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PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

BIG CREEK (TRI-COUNTY) WATERSHED
Falls, Limestone, and MclLennan Counties, Texas

This document describes a plan for resource protection and improvement,
flood prevention, a municipal water storage facility, and a recreation
development. Project measures consist of 21 floodwater retarding struc-
tures, a multiple-purpose structure for retarding floodwater and for muni-
cipal, industrial, and recreation water storage, two dikes, and recrea-
tion facilities. Economic benefits of the recommended plan exceed the
cost of the project. The major envirommental impacts consist of reduced
erosion, reduced sedimentation, reduced flooding, an increase in prime
farmland soils, and an increased acreage of open water,

Prepared under the Authority of the Watershed
Protection and Flood Prevention Act, Public

Law 83-566, as amended (16 USC 1001-1008) and

in accordance with Section 102(2)(C) of the
National Envirommental Policy Act of 1969,

Public Law 91-190, as amended (42 USC 4321 et seq).

Prepared by: Falls County Water Control and Improvement District
Falls County Commissioners Court
Limestone-Falls Soil and Water Conservation District
McLennan County Soil and Water Conservation District

City of Marlin
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service



AGREEMENT

Between the
Following Local Organizations:

Falls County Water Control and Improvement District
Falls County Commissioners Court
Limestone-Falls Soil and Water Conservation District
. McLennan County Soil and Water Conservation District

City of Marlin

(hereinafter referred to as the sponsors)

State of Texas
and the
Soll Conservation Service
United States Department of Agriculture
(hereinafter referred to as the SCS)

Whereas, application has heretofore been made to the Secretary of
Agriculture by the sponsors for assistance in preparing a plan for works
of improvement for the Big Creek (Tri-County) Watershed, State of Texas,
under authority of the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act
(16 USC 1001-1008); and

Whereas, the responsibility for administration of the Watershed
Protection and Flood Prevention Act, as amended, has been assigned by the
Secretary of Agriculture to the SCS; and

Whereas, there has been developed through the cooperative efforts of
the sponsors and the SCS this plan for works of improvement for the Big B
Creek (Tri-County) Watershed, State of Texas, hereinafter referred to as
the watershed plan - enviromnmental impact statement, which plan is annexed
to and made a part of this agreement;

Now, therefore, in view of the foregoing considerations, the Secretary
of Agriculture, through the SCS, and the sponsors hereby agree on this plan
and that the works of improvement for this project will be installed, operated,
and maintained in accordance with the terms, conditions, and stipulations
provided for in this watershed plan and including the following:

1. The spomsors will acquire such land rights as will be needed in

connection with the works of improvement. The percentages of this cost
to be borne by the sponsors and SCS are as follows: .
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Estimated
Works of Land Rights
Improvement Spongors SCS Costs
(percent) (percent) (dollars)
Multiple~Purpose Structure
No. 19 andlyecreation
Facilities™
Payment to Landowners for
about 1,246 Acres 91.28 8.72 872,200
Real Estate Appraisal Fees 91.28 8.72 20,000
Cost of Alteration or Modi-
fication of Improvements—~ 99.35 0.65 81,000
Legal Fees, Survey Cost,
Flowage Easements, Water
Rights, and Other 100.00 .00 118,900
All Other Structural
Measures 100,00 0.00 1,326,170

1/ 1Including necessary engineering services, comstruction, and
additional land costs.

The sponsors agree that all land acquired or improved with PL 566 financial

or credit assistance will not be sold or otherwise disposed of for the evaluated
life of the project except to a public agency which will continue to maintain
and operate the development in accordance with the operation and maintenance
agreement. =TT

2. The spousors assure that uniform and equitable treatment will be given
to persons displaced from their homes, businesses, or farms as required by
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policles Act
of 1970 as implemented by 7 CFR Part 21. The costs of relocation payments
will be shared by the sponsors and SCS as follows:

Estimated
Relocation
Payment
Spongors SCS Costs
(percent) (percent) (qPIlars)
Relocation Payments 27.72 72.28 -LIO

1/ Investigation has disclosed that under present conditions
the project measures will not result in the displacement
of any person, business, or farm operation. However, if
relocations become necessary, relocation payments will be
cost shared in accordance with the percentages shown.
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3. The sponsors will acquire or provide assurance that landowners or water
users have acquired such water rights pursuant to state law as may be needed
in the installation and operation of the works of improvement.

4. The sponsors will obtain all necessary federal, state, and local permits
as may be required for installation of the works of improvement.

5. The percentages of construction costs to he paid by the sponsors and by
8CS are as follows:

Estimated
Works of Construction
Improvement Sponsors SC§S Costs
(percent) (percent) (dollars)
21 floodwater Retarding
Structures 0.00 100.00 5,497,090
2 Dikes 0.00 100.00 349,300
1 Multiple-Purpose Structure 3%.46 60.54 1,869,300
1 Municipal Outlet Structure 100.00 0.00 72,000
Recreation Facilities 50.00 5Q0.00 120,000

6. The percentages of the engineering costs to be borne by the sponsors
and the S5CS are as follows:

Estimated
Works of Engineering
Improvement Sponsors SCS Costs . - -
(percent) (percent) (dollars)
21 Floodwater Retarding
Structures 0.00 100.00 735,360
2 Dikes ¢.00 100.00 57,740
1 Multiple~Purpose Structure 36.77 63.23 197,400
1 Municipal Outlet Structure 10Q.00 ¢d.0Q 8,000
Recreation Facilities 50.00 50.00 17,000

7. The sponsors and the SC§ will each bear the costs of project adminis-
tration that each incurs, estimated to be $16,00Q and $569,080, respectively.

8. The SCS will award and administer the contracts covering construction of
all structural works of improvement.
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9. The sponsors will obtain agreements from owners of not less than 50 per-
cent of the land above the multipurpose structure and each floodwater retarding
structure. -These agreements state that the owners will carry out comsexrvation
farm or ranch plans on their land and ensure that 50 percent of the land is
adequately protected before constructien of any dam.

10. The sponsors will be responsible for the operation and maintenance of the
works of improvement by actually performing the work or arranging for such
work, in accordance with agreements to be entered into before lssuing invi-
tations to bid for construction work.

11. The costs shown in this plan are preliminary estimates. Final costs to
be borne by the parties hereto will be the actual costs incurred in the
installation of works of improvement.

12. This agreement is not a fund-obligating document. Financial and other
assistance to be furnighed By SCS in carrying -out the plan is contingent upon
the fulfillment of applicable laws and regulations and the availability of
appropriations for this purpose.

13. A separate agreement will be entered into between S$CS$ and the SpONSOYrs
before either party finitiates work involving funds of the other party. Such
agreement will set forth in detail the financial and working arrangements and
other conditions that are applicable to the specific works of improvement.

1l4. This plan may be amended or revised only by mutual agreement of the
parties hereto, except that SCS may deauthorize funding at any time it
determines that the sponsors have failed to comply with the conditions of this
agreement. In this case, SCS shall promptly notify the sponsors in writing of
the determination and the reasons for the deauthorization of project funding,
together with the effective date. Payments made to the sponsor or recoveries
by SCS shall be in accord with the legal rights and liabilities of the parties
when project funding has been deauthorized. _An amendment to incorporate
changes affecting a specific measure may be made by mutual agreement between
SCS and the sponsor(s) having specific responsibilities for the measure
involved.

15. No member of or delegate to Congress, or resident commissioner, shall be
admitted to any share or part of this plan, or to any benefit that may arise
therefrom; but this provision shall not be construed to extend to this agree=
ment if made with a corporation for its general benefit.

16. The program conducted will be in compliance with all requirements
respecting nondiscrimination, as contained in the Civil Rights Act of 1964,

as amended, and the regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture (7 CFR 15),
which provide that ng pexson in the United States shall, on the grounds of
race, color, national origin, sex, age, handicap, or religlon, be excluded
from participation in, be denied the benefits of, .or otherwise be subjected to
discrimination under any program or activity conducted or assisted by the
Department of Agriculture.
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SUMMARY |
'BIG CREEK (TRI-COUNTY) WATERSHED

Falls, Limestone, and McLennan Countles, Texas

Sponsors: Falls County Water Controel and Improvement District
Falls County Commisgioners Court
Limestone-Falls Soil and Water Conservation District
McLennan County Soil and Water Conservation District
City of Marlin

Description of Selected Plan:

Project measures in the selected plan consist of 21 floodwater retarding
structures; a multiple-purpose structure for retarding floodwater and
for municipal, industrial, and recreation water storage; two dikes; and
recreation facilities. Economic benefits of the recommended plan exceed
the cost of the project. The major environmental impacts consist of
reduced erosion, reduced sedimentation, reduced flooding, an increase in
prime farmland soils, and an increased acreage of open water.

