

!mﬁgs Into futther detail about each of these matters in my letter.
i s unfortunate that so much misinformation hos been Incorporated
tn a petition which has had such widaspread circulotion, Certalnly
the petition emphasizes the need for a soparate public hearing to
which we are committad, as | noted In the answer to the precéding
quastion. We olso received o petition containing 219 signatures
Indorsing the Bypass. The sponsors of this petition stafed they
would be happy to get additional signatures. Ghbvlously, we

have reached u point where decision making sheuld be besed on
more detailed englreering information which can only be developed
In preconstruction plenning and on pregentation of these facts ot

a public hearing. Miss Breaxeale and the citizens group eccompany~
ing her 1o the 13 March mesting in my office, ore In ogreement
with us on this procedure .

Why hove the downstream channel improvements beon pockaged
in with the Byposs on an ail or nothing basis?
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MPSEN-BP
Honorable Henry M. Jockson

A. Asstated In Miss Breazeale’s letter, proponents and opponents of
the Bypass all guncrally agree that they desire flocd contrsl in
the Skagit River vailey. The urban end ogricultura! lands in
the Skaglt River valley warrant a high degree of fisod protection.
The comporotively minor improvements being proposed in the
fortheoming Survey Report for downstrean {eves and channe!
tmprovements extond over 13 miles of river chonnei, These roprove~
ments would Increase the present minimum channel copacity from
about 93,000 c.f.s, 1o 120,000 c.f.a. This is the {imit of Improve~
ment of the existing system of channe! and dikes that is sconomi~
cally feasible. These Improvements would only Incresse the ievel
of dependabie flond protection from the vicinity of Mount Vernon
downstream from o frequeney of fiuoding of once in tlree to ten
years 1o a minimum level vpwords of once in seven yeors, This
low-ievel increass in flood orotestion, in itseif, does not appear
sufficlent to warrant Federal porticipation, However, the
downstream channel ond levee improvements in combination with
the Avan Byposs would male it possible to accommodate a 180, 575
c.f.s. flow from the downsiream [imits of Sedro Waslley o the
mouth, This increose not only doubles the present minimum channel
capacity, but provides two feet of freeboard as campared to one
font used In the estimale of present minimum copacify of 3,000
c.f.s. The 180,800 c.f.5. copacily corresponds to o lavel of flood
protection with o frequency of flooding of unce in thicty yeers.
This degree of flsod pratection is compotibls with the nature of
the area being protected. These two projects In combination with
possible upstreom storoge couid develop an overail level of fised
protection of approximately once in cne hundred yeors. Studies
of the feasiblilty of vpstream flood storage will extend over the
next two to four years as part of the Puget Ssund Comgrehensive
Study. Because the downsiream levee ond channel improvements
ard the Bypass are part of a comprehemsive plon, ond because
these meosures In themselves wili glve g high leve! of flosd pro-
tection, we have progosed that these measures be considered first,
in order to develop a timely plan of flosd cordral for the valley.

Q. Are the hunting and fishing ond recreation potentials of the
Bysass project being forced on an unwililng local populace’

A. Residenbof the orea are concerned that a horde of hunters and
fishermen would invade the privacy of the ared, couse damage and
stherwise bo objoctionable., The Aven Bypass peoject has sound

N ccoromic feasibility for flood comrol atone. The Avon Bysass
is g local Ao control protection praject. The recreation,
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NPSEMN-BP

Honorable Herey M. Jackson

Q.

fishery and hunting potential are dependent upon the state and
gounty for support and development. From the stondpoint of

the Federa! govermment, the development of these potentials

is srtlrely permistive and Is not o requirement for economic
focuibility of the project. If any cspects of the proposed recrea~
tional developments ore not desired by the gate and county bodies
concerned with the development, these purposes can be omitted.
We would expect that these devslocpments would be implemented
on @ grodual end controlied basis consistent with the needs of the
area. The putpose of the Corpe present survey report to Congress
on oddition of these purposes Is primarily to identify the potential
and to obtein authorizotion for Faderal porticipotion in the develop~
ment of these purpases to the extent that such participation s

‘appropeiote in the constructlon and planning of the basic project

factlitles.
The Byposs will endanger 6 new area to flood hazord.

A. The basis for this statement is not known. The Bypoms would divert

Q.

flows from the Skaglt River to Pedilla Bay. Bocause of the necessity
for spoli disposal adjacent to the chonnel, the levees bordering

the channe! would be 40 1o 100 feet wide. There is no hozard

from breaching of these levees. The Byposs project would alx
Include all necessory provisions for interior drainage discharging
into the chamnel .

The Bypass will couse silting=up of shallow Padille Bay.

A. The Bypms would includo provistons for a cordinuous divession

flow of 120 ¢ .f.s. to prevent stagnation. The divension flow is
less than one por cent of the total flow of Skaglt River and much
of It would occur during periods when the Skogit River is carrying
little, 1f any, sediment load. With the dowrstrean levee and
chonnel improvements, the Bypass would only be used once in
about faur years for flood flows. The omount of dischorge every
four years would vary from perhaps 13,000 ¢.f.s. to @ maximum
of 60,000 c.f.2. ot 30~year intervals, The duration of this ficod
discharge would be from 24 to 48 hours.  On an engineering basis,
nelther of the foregoing operatiens would result In ony wdimen~
tation thot would affect or even be noticeable in Padille Bay.
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INPSEN-8F

Honoroble Herwy M. Jacison

Q.

Federal ond state agencles, such as Game ond Fisherles would
Hike o take advantage of the &ypast If it were created, This
does nat nocessarily mean apgroval of the Bypass itself,

A. The stotement is quite corroct. These agencies do not ardinarily

Q.

make judgraents about the feasibility of the flood contre] aspects

of the Corps projects. However, thay do evaluate the recreation,
fishery and wildilfe impact and potential, We rely upon these
agencies for the professiono! evaluation of these benefils necessary
for the peoject. There is no intent o commit them to en evalvation
of the necassity of the project for flood control purposex.

The State Parks & Recreatlon Commission has not committed Iself

A. We beileve the inclosed letter (Inci. 1), from the Washington

Stake Farks & Recreation Commission indicates ¢ keen Inferest In
development of the recreation potential of the Avan Bypass project.

The: Stote Depoariment of Highways sold that since 1t hed ncver
sufferod flood damage It weuld not bear the cot of necessary
fﬂﬁﬂﬁmhﬁ;

A. Inglosres 2 und 3 ore ghotographs shawing evidence of flood

damage to highways. Our understonsding of the Highway Depart-
ment's position Is thet they ore limited In extent of participation
by statue and by precedent to the cosis of recomstruction of Sate
highweys above flood levels. They cannot participote in providing
any of the general benafits altributable 1o the flood conirel aspects
of the project.

Resldents of the ares are concerned about the possible calationship
betwaen the Bypass project and the Padiilo Bay developmant of
the Plonser Oyster Company .

A. There Is absolutely no basis for this allegation. To the best of cur

krowledge there are no physical connactions of underlying purposes
rolating the Byposs and the Podilla Say development, Mr. Bolley's
Inquirles 5 this office have been In the noturs of an interested
citizen with an indusirial development in which navigation might
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