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NPDPL-PF 
SUBJECT: 

DA, North 
Portland, 

(16 Sep 75) let Intl 
Reclassification of Authorized Skagit River, WA, 
Levee & Channel Improvement Project 

Pacific Division, Corps of Engineers, 210 Custom House, 
Oregon 97209 16 October 1975 

TO: UQDA (DAEN-CWP) 
WASH DC 20314 

1. Reference ER 11-2-240 dated 1 November 1974, subject: "Civil 
Works Activities, Construction & Design." Paragraph 13.b.(2)(b) 
provides for the reclassification of projects where a survey inves-
tigating associated improvements develops sufficient information on 
which to base the reclassification of the authorized project. In 
this case, a recommendation on such reclassification is to be made 
on that basis, without further separate study. 

2. This letter is submitted as a basis for reclassification of 
the subject project from the current "deferred" to "active" status 
and follows the method described by the referenced regulation. 

3. The subject project (authorized in 1966) would provide flood 
protection to some 68,000 acres of delta flood plain at the mouth 
of the river. The improvements would increase the level of protec-
tion from once in 3 to 10 years, to a minimum of once in 8 years. 
The authorization report noted that if the levee improvements were 
constructed- with the Avon Bypass, protection would be accomplished 
for floods with an expected recurrence of once in 35 years. To 
avoid a false sense of flood security, the report concluded that 
the levee and channel improvements should be constructed as an in-
tegral part of a basin plan for flood control, which as a minimum 
phould include previsionTfOi construction of Avon Bypass project or 
upstream storage. 

4. In March 1972, the Avon Bypass project was reclassified from the 
"active" to "deferred" status as there was no local sponsor. Since 
the Levee and Channel Improvement project was interrelated with the 
Avon Bypass project or upstream storage, it was also reclassified 
from "active" to "deferred" in March 1972. 

5. The lack of upstream storage as a basis for classification in 
the "deferred" category is no longer applicable. I have submitted 
a report to BERH recommending additional upstream flood control stor-
age as provided for in the FPC license on the Upper Baker project. 
BETH has recently taken favorable action on the "Authorization Re-
port for Additional Flood Control at Upper Baker Project" and it is 
anticipated that the project will be authorized in the next Omnibus Bill. 
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6. The additional flood control storage at the Upper Baker project 
together with the Levee and Channel Improvements would increase the 
minimum level of flood protection in the lower Skagit Valley from 
the current 3 years average recurrence interval to about 11 years 
for agricultural areas. This is the degree of protection which 
would be considered. The report authorizing the subject project 
found, at that time, that 8 year protection was unsatisfactory due 
to the false sense of security that the subject project would have 
encouraged. If this project were constructed under todays condi-
tions, two programs would prevent the encouragement of a false sense 
of security. As part of the local cooperation agreement, local 
interests would be required to, at least annually, inform affected 
interests regarding the limitations of added protection afforded by 
the subject project. In addition, Skagit County has qualified for 
the National Flood Insurance Program and is pursuing the measures 
provided for by the program. The acts associated with implementing 
the program make all those people who own or would purchase struc-
tures in the flood plain intimately aware of the'flood hazard. There,- 
fore, it would be di.cult if not impossible for an owner or prospec-
tive owner of property in the flood plain to be unaware of exactly the 
flood hazard which exists at any one time. Considering todays condi-
tions at this location, I feel that the level of protection offered 
by the subject project would not encourage a false sense of security. 

7. The project meets all other criteria for classification as "active". 
The project is necessary, engineeringly feasible, and economically 
justified with a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.1 at 6-1/8 percent interest 
for existing conditions. - The BCR is 1.2 assuming future growth as 
allowed by current regulations. Skagit County supports the project 
and has reaffirthed its ability and willingness to assure the responsi-
bilities of local cooperation. There are no anticipated major problems 
of compliance with the requirements of local cooperation. 

8. On the basis of the foregoing,and the information provided by the 
District Engineer, I request the subject project be reclassified from 
"deferred" to "active". Your early approval will permit me to express 
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Mr. Mowreader/jag/3827 

NPDPL-PF (16 Sep 75) 1st Ind 16 October 1975 
SUBJECT: Reclassification of Authorized Skagit River, WA, Levee 

& Channel Improvement Project 

a capability to initiate preconstruction planning (AE&D) assuming 
that Upper Baker will be authorized prior to or during the FY 1976 
"T" quarter. The current estimate for phase I studies is $200,000. 
Our capability for FY 1977 is $100,000 to initiate preconstruction 
planning on the Skagit River, Washington,' Levee and Channel Improve-
ment Project. 

8 Incl 	 WESLEY E. PEEL 	 PEEL 
nc 	 Major General, USA 

Division Engineer 	 ARNOLD 

CF: 	 OLSON 
NPDPB 
NPSEN 	 NPDPB 
F. Urabeck.  

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD: Seattle District's basic letter requests 
that the subject project be reclassified from "deferred" to "active" 
based on the pending authorization of XXXX Additional Flood Control 
Storage at Upper Baker. NPS also wanted to express a capability to 
initiate preconstruction planning in FY 76. We concur that the sub-
ject project should be reclassified and recommend this. However, 
since the Omnibus Bill will probably not be passed until the FY 76 
"T" qtr, then Upper Baker would not be authorized in FY 76. It is 
not appropriate to_initiate'preconstruction planning on the subject 
project before Upper  Baker is authorized. Accordingly, J. Mowreader 
discussed NILKXHXXXIMEHRXXIMSXXXXXXXXXNYMWMCMCMIXHHXXHXNEKURIS 
mucatoipaqxiiiiliunxxxxiixtimmoincitconazuctamanniXXNakitiVniMMXXiiii 
KKK this with R. Skrinde (NPS) and F. Urabeck (NPS) on 16 Oct 1975 
and they agreed that a capability in FY 77 was more appropriate. 
They provided the $100,000 capability for FY 77. 

HOARE 

MCMICHAJ 
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