Measures Considered:

1. Land treatment

2. Channel work

3. Floodwater retarding structures
4. Dikes

5. Multiple-purpose structure

6. Recreation facilities

7. Livestock trails and walkways

Resource Information:

Size of Watershed: 236,620 acres

Land Use:
Cropland 126,500 acres
Pastureland 28,400 acres
Rangeland 71,080 acres
Other 8,790 acres
Water 1,850 acres

Land Ownership: -
Private 98 percent
State-lLocal 2 percent

Federal 0 percent



Number of Farms:
Range in size
Average slze

Prime Farmland Soils:

Wetlands:
Type
Type
Type
Type

oo

Flood Plain Land Userl/

Cropland
Pasturela ?
Rangeland=
Other

Endangered Species
Cultural Resources:

Problem Identification

1. Flood plain ercsion

2. Sediment

3. Floocdwater

4. Municipal and industrial water
5. Recreatlon

Candidate Plans Considered:

1, No actilon
2. National economic development

Project Purposes:

1, Flood preventlon
2. Municipal and industrial water
3. Public recreation

Principal Project Measures:

1. Floodwater retardlng structures

2. Dikes
3. Multiple-purpose structure
4. Recreation facilities

1,200 farms
10 to 2,400 acres
200 acres

95,000 acres

150 acres
370 acres
600 acres
1,080 acres

21,650 acres
1,620 acres
8,710 acres

360 acres

None

None identified

1/ Represents the evaluated area damaged by the 100-year flood event.

2/ As used here, rangeland includes native pasture.



Project Costs: (Table 1)

PL 566 Funds

(dollars)

Structural Measures

Floodwater Retarding

Structures 6,643,700

Multiple-Purpose
Structure 1,466,050
Dikes 434,470
Recreation Facilities 77,200

Municipal Outlet
Structure 0
TOTAL 8,621,420

Project Benefits (Period of Analysis):

Agricultural Acreage
Flood Damage Reduction
Crop and Pasture
Sediment
Seour
More Intensive Land Use

Agricultural Improvements
Flood Damage Reduction
Other Agricultural

Nonagricultural Improvmeents
Flood Damage Reduction
Road and Bridge

Multiple-Purpose Use
Municipal Water Supply
Recreation

Acres Benefitted: 32,340

Impacts:
Land Use Changes:

Other Funds
(dollars)

1,255,570
1,819,050
82,100
69,000
80, 000

3,305,720

Dollars

Total
(dollars)

7,899,270
3,285,100
516,570
146,200
80,000

11,927,140

(Discounted Average Annual)

555,960
10,080
6,950
336,070

79,610

64,750

169,120
152,960



Estimated Future (20 Years)

- Present Without With '/ Effect
Land Use Condition Project Project= of Project

(acre) (acre) (acre) (acre)

Cropland 126,500 127,000 125,319 -1,681

Pastureland 28,400 35,900 37,746 +1,846

Rangeland 71,080 62,720 60,378 -2,342

Waterzf 1,850 2,000 3,572 +1,572

Other— 8,790 9,000 9,605 +605
Total Area 236,620 236,620 236,620

1/ 1Includes change of land use caused by construction of the project

measures
2/ 1Includes urban and built-up land and areas devoted to use as dams,

- spillways, and the recreation area.

Natural Resources Changed or Lost:

Riparian hardwoods Destruction of 495 acres

Wetlands Slight increase in acreage

Cultural resources None identified

Wildlife habitat Destruction or alteration of
3,454 acres

Fisheries habitat Addition of 1,572 acres of open
water

Prime farmland scils Creation of 3,000 acres
Destruction or alteration of
665 acres



INTRODUCTION

The watershed plan and environmental impact statement for this project
have been combined into a single brief document. The document will pro-
vide the basis for authorizing federal assistance for implementation, as
well as identifying all known environmental impacts. Landusers have been
interested in a plan to reduce floodwater damages in the Big Creek water-—
shed since as early as 1904. Numerous attempts have been made since that
time, but with very little success. In recent years, the people in the
watershed have organized to sponsor a PL 566 project and have requested
assistance from the Soil Conservation Service of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture in the development of the plan. Numerous other federal, state,
and local agencies provided input into the planning process. Responsibility
for compliance with Section 102(2)(C) of Public Law 91-190 rests with the
Soil Conservation Service.

The sponsors, with the assistance of SCS, prepared the plan. Specialists
from the State Staff and National Office reviewed this document for techni-
cal adequacy; project effectiveness; and conformance with existing policies,
rules, and legislation. Following this in-Service review, a revised docu-
ment was prepared for public review and additional input from sponsors,
affected agencies, and concerned individuals.



PROJECT SETTINGl/

Location and Size

The Big Creek (Tri-County) watershed is located in Central Texas in Falis,
Limestone, and McLennan Counties (Appendix B-3). It consists of 236,620
acres (370 square miles). The drainage srea of Big Creek originates in the
northwest part of Limestone County about 20 miles southeast of the city

of Waco. Following a southerly course, Big Creek flows through the
southeast corner of McLennan County into the northeast corper of Falls
County and enters the Brazos River about 10 miles south of the city of
Marlin. Tributaries of Big Creek drain a portion of western Limestone
County. The Brazos River is in the Texas Gulf Water Resource Regfon.

Demographic Data

The city of Marlin, population 7,099, lies on the southwestern watershed
divide. Mart, population 2,324, lies in the northwestern part of the
watershed. Other smalier communities in the watershed are Highbank,
Reagan, McClanahan, Perry, Otto, and Ben Hur. Major population centers
(MSMA) within 50 miles of the watershed are Waco, with a population of
170,755, and Killeen-Temple, with a population of 214,656 (1980 Census
of Population and Housing, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census) .

The following table shows the demographic data for the three counties and
is representative of the watershed: -

1/ All information and data, except as otherwise noted by reference to
source, were collected during watershed planning finvestigation by
the Sofl Conservation Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture,
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Climate

Climatic conditions are warm, temperate, and humid. The average date of
the last killing frost in the spring is March 9, and that of the first
killing frost in the fall is November 24, resulting in an average growing
season of 257 days.

The average annual precipitation as recorded at the Agricultural Experi-
ment Station at Riesel, which is near the watershed, is 33.85 inches.
Rainfall is fairly evenly distributed throughout the year. Generally
April and May are the wettest months and July the driest. (Soil Survey
of Falls County, Texas, USDA, August 1978.)

Geology

The project area is dominantly underlain by rocks of Upper Cretaceous age
while Tertiary strata are restricted to the easternmost portions of the
watershed. More recent Quaternary deposits, consisting of river-deposited
sediment, or alluvium, occur along stream channels and also occur as
fluviatile terrace deposits.

The Cretaceous strata crop out in linear belts trending north-south and
decreasing in age from west to east. Reglonally, the formations dip very
gently toward the southeast. Faulting within the watershed trends from
northeast to scuthwest and is assoclated with the Mexia Fault System.

The following table is a tabulation of geologic strata in the watershed:
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Soils

The watershed is in the Texas Blackland Prairie Land Resource Area except
for a small portion on the east side which is in the Texas Claypan Area.
The soils are mostly deep clays and loams. Small areas of sandy soils
occur near the Brazos River and in the extreme eastern part of the water-
shed., The major soil series occurring in the watershed are Burleson,
Crockett, Heiden, Houston Black, Ships, Trinity, Weswood, and Wilson.

For a detailed description of the soils in the Falls County portion of
the watershed, see the Soil Survey of Falls County, Texas.

The topography of the watershed is undulating to rolling, with some broad
flatlands. Generally, the steeper slopes occur on the eastern and south-
eastern side of Big Creek.

Prime Farmland Soils

Prime farmland soils are lands best suited and available for producing
food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops. These lands may be used as
cropland, pastureland, rangeland, or other land. Prime farmland soils
have the quality to produce sustained high yields of crops economically
when treated and managed according to modern farming methods. Existing
s0ll survey data and estimates indicate there are about 95,000 acres of
prime farmland soils in the watershed. This represents about 40 percent
of the watershed. A list of soil mapping units classified as prime farm-
land soils is available in local 5C§ offices.

Surface Water Resources

Surface water resources for livestock and domestic uses in the area are

from small farm ponds, intermittent and perennial streams, shrub swamps,
and reservoirs such as Marlin Lake. There are about 1,850 acres of open
water in the watershed.

The major streams in the watershed are Big Creek, Brushy Creek, Cottonwood
Creek, Fish Creek, Highbank Creek, and Mussel Run. Mussel Run, about 6.5
miles long, is springfed and is the only peremnial stream in the watershed.
About 236 miles of intermittent streams drain the watershed. Intermittent
streams, as used here, are those that have continuous flow through some
season of the year, but little or no flow through other seasons. Some
intermittent streams have perennial potholes of water.

Economic Resources

Agriculture is the dominant economic factor in the watershed and feeder
cattle production is the leading farm eaterprise. Falls County is,among
the top 10 counties in Texas in numbers of beef cattle during the month of

January each year.
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Land Use

There are 1,200 farms or ranches in the watershed, ranging from 10 to 2,400
acres and averaging about 200 acres in size. Land in the watershed is mainly
(98 percent) in private ownership, with the state or county owning the other
2 percent. There is no federal land in the watershed.

The land use is shown in the following table:

Estimated Land Use in the Watershed

Land Use Acres
Cropland 126,500
Pastureland 28,400
Rangeland 71,080
Other 8,790
Water 1,850

Total 236,620

PROBLEM AND OPPORTUNITY IDENTIFICATION

A broad range of problems and opportunities relating to the natural and human
resources of the watershed were identified during the environmental evalua-
tion and through public participation meetings. Major problems identified
were flood plain erosion, sedimentation, floodwater, insufficient municipal
and industrial water storage facilities, and a need for additional recreation
facilities. Some identified problems were irrelevant to Public Law 566
assistance or could not be treated through a PL 566 project. One such
problem is inadequate drainage in parts of the city of Marlin. Studies
showed that this problem is caused by an inadequate stoIm sewer system in
the developed urban area, and thus is not eligible for PL 566 assistance.
There is no apparent risk of loss of 1ife from this problem. -
Each of the significant water and related land resource problems in the
watershed is decribed in the following paragraphs.

Floodwater Problems

Floodwater damage occurs on 32,340 acres of evaluated flood plain land
(exclusive of water, wetlands, and stream channels) along Big Creek and its
tributaries from a 100-year frequency event (Appendix B-3). Tables showing
the acres flooded and the monetary damage caused by various size storm
events are in the "Effects of Recommended Plan” section of this report (page
63). At the present time, major land use in the evaluated flood plain is
about 67 percent c¢ropland (21,650 acres), 5 percent pastureland {1,620 acres),
and 27 percent rangeland (8,710 acres). In addition, there is about 1 per-
cent (360 acres) of other land in the evaluated floed plain. Flooding
causes severe damages to crops, pastures, farm improvements, livestock, and
public roads and bridges. The following table shows the estimated acreage
of each of the major crops planted in the flood plain:

11



Crops Planted in the Flood Plain

(acres)
Small grain 11,210Q
Grain goxrghum 5,810
Forage sorghum 2,410
Cotton 2,220

Flooding may occur during any season and results in reducing the effective-
ness of management practices and associated monetary inputs. The estimated
average annual direct monetary damage by floodwater to crops and pastures is
$1,527,390. Estimated average annual floodwater damages to farm improvements
and loss of livestock is $169,490.

Average annual floodwater damage to roads and bridges 1s $137,560.

Infrequent flooding causes minor damages to a few homes and businesses in the
city of Mart. There is no apparent risk of loss of life from this problem.

There is no other urban or built-up land other than roads and bridges in the
flood plain. No residential, industrial, or similar developments are
anticipated within the identified 100-year flood plain.

Erosion Problems

The estimated average annual gross erosion for the entire watershed is 5.52
tons per acre. The going program of the soil and water conservation dig-
tricts has suppressed this problem to an acceptable level. However, erosion
and the resulting sediment have aggraded stream channels and reduced flow
capacitles. Subsequently, this has increased flood stages and overbank
deposition of sediment. More frequent and extensive flooding has also
resulted in increased erosion on flood-prone bottomlands. Approximately
1,280 acres of bottomland soils are annually subjected to flood plain scour - -
damage. In terms of reduced productive capability, this damage ranges from
10 to 40 percent. Monetarily this amounts to an average annual loss of

$23,960.

Sediment Problems .

Sediment damages are occurring in the watershed in the form of channel £111

deposits and overbank deposition. Sediment accumulations have reduced chan- -
nel capacities materially, resulting in increased flood damages. Overbank -
deposition damages an average of 1,300 acres annually in the flood plain,
Damage in terms of reduced productivity of the flood plain soils ranges from
10 to 50 percent.

-

The estimated average annyal monetary damage of overbank deposition is
$28,44Q. ' '

The estimated average amount of suspended sediment carried out of the water-
shed is 255,000 tons annually. This volume results in an average concentra-
tion of 1,780 milligrams per liter in the estimated 5.34 inches of average
annual runoff at the mouth of the watershed.
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Cotton planted on this irrigated land was killed by floodwaters.
The field was replanted but was flooded the second time thie same
year. Crops are often dsatroyed by floodwater, but a eignificant
portion of the damages is related to delayed planting and harvest-
ing, with resultant increasges in the cost of producing the crop
and decreases in crop yield and quality of the product.



Floodvater damage ocours on 32,340 acres of flood
plain land in the Big Creeck watershed, Damagee to
erope and pastures are extensive.




In addition to crop and pasture damages, flooduwater causes other
agricultural damages guch ag fences destroyed and 1ivestock drowned

or lost.




Road and bridge damage in the watershed is g major

problem. These bridges were damaged by a flood that
occurred in March 1879.




Municipal and Industrial Water Problems

The City of Marlin has indicated a need for additional water storage facili-
ties based on a study made by Henningson, Durham, and Richardson Inc. of
Texas (Engilneering, Architecture, Planning, Systems, and Economics, Dallas,
Texas). According to the study, the city of Marlin used, on the average,

1.6 million gallons of water per day (mgd) in 1980. Based on past trends,
future water use is projected to increase to 2.7 mgd by the year 2010 and to
3.4 mgd by the year 2030. The primary water supply of the city (Marlin

Lake) can dependably supply the city with only 0.75 mgd. The present quantity
of water needed but not available from Marlin Lake is made up by periodically
pumping water from the Brazos River. The existing supply is adequate to

meet present needs but 1s inadequate to meet future needs. Thus, additicnal
resources must be developed. The following table shows the present and
projected water use and supply capacity:

Present and Projected Water Use and Supply in Marlin, Texas

Year
Use and Supply 1980 2010 2030
(mgd) (mgd) (mgd)
Average Day Water Use 1.60 2.70 3.40
Maximuym Day Water Use 2.35 2/3.97 5.00
Average Day Water Supply Capacity ='1.38 =12.46 2.46

1/ Includes Brazos River water
2/ Reflects proposed increased capacity of new Marlin Lake

The quality of water in the Brazos River is often poor {(i.e., with respect

to chlorides, hardness, and bacteria levels) and there is only a limited
amount of dilution water available in Marlin Lake. The practice of ad- - ~ -
mixing Brazos River water with Marlin Lake water often results in an
unacceptable taste and hardness in the water. This problem is compounded

by the fact that the Brazos River water is "heavier" than the Marlin Lake
water and tends to settle in the bottom of Marlin Lake, which results in
little dilution, and, consequently, poor quality. Water use from the

Brazos River is limited to a mixing ratio of 1.2:1.0 due to the poor quality
of water in the Brazos River.

The ground water available to Marlin is from deep wells, Water from a
typical well analyzed in 1979 contained 3,680 milligrams per liter of dis-
solved solids, which made it unsuitable for domestic use.

Raw water is available in Lake Limestone about 35 miles east of Marlin;
however, Marlin city officials stated that the cost of the water plus trans-
portation costs make this alternative unfeasible.

The city of Mart is also deficient in municipal water supplies. Discussions

and studies of the problem revealed that no suitable surface water storage
sites exist within a practical radius of Mart. Based on these and other

17



independent studies, the City of Mart is contracting with a private engi~
neering firm to utilize their available ground water resources.

The Tri-County Water Supply Corporation, a private corporation serving
portions of the rural watershed and other areag, stated that the need for
additional water for their system is critical and requested a water supply -
reservoir for their use. Following studies and discussions with their board -
of directors, the board decided to request a purchase agreement with the City
of Marlin if a municipal water supply reservoir is developed.

Other municipalities in the vicinity are also experiencing water shortage
problems, but none indicated a desire to participate in this project.

Recreation

Opportunities for water-based recreation are limited in the watershed area.
According to the interdisciplinary studies and the Comprehensive Planning
Branch of the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, there is a need for addi-
tional recreation facilities. The demand and supply analysis within the
market area indicates a deficiency of recreation facilities to provide
adequate recreation opportunities to the residents. - The following table
shows the estimated range of needs for recreation facilities in this area:

18
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Water quality studies indicate that surface water in this watershed is
normally within the safe limits for recreation use established by state
water quality standards and by the Environmmental Protection Agency. (See
page 21 for a more complete discussion of water quality.)

INVENTORY AND FORECASTING

Scoping of Concerns

A broad range of envirommental, economic, and social factors was con-
sidered during the scoping process. The degree of significance to decision
making determined the intensity that each factor was studied during project
planning. Following is a list of factors considered and their degree of
gignificance:

Evaluation of Identified Coﬁcerns

Economic, Degree of
Environmental, and Significance tol/
Sccial Factors Decision Making=
Land management Medium
Prime farmland soils High
Erosion High
Sedimentation High
Floodwater damages High
Municipal water High
Recreation High
Streams and lakes High
Surface water quality High
Ground water Low
Fish and wildlife habitat High
Wetlands Medium
Endangered species Medium
Social and cultural Low
Transportation High
Archeclogical resources Medium
Air quality Low
Visual resources Medium
Human health and safety Low
Mineral resources Low
1/ High ~ Must be considered in the analysis of .
alternatives
Medium - May be affected by some alternative solutions
Low - Consider, but not too significant
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Existing and Forecasted Resources

Water Quality

The Soil Conservation Service contracted with Glen Longley and John J.
Ralph, Environmental Scilences of San Marcos, to investigate the water

quality of the watershed. The resulting report covers the period from
September 16, 1977, to September 16, 1978.

The report stated in summary:

"Physical, chemical, and biological data indicate that the
study area is quite typical of small streams in the Blackland
Prairie area. It appears that erosion and the accompanying
increase in sediment load are the chief problems at this time.
The wide fluctuations in flow, turbidity, and total solids con-
centration found during this study (especially the flood event)
indicate a system which does not readily buffer environmental
perturbations.

NChemical data indicates that this system is normally within
the limits recommended by the Emvironmental Protection Agency.
Although there 1s a paucity of existing data, it too reflects
acceptable chemical limits for the area in question. TFew
occasions exist when this small watershed exceeded the Texas
water quality standards set for the nearby Brazos River.

"Toxic nitrogen compounds (NHB-N and NO.-N) were not found in
concentrations which warrant concern. ather toxic substances
such as arsenic and chlorinated hydrecarbons did not approach
problem levels during the study. While the major plant nutri-
ents (NO,-N, 0-PO,, and TDP) were generally within prescribed
limits, %he_potential exists for these compounds to foster
nuisance algal growth if physical conditions in the system were
to change.

"This system supports a relatively healthy biological community
when not disturbed by catastrophic environmental events. Indi-
cators are that the area studied has healthy phytoplankton,
zooplankton, and periphyton communities. Macrolnvertebrate
samples indicate many pollution intolerant individuals requiring
good water quality. The general lack of macrophytes and the
relatively poor macroinvertebrate species diversity lead to

the conclusion that floods and droughts are operative mechanisms
in retarding the succession of the biotic community." -

The City of Marlin's consultant, Henningson, Durham, and Richardsom, Inc.
examined water quality records of streams in the general vicinity of
Brushy Creek with drainage areas of comparable geologic origin. Accord-
ing to the comsultant:
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"The records indicate that the water has a low dissolved mineral

content, and meets state drinking water standards. As the

drainage area of Brushy Creek is similar to these watersheds with

respect to geology and watershed development, we believe the pro-

posed Brushy Creek reservoir will be suitable for not only drinking

water, but also for contact recreation.™ -

Water quality within the watershed is expected to remain the same in the
future . -

Fish and Wildlife Resources

Fish habitat in Big Creek watershed is limited to farm ponds, reservoirs
such as Marlin Lake, a few potholes in Big Creek and its tributaries, and
Mussel Run, which carries the only perenmnial streamflow in the watershed.
There are about 1,850 acres of water in the watershed, most of which is
suitable for fish habitat. The lower reach of Mussel Run serves as spawning
grounds for fish from the Brazos River. During periods of high flow, fish
move upstream into Big Creek and are confined to scattered potholes when
the flow ceases. Flathead and channel catfish are the predominant sport
fish in the stream. Most of the farm ponds and the small reservoirs

also provide a good fishery resource. The principal species found in
these water resources are largemouth bass, bluegill sunfish, redear sun-
fish, channel catfish, and bullhead catfish,

The upland areas of the watershed are open and a narrow belt of woody
vegetation occurs along the major drainageways. The principal game species
in the watershed are bobwhite quail and mourning dove. Several furbearers,
such as beaver, raccoon, fox, skunk, and ringtail cats, are found in the
area. Numerous species of songbirds and rodents inhabit the watershed.
Waterfowl and various species of shorebirds also inhabit the watershed
during various times. Other specles which are present are fox squirrel,.
coyote, armadillo, bobcat, cottontail, and jackrabbit,

The following table shows the approximate acreage of wildlife habitat types
in the watershed in 1981:
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Habitat Types in Watershed

1/ Acres in
Habitat Types— Watershed
Cropland 126,500
Improved Pasture 28,400
Open Rangeland 14,000
Mesquite 25,880
Postoak 19,500
Elm Thicket 3,000
Hardwoods (mixed) 6,500
Urban and Built-up 8,790
Water (Other than Type 5) 1,850
Wetland - Type 1 150
Wetland - Type 2 370
Wetland - Type 5 600
Wetland - Type 6 1,080
Total 236,620

1/ Names of the habitat types are used for descriptive
purposes and are not intended to imply pure stands of any
vegetative types.

Endangered Species

The watershed is in the range of occurrence of two species designated as
endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: The Arctic peregrine
falcon (Falco peregrinus tundrus) and the whooping crane (Grus americana) .
Neither of these species is known to inhabit the watershed. Both are
migrant species and may migrate through the watershed.

Economic Resources

The most common management system in the watershed 1s to buy stocker steers

in the fall, graze them on small grain pastures during the winter and spring,
and sell them in the early summer. About 65 percent of the farm marketings
each year is from livestock and livestock products and 35 percent is from
crops such as cotton, wheat, cats, sorghums, and corn (Texas County Statistics,
Texas Department of Agriculture, Austin, Texas).

Following is an estimate of the labor force in the watershed area (Labor
Force Estimates, Texas Employment Commission, June 1982):
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Labor

County Force
Falls 7,816
Limestone 9,024
McLennan 83,554

Labor Force Estimates

Unemployed

331
321
4,844

Land Use and Management

LU, [ TP
@ o

Total
Employed

7,485
8,703
78,710

Technical assistance in applying land treatment practices is being pro-
vided by the Soil Conservation Service in cooperation with the local soil
and water conservation districts serving the watershed area. The on-going
program of technical assistance is adequate to meet the land treatment

needs of the watershed.

The 1981 land use is shown in the following table:

Cropland
Pasturela 9
Rangeland—
Other
Water

Total

Estimated Land Use

Flood Plain
(acres)

21,650
1,620
8,710

360

32,340

Total Watershed

(acres)

126,500
28,400
71,080

8,790

1,850

236,620

lf As used here, rangeland includes native pasture and types
1, 2, 5, and 6 Wetlands.

About 126,500 acres are used for the production of cultivated crops. The
following list shows an estimate of the acreage of each of the major crops

produced in the watershed:

Crop

Small grain

Grain sorghum

Forage sorghum

Cotton

Corn

Idle cropland
Total

Major Crops Produced

Watershed
(acres)

62,200
36,700
13,000
6,400
2,000
6,200
‘126,500

Flood Plain

(acres)

11,210
5,810
2,410
2,220

21,650

The expected future land use is shown on the table on page 60.
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Visual Resources

The visual resources in the watershed are characterized by the gently
sloping lines of the horizom and low vertical lines of geologic forma-
tions and manmade structures such as buildings, grain storage bins, and
windmills. The horizon is seldom brokem by a dominant geologic feature
or by vegetation. The woody vegetation tends to be of uniform height
that provides a short vertical accent.

Most of the watershed is a mature landscape characterized by smooth,
flowing landforms shaped by years of wind and water erosion. In some
igolated cases, areas where bedrock has been exposed contrast sharply
and are most sensitive to change at their edges.

Archeological and Historical Resources

The Texas Archeological Research Laboratory has records of 298 archeo-
logical sites in Falls, Limestone, and MclLennan Counties. The majority
of these are in the immediate vicinity of the Navasota and Brazos Rivers.
Only 10 are within the 236,620-acre Big Creek watershed area.

A cultural resource survey was carried out in 1977-78 in areas of the
watershed that might be affected by key structural measures that were
being planned. The survey was performed by Parker Nunley; the results
were published in the report, Archeological Survey of Portioms of Big
Creek Watershed, Nunley Multimedia Productions, Dallas, Texas, 1978.
The field work focused on 12 separate locations comprising 5,811 acres.
The report identified 31 archeological sites and recommended further
testing of 4 sites to determine significance.

The Historical Commission chairpersons for the three counties were
contacted to ascertain if locally important historic sites might be
affected by the proposed project. WNone of the chairpersons identified
any known historical sites which might be affected by the project. The
National Register of Historic Places does not 1ist any sites in the
affected areas.

FORMULATION OF ALTERNATIVES

Formulation Process

The most practical measures which could be installed in this watershed
under PL 566 which would achieve one or more of the project objectives
are shown in the planning consideration table: .
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Planning Considerations

H Effects of Structural Measures Considered

i Floodwater : Multiple- : :

: Retarding : Purpose : Recreation : -
Project Purposes : Structures : Structure Facilities : Dikes -

Flood prevention Positive Positive None Positive .

Provide additional None Positive None None

municipal and -
industrial water

storage

Provide additional None Positive Positive None
public recreation
facilities

Inspection of the planning consideration table reveals that each of the
elements will satisfy one or more of the project purposes.

Land treatment was considered as a plan element to reduce floodwater damages.
Measures that could be used proved to have insignificant impact on reducing :
flooding. A system of livestock trails and walkways within the flood plain

was considered but the cost of installing this system was greater than the

benefits,

In 1980, the City of Marlin became a sponsor based on their need for addi-
tional municipal and industrial water and recreation water, They engaged
Henningson, Durham, & Richardson, Inc., an engineering consulting firm, to-
study their need for additional water. The consultants determined that
existing water storage resources (Marlin Lake) can dependably supply the -
city with 0.75 million gallons of water per day (mgd). Based on past trends
and estimates of the consulting firm, future water use is projected to
increase to 2.46 mgd by the year 2010 and 3.4 mgd by the year 2030.

The consulting firm recommended several nonstructural measures to conserve
the available water supply. Based on this recommendation, the city imple-
mented a plan which consists of the following measures:

1. Modification of their water service pricing policy )

2. Continuing efforts to revitalize their water treatment plant

3. Continuing efforts to improve the efficiency of their water
distribution system

4. Establishing a drought contingency plan to minimize water use
and allocate water supplies during emergency shortages
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Other nonstructural measures, such as recycling water supplies, water system
pressure reduction, increasing upstream watershed management, and conjunc-
tive use of ground and surface water, were considered for use by the city.
These measures, which provide efficient water use in large-scale water
developments, were determined to be inappropriate for this small-scale water
development project.

The city studied the following alternatives to meet their remaining water
supply need:

1‘

Ground Water

Ground water in sufficient quantity for municipal use could be
obtained from deep wells (>3,000 feet) in the Hosston Member of the
Travis Peak Formation. However, the poor quality of this water, which
does not meet federal and state drinking water standards, precludes
its use for municipal and domestic purposes. Ground water chemical
quality is lower than that of the Brazos River from which Marlin
obtains its present supplemental supply.

Pipeline to Mador Reserveoirs

Discussions with the Brazos River Authority, which operates all major
reservoirs within 30 miles of Marlin, revealed that the present supply
of water from each is totally committed.

Predging Lake Marlin

Based on a recent sediment survey of Marlin Lake, the quantity of
material which would need to be removed in order for Marlin Lake to
meet the city's present needs is 4,000 acre-feet. In addition to
high capital cost of this alternative, high turbidity would cause
treatment plant operational costs to increase and a disposal site
would be required for the material removed.

Reverse Osmosis Treatment of Brazos River Water

A reverse osmosis water treatment facility could be comstructed which
would treat Brazos River water by removing a large percentage of the
chlorides and other chemical constituents found in the water. However,
in addition to the high capital cost, the operatiomnal costs for elec-
tricity and chemicals in such a process would result in a high finished
water cost., A brine discharge permit would alsc be required for the
reverse osmesis plant.

”

A New Storage Reservoir

A new reservoir could be constructed on Brushy Creek about 6 miles
east of Marlin Lake. If this reservoir were constructed, it would be
capable of supplementing the City of Marlin's present supply for about
the next 16 years.
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6. Enlargement of Marlin Lake

This will be accomplished by raising both the concrete spillway and the
top of the dam by 10 feet. This will increase the lake's capacity from
2,328 acre-feet to 6,056 acre-feet and will increase the dependable .
water supply of Marlin Lake from Q.75 mgd to 1.41 mgd. This amount of -
water alone will not be sufficient to meet the city's demand and make-up
water will still be required from the Brazos River,

After studying all the alternatives, Marlin city officials decided to imple-
ment alternative 6 (Enlargement of Marlin Lake) immediately and to continue
planning on alternative 5 (A New Storage Reservoir).

Channel modification was studied as a possible measure to reduce floodwater
damage. The cost of channel work proved greater than the benefits received.
Unstable soil conditions dictate that this measure would require rock rip-
rap in most areas to prevent stream channel erosion., Major petroleum trans-
mission lines, roads and bridges, and utilities would require modification.
In addition, channel work would have adverse effects on several hundred acres
of type 6 wetland. Because of these unacceptable economic and environmental
costs, channel work is not included in a candidate plan.

Various systems of floodwater retarding structures and dikes were analyzed

to determine how flood damages could be reduced. Preliminary studies re- -
vealed 40 probable sites for floodwater retarding structures (Appendix B-4).

Several of these sites were in series on the same drainage area. More N
detailed studies of the geologic resources, the potential land rights prob-

lems, and the envirommental impacts reduced the number of acceptable sites

to 25. The 25 sites were evaluated to identify those which would produce

net benefits. This eliminated 3 sites from further consideration because of
cost-benefit deficiencies. The lowest structure on Brushy Creek was designed

to include municipal and recreation water storage with associated recreation”
facilities. This resulted in a system of 21 floodwater retarding structures,

1 multiple-purpose structure, and recreation facilities.

The protection provided by this system left major floodwater damage in reach
1 (Appendix B-3). Further studies were made to identify dikes which would .
reduce this problem and produce net benefits.

A flood problem in the city of Mart was studied, Structural measures to
treat this problem would involve intensive alteration of a major highway.
Also, there is not a suitable site for a floodwater retarding structure that
would alleviate this problem. In addition, nonstructural measures proved
unfeasible. .

Incremental Analysis

Incremental analysis was made to determine the National Economic Development
(NED) plan. The NED plan maximizes net benefits resulting from implementa-
tion of the project. The following baselines were used in making the
incremental analysis:
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1. The combination of measures was selected, using the following
criteria:

A. Site location
B. Drainage area controlled
C. Structure cost

D. Dictated construction sequence (i.e., floodwater retarding
structures Nos. 16, 17, and 18 must be in place before
multiple-purpose structure No. 19 is constructed; all pro-
posed floodwater retarding structures must be in place before
dikes are constructed)}.

2. Damages were determined under without-project conditions.
3. Combinations of structures were added as increments.

Benefits exceeded costs for the first 21 floodwater retarding structures, a
multiple-purpose structure, and recreation facilities when installed in
increments. Three additional floodwater retarding structures were added and
the costs far exceeded the benefits for this increment. Dikes were added as
s last increment and produced net benefits. Therefore, the 21 floodwater
retarding structures, a multiple-purpose structure, recreation facilities,
and two dikes were ldentified as being the NED plan.

A summary of the incremental analysis is shown on the following table:
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Evaluation of Altermative Plams

Following is a description of the altermative plams:

Alternative 1 - No Project

Components: This alternative consists of foregoing implementation of the
project.

Costs: None

Impacts: Foregoing the project would eliminate the opportunity to realize
$672,840 net benefits annually. Average annual acres flooded would continue
to be 47,637. Flood plain erosion and sediment damages would continue.
Average annual monetary flood damage would be $1,886,840.

The opportunity to provide a storage reservoir for municipal, industrial, and
recreatlon water would be foregome.

The opportunity to provide additional recreation facilities for public use
would be foregone.

The need to use 409 acres to comnstruct the structural measures would be
eliminated.

The creation of 1,572 acres of surface water would be foregone.
The net increase of 2,335 acres of prime farmland soils would be foregone.

(For additional effects see the "Summary and Comparison of Candidate Plams,"
pages 33 and 34.)

Alternative 2 - National Ecomomic Develgpment Plan
(See Project Map - Appendix C)

Components: Thisg alternative comsists of a system of 21 floodwater retarding
structures, 1 multiple-purpose structure, 2 dikes, and recreation facilities.
The multiple-purpose structure will be designed for retarding floodwater and

for storage of municipal, industrial, and recreation water.

Impacts: Total installation cost is $11,927,140. Public Law 566 cost share
is $8,621,420. Other cost is $3,305,720. Average annual cost discounted is
$702,660, Measures included in this alternative will provide discounted
annualized benefits of $1,375,500 and net discounted annualized benefits of
$672,840, Average aunual acres flooded will be reduced from 47,637 to 22,058,
which is a 54 percent reductiomn. There will be a net increase of 2,335 acres
of prime farmland soils. There will be an adequate water storage facility
for the present and the projected needs for the city of Marlin. The recrea-~
tion facilities will provide recreation opportunities for area residents.

The average annual monetary floodwater, erosion, and sediment damages will be

il



reduced by 56, 40, and 49 percent, respectively. The average annual monetary
flood damages will be reduced from $1,886,840 to $834,690, a 56 percent
reduction. There will be an addition of 1,572 acres of open water and a loss
of 26 miles of intermittent streams. The wildlife habitat will be destroyed
or altered on 3,454 acres. This loss will be minimized by planting and
managing specific areas for the benefit of wildlife habitat.

(For additional benefits and effects, see the "Summary and Comparison of
Candidate Plans," pages 33 and 34.)

Comparison of Candidate Plans

Candidate plans considered during formulation included a national economic
development plan and no project.

The national economic development plan is directed toward increasing the
value of the Nation's output of goods and services and increasing national
economic efficiency. Project contributions are measured in dollars.

The alternatives considered as candidate plans are described in the
"Summary and Comparison of Candidate Plans" (pages 33 and 34). Economic,
environmental, and social Impacts believed to be of greatest significance
to decision making are also presented.
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Project Interaction

There are no known existing or expected federal or non-federal projects that
would have significant economic, environmental, or physical interaction with
any of the candidate plans.

Risk and Uncertainty

All data used in evaluating and establishing future conditons in the water—
shed are based on recent history and rainfall and streamflow gage records.
Flood-free agricultural production estimates are based on local records of
farm and ranch units under an average level of management. The net benefits
of the recommended plan exceed the cost of the planned measures without
consideration of any projections. Therefore, the uncertainty aspects of
projections for project justification are not applicable.

Rationale for Plan Selection

After analyzing the candidate plans, it was determined that Alternative 2,
the national economic development plan, was both acceptable to the sponsors
and implementable under the authority of the $CS. Alternative 1 does not
satisfy project goals of national economic development. The "Summary and
Comparison of Candidate Plans," pages 33 and 34, clearly indicates the
rationale for selecting Alternative 2.

RECOMMENDED PLAN

Purpose and Summary

The recommended plan is Alternative 2, the national economic development
plan, and consists of 21 floodwater retarding structures, a multiple-purpose
structure,two dikes, and recreation facilities. The plan purposes include ~ -
flood prevention, municipal and industrial water, and public recreation.

The project will be installed during a 9-year period. (See Appendix C for
the location of the proposed measures, Tables 1 through 3A for information on
costs and structural data, and page 45 for the installation schedule.)

Plan Elements

Each floodwater retarding structure and the multiple-purpose structure will
consist of an earthen dam with an emergency spillway, a principal spillway, a
floodwater retarding pool, and a sediment pool (Appendix B-2). The multiple-
purpose structure will store municipal, industrial, and recreation water in a
conservation pool. The water in each of the retarding pools will be released
through the principal spillway during an approximate period of 10 days after
inflow ceases. Each emergency spillway will be designed to convey runoff
that exceeds the planned capacity of the retarding pool past the embankment
and back to the downstream channel. The sediment pool will be the capacity
below the principal spillway crest elevation allocated for the storage of
submerged sediment.
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The structures will control runoff from 84,200 acres, or 36 percent of the
delineated watershed (see Appendix C for the locations of the structural
measures),

The total capacity allocated for the anticipated 100-year accumulation of
submerged sediment is 12,017 acre-feet (Table 3). The principal spillway
crest of each floodwater retarding structure will be set at the capacity of
the 100-year sediment volume predicted to be deposited as submerged sediment.
Principal spillways of floodwater retarding structures which have over 200
acre-feet of submerged sediment will be ported at the 200-acre-foot capacity,
including borrow volume, except floodwater retarding structure No. 15, which
will be ported at a lower capacity to reduce the area of valuable streamside
hardwoods, wildlife habitat, and other land that will be inundated. The
principal spillways of all structures will be the drop inlet type with canti-
lever outlets. The inlets will be ungated to operate automatically, and will
have features to release impounded water in.order to perform maintenance and,
if it becomes necessary, to avoid encroachment upon prior downstream water
rights. The total floodwater retarding capacity of the structures is 35,807
acre-feet, provided for in the space between the sediment pools or conserva-
tion pool and the emergency spillway crests,

Preliminatry investigations indicate the required volumes of suitable embank-
ment fill materials are available from borrow areas below the elevations of
the lowest ungated outlets. Lithologically, embankment foundations range
from massive claystone with thin lenses of sandstone to chalky marl. Over-
burden on these strata are gravelly, sandy, and silty clay soils. Founda-
tions for the steel-reinforced concrete principal spillways will be on
compressible soil and rock. The emergency spillways are expected to be in
eroslon resistant soils. The following tabulation indicates geologic strata
cropping out at the planned floodwater retarding structure and multiple~

. purpose structure sites: “
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Geologic Data at the Proposed Site Locations

Big Creek (Tri-County) Watershed, Texas

Geologic Data
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Preliminary investigations indicate there are no unusual geologic conditions
relating to structural design that will adversely affect construction,
However, routine design considerations will be the presence of high shrink-
swell embankment fill materials on all sites and the need for embankment
foundation drainage for structures Nos. 20, 11, and 22.

Embankment fill material will be excavated from as small an area as practical
to minimize impacts to the area. Restricting the area of the borrow pits
will effect smaller and deeper sediment pools. This will also minimize
shallow water areas with exposed shorelines. Should additional embankment
f111 materials be needed, supplementary borrow area selections will be made
based on interdisciplinary assessments of impacts.

Clearing and vegetation of the affected areas are described under mitigation
features on pages 40 and 41. :

The structural measures are classified according to the SCS hazard classi-
fication system. The basic concept of the classification system is the
potential hazard to life and Property in the event of sudden structural
failure. The following classes of dams are used: Class (a) where failure
may damage farm buildings, agricultural land, or township and country roads;
class (b) where failure may damage isolated homes, main highways, or minor
railroads, or cause interruption of use or service of relatively important
utilities; and class (¢) where failure may cause loss of life, serious damage
to homes, industrial and commercial buildings, important public utilities,
main highways, or railroads. All of the floodwater retarding structures and
the multiple-purpose structure are class (a).

The following classes of dikes are used: Class I where failure may cause
loss of life or loss of high value land and improvements; class III are dikes
less than 6 feet high; and all other dikes are class II. Both of the planned
dikes in this project are class II. -

The potential hazard determination of all structural measures was based on
present and projected uses of the area downstream. Breach hazard information
is shown in Appendix B-5. Adequate precautions should be taken before any
future development of the designated area.

Dike No. D-1, in combination with the floodwater retarding structures, will
reduce floodwater damage in reaches 1A, 1B, and 1C (Appendix B-3). Dike D-2
will provide additional floodwater damage reduction in reach 1C. The dikes
-will consist of earthen embankments with an average height of 7 feet and side
slopes of three to one.

The area needed for installation and operation of the multiple-purpose
structure, including the recreation development, will require 1,402 acres,
which consist of 73 acres needed for the dam and spillway; 695 acres for
the conservation pool; 445 acres for floodwater detention; 56 acres for
the recreation facilities; 95 acres for the buffer zone; and a 38-acre
flood zone below the dam. The areas needed for installation and operation
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of the dikes and floodwater retarding structures, excluding the multiple-
purpose structure, will require 6,070 acres, which consist of 130 acres
needed for the dikes, 338 acres for the dams and spillways, 2,162 acres
for the conservation pools, and 3,438 acres for the floodwater detention

pools.

The sponsors will acquire land rights by easement or purchase as necessary
to install the planned measures and for subsequent operation and management
of the measures. The sponsors will also provide for the change in locations
or modifications of utility lines, road, structures, etc., and all permits
necessary for the installation of the measures. (See page 41 for a list of
applicable permits and page 46 for a list of modifications required.)

Facilities for recreation use will be installed adjacent to multiple-
purpose structure No. 19. They will consist of access roads, parking
areas, boat launching facilities, beach developments, sanitary facilities,
water and electric utilities, picnic grounds, and game areas. The recrea-
tion facilities will be designed and constructed to ensure accessibility
and usability by physically handicapped people in accordance with Public
Law 90-480. The sanitary facilities will include a restroom with a septic
tank and filter field. All sewage disposal will adhere to the standards
of the Texas Department of Health. It is estimated that 1,246 acres of the
total area affected by the multiple-purpose structure will be purchased.
An additional 156 acres will require flood easements.

See Table 3 for structural data and storage capacity of each structure.

The sediment pools of the 21 floodwater retarding structures are expected
to hold water and have potential for water-based recreation. The
problems, expenses, and liability associated with the landowners' opening
their property to public use limit the acceptance of this activity. The
cost of additional land rights acquisition for recreation use exceeds the
financial ability of the sponsors. Therefore, the sponsors do not plan -
to assure public access to any of the structures except multiple-purpose
site No. 19 (Appendix C). Public recreation use will be prohibited at all
other sites. If public access is ever provided at any of the other sites,
the sponsors will assure that adequate sanitary facilities in compliance
with public health laws are installed prior to making the areas available
for public use.

Under present conditions, there will be no apparent displacements or
relocations of persons, businesses, or farm operations as a result of
installation of the project. If relocations or displacements become
necessary, they will be carried out under the provisions of Public Law
91-646, Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policies Act of 1970 and will be cost-shared as follows: SCS, 72728
percent; sponsors, 27.72 percent.

The environment will be protected from soil erosion and water and air
pollution during construction by requiring contractors to adhere to
strict guidelines set forth in each construction contract. Excavation
and construction operations will be scheduled and controlled to prevent
exposure of extraneous amounts of unprotected soil to erosion and the
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resulting translocation of sediment. Measures to control erosion will be
uniquely specified at each work site and will include, as applicable, use
of temporary vegetation or mulches, diversions, mechanical retardation of
runcff, and traps. Harmful dust and other pollutants inherent to the
construction process will be held to minimum practical limits. Haul roads
and excavation areas and other work sites will be sprinkled with water as
needed to keep dust within tolerable limits. Contract specifications will
require that fuel, lubricants, and chemicals be adequately labeled and
stored safely in protected areas, and disposal at work sites will be by
approved methods and procedures. All equipment used In construction will
conform to SCS Construction Safety Standards and Interpretations. Clearing
and disposal of brush and vegetation will be carried out in accordance
with applicable laws, ordinances, and regulations. Disposal of brush and
vegetation will be by burying, hauling to approved off-site locations,
adequately anchoring in sediment pools, or controlled burning, as applicable.
Each contract will set forth specific stipulations to prevent uncontrolled
grags or brush fires.

Necessary sanitary facilities, including garbage disposal facilities, will
be located to prohibit such facilities being injuriously adjacent to live
streams, wells, or springs in conformance with the federal, state, and
local water pollution control regulations., Conformance to all environ-
mental control requirements will be monitored by a construction inspector
who will be on-site during all periods of construction operation. During
construction periods, the structure sites will be open and available for
monitoring by federal, state, and local regulatory agencies to allow
adequate monitoring of water and air pollution.

Efforts will be made to avoid creating conditions which will increase
populations of vectors which affect public health conditions. Prevention
and control measures will be implemented, if needed, in cooperation with
appropriate federal, state, and local health agencies to suppress pro-
liferation of vectors such as aquatic insects, terrestrial arthropeds,
rodents, etc., that could occur during installation of the structures.

Mitigation Features

The following measures are included in the recommended plan in order to
mitigate the loss of terrestrial habitat:

1. The easement area for construction of the dam and spillway of
each floodwater retarding structure and the multiple-purpose
structure {411 acres) will be fenced and managed for the benefit
of wildlife. The dams and spillways (223 acres) will be vege-
tated with multi-use plants for erosion control and wildiife
use. The remaining area within the easement lines (188 acres)
will be vegetated with forbs and grasses that have a recognized
value for wildlife use,

2. The purchase area of the multiple~purpose structure above the
permanent water elevation is 422 acres, excluding the dam and

.40



spillway and the recreation area. Within this area are 173
acres of woody vegetation and 2 acres of farm ponds which will
not be disturbed during project action. The remaining 247
acres will be vegetated, where practical, with forbs and
grasses beneficial to wildlife. The entire purchase area will
be fenced and managed for wildlife use.

3. Vegetation will be cleared for a distance of 400 feet upstream
from the principal spillways. Other woody vegetation which
has value for wildlife habitat will be left undisturbed at all
construction sites unless it will create a hazard to proper
functioning of the floodwater retarding structures Or unless
it must be removed for comstruction purposes. Specifically,
woody vegetation will be left undisturbed in the upper reaches
of the resulting water areas of selected floodwater retarding
structures.

4. The dikes will be vegetated with multipurpose plants for
erosion control and wildlife use. In additiom, an area that
averages 50 feet in width adjacent to Dike D-2 will be in-
cluded within the fenced dike. The 50-foot strip will com-
prise 16 acres and will be vegetated with plants having a
recognized value for wildlife.

5., SCS technical specifications will be followed in the selection,
planting, and management of these mitigation areas.

Landscape plantings will be made where the visual resource is adversely
affected and the adverse impact is apparent to the public.

The SCS will follow all applicable rules and regulations relative to
archeological resources (7CFR 656). If previously unidentified evidence
of significant cultural values is discovered prior to or during construc-
tion, the procedures in Public Law 93-291 will be followed. There will
be no change in the existing responsibilities of the SCS under Executlve
Order 11593, Mitigation will be accomplished as set forth in Title 7,
Code of Federal Regulations, Part 656, “Procedures for the Protection of
Archeological and Historical Properties Encountered in SCS-assisted

Programs.”

Permits and Compliance

Information supplied by the Corps of Engineers indicates that installation
of the planned structures is covered by a nationwide permit and a special
permit issued under the authority of Section 404 of the Federal Water Pol-
jution Control Act Amendment of 1972 will not be required. No other federal
permits are required. State permits will be required for the installation
and operation of the multiple-purpose structure. Compliance with the

Water Resources Council's designated envirommental statutes is shown in the

following table:
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Costs

Project costs, which include all PL 566 and other costs that will be in-
curred for installing the works of improvement after the project is author-
ized for installation, are shown on Table 1.

The estimated cost distribution for the project is shown on Table 2. Each
item's cost is distributed between PL 566 cost and other funds or local cost.
Costs are further distributed into construction, engineering, land rights,
and project administration.

Construction costs include the engineer's estimate and contingencies. The
engineer's estimate is based on current unit cost of structural measures in
similar areas modified by special conditions inherent to the site location.
Ten percent of the engineer's estimate was added as a contingency to provide
funds for unpredictable construction costs. Cost estimates and preliminary
designs for the multiple-~purpose structure ‘were made jointly by the con-
sulting engineering firm employed by the City of Marlin and the SCS. No
unusual construction problems are anticipated.

Engineering services and project administration costs are based on an analy-
sis of previous work in similar areas. Engineering services costs consist
of, but are not limited to, detailed surveys, geologic investigations and
laboratory analyses, reports, designs, cartographic services, and construc~
tion inspection. The City of Marlin and the SCS will enter into agreements
for the negotiation of separate architectural and engineering contracts with
private engineering firms to prepare construction plans and specifications
for multiple-purpose structure No. 19 and the recreation facilities. The
City of Marlin will be responsible for all construction and engineering
costs of the municipal outlet structure.

Public Law 566 project administration costs consist of contract adminis- .
tration and maintenance of SCS records and accounts.

Local costs for project administration include the sponsors' costs related
to contract administration, overhead and organization administrative costs,
and whatever construction inspection they desire to make at their own expense.

Local costs for land rights include costs to obtain all necessary land rights
or subordination agreements to make possible legal and orderly construction of
the works of improvement as planned. The sponsoring local organizations will
determine that all land rights are adequate from a legal standpoint. The
adequacy of land rights is the responsibility of the local organization.

The cost of landscape planting, a mitigation for adverse impacts to the
visual resource, is included in the construction costs. The total cost of
wildlife habitat mitigation is also included in the construction costs.

All costs were allocated to flood prevention, recreationm, and municipal and
industrial water supply in accordance with current SCS policy (Table 24).
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Installation and Financing

The project installation period will be 9 years. The general sequence of
installation is shown in the following 'Schedule of Obligations":



Schedule of Oblizationa

Fiscal : : PL 568 : Other '
—Xeaz : . Coogtrusgion Unic ;. Funds i F i Jotal _
] {dollars) (dollars) {dollars)
lst RS 1, 2, and 9
Enginaering 76,910 - 76,910
Land Righes - 348,930 348,930
Subeo 76,310 348,930 425,840
2nd FRS 1, 2, and ¢
"Coustruction 1,156,490 - 1,156,490
Project Adminisgraéion 85,910 1,500 87,410
Zagineering 59,300 - 59,300
FRS 10, 11, 12, and 13
Zaginesring 75,240 - 75,240
Land Rights - 200,000 200,000
Subcacal 1.376,940 201, 500 1,578, 440
3rd Fa3 10, LI, 12, and 12
Couscruction . 954,040 - 954,040
Project Administration 70,660 2,000 72,660
Engineering 56,050 - 56,050
FES 16, 17, 2nd 18
Enginsering 72,120 - 72,120
Land Rights ’ = 222,930 222,98
cal. 1,152,870 226,980 1,377,850
4th FRS 16, 17, and 18
ConstTuction 1,056,360 - 1,056,380
Project Adminiatration 77,580 1,500 79,080
Eaginesring ’ 55,060 - 55,060
MP 19 and Recreation Facili-
tiss .
Enginssring 78,650 61,350 140,000
Land Eights aud Watar
Righes 87,330 1,006,770 1,092,100
ubrogal 1,334,980 1,067,620 2,532,600
Sch HP 19, Racrascion Facili-
tiss, and Municipal Qutlst
Structure
CoustTucticn 1,191,600 869,700 2,061,300
Project Administracicn 131,000 4,500 135,300
Enginesezing 54,670 7,730 82,400
FBRS 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8
Eaginesring 87,300 - 87,300
Laad Rights - 83 4 163,400
Sybeotal 1,464,570 1,065,330 2.523,900
6th FRS 3, &, 3, 6, 7, and 8
Conscrueticn 873,200 - 873,200
Project Admintgerscion 65,320 3,000 &3, 820
Eagineering 63,570 - 63,570
RS 14 and L5
Eaginesring 42,810 - 42,610
Land Rights - 122,200 122,300
zo 1,048,200 125,200 1,170,400
7ch FRS 14 and 15
Construction’ 551,790 - 551,790
Project Administracion 42,160 1,000 43,160
Emginearing 32,410 - 32,410
FRS 20, 21, and 22
Eagineering 66,230 - 66,250
Land Righes . - |37, 360 187,360
Subzocal 692,610 183,560 881,170
8ch FES 20, 21, and 22
Comseructicon 905,210 - T 9us,210
Project Adminiartrarion 69,120 1,500 40,620
Engineering 48,540 - 48,540
Oikes D=1 and D=2
Enginsering 33,240 - 33,240
Land Rights - 1,100 81,100
Subsocal 1,036,110 2,600 1,138,710
9th Dikse D=1 and D-2.
Conscruction 349,900 - 349,900
Projest Adminigtraticn 256,830 1,000 27,830
24,500 - 26,500
Subtoral 401,230 1,000 407,230
GRAND TOTAL 8,621,420 3,308,720 11,927,140
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This schedule may be changed from year to year to conform with appropriations,
accomplishments, and any mutually agreed-to changes.

Construction will not be started in any construction unit, as identified im
the "Schedule of Obligations,"” until the sponsers have obtained all neces-
sary land rights for that unit. The multiple-purpose structure will not be
built until floodwater retarding structures Nos. 16, 17, and 18 have been
built. The dikes will not be built until all floodwater retarding struc-
tures and the multiple-purpose structure have been built,

The sponsors will have the following responsibilities pertaining to the
project:

1. The soil and water comservation districts will, within their
respective districts, obtain agreements from land users of not
less than 50 percent of the land above each structure that they
will carry out conservation farm or ranch plans on their land.
A minimum of 50 percent of the land upstream from each struc-
ture will be adequately protected from erosion prior to con-
struction of the dam.

2. The Falls County WCID will acquire necessary land rights for
all flocdwater retarding structures and the dikes consistent
with the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and USDA
Rules and Regulations (Title 7, Part 21).

3. The Falls County WCID will acquire or provide assurance that
land users or water users have acquired water rights pursuant
to state law as may be needed in the installation and opera-
tion of the structural measures.

4, The Fallg County WCID will provide for the change in location )

or modification of utility lines, roads, structures, etc., and

all permits necessary for the installation of the structural

measures. These modification include, but are not limited to,

the following:

: : Estimated
Structure : : Modification
No. : Improvement : Cost
(dellars)
2 Modify powerline 1,500
9 Modify powerline 900 ’
13 Modify powerline 30,000
15 Modify powerline 20,000
16 Modify powerline 15,000
17 Modify powerline 30,000
Total 97,400
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‘All costs for modifications as listed are land rights costs and
will be borne by the sponsors.

5. Falls County WCID will execute an operation and maintenance
agreement with SCS for each measure within McLennan and
Limestone Counties.

6. Falls County Commissioners Court will execute an operation and
malntenance agreement with the 5CS for each measure within
Falls County.

7. The City of Marlin will acquire necessary land rights for
multiple-purpose structure No. 19 and the adjoining recrea-
tion area consistent with the requirements of the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies
Act of 1970 and USDA Rules and Regulations (Title 7, Part 21).

8. The City of Marlin will acquire water rights pursuant to state
law as may be needed in the installation and operation of the
nmultiple~purpose structure.

9. The City of Marlin will provide for the change in location of
utility lines, roads, structures, etc., and all permits
necessary for the installation of the multiple-purpose struc-
ture and the adjoining recreation area. Modifications will con-
sist of elevating Texas Highway 147 and relocating 10,560 feet
of powerline at an estimated cost of $81,000.

10. The City of Marlin will execute an operation and maintepance
agreement with the SCS for the multiple-purpose structure and
the recreation facilities.

The sponsors have the right of eminent domain under applicable state law
and have the financial resources to fulfill their responsibilities. -
Participation of the City of Marlin is contingent on passage of a special
bond election which will be held by the city prior to any financial com~
mitment of the city.

Technical assistance will be provided by the SCS in preparation of plans
and specifications, construction inspection, preparation of contract pay-
ments, estimates, final inspection, execution of certificate of completion,
and related tasks necessary to install the planned structural measures.

The sponsors have requested the S5CS to issue invitations for bids and to
award and administer the contracts for installation of the works of
improvement.

If significant affected archeological sites are identified prior to or
during construction of the structural measures, the State Historical
Preservation Officer and the Interagency Archeological Service will be
requested to concur in a mitigation plan. The National Park Service
will be responsible for funding the cost of mitigation which exceeds one
percent of Public Law 566 construction cost of each measure that affects
archeological resources.
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Qperation and Maintenance

The 21 proposed floodwater retarding structures and the 2 dikes will be
operated and maintained by the Falls County Commissioners Court, the soil
and water conservation districts, and the Falls County Water Control and
Improvement District. The Falls County Commissioners Court and the Falls
County Water Control and Improvement District will provide the personmel,
facilities, equipment, and supplies needed for operation and maintenance.
The soil and water conservation districts will perform the required
inspections. The Falls County Water Control and Improvement District will
cooperate with the other entities.

Qperation and Maintenance Resgponsibilities

Responsible Soil and Water
Structure Local Conservation
Numbers Sponsor Districts
1 Falls County WCID MclLennan County
2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, Falls County WCID Limestone-Falls
10, 11, 12, and 13
14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20, Falls County Limestone~Falls
21, 22, D-1, and D-2 Commissioners Court

The estimated average annual operation and maintenance cost for the fleood-
water retarding structures and the dikes is $7,560. Funds for this purpose
will be provided by the Falls County WCID and the Falls County Commissioners
Court for the structures for which each is responsible.

The City of Marlin will be responsible for the operation and maintenance of
multiple-purpose structure No. 19 and the adjoining recreation facilities.
Funds for this purpose will be available from the general operating funds of
the city. Additional funds may include income from the recreation development.

With consideration of allocation by purpose, the lower operating unit of the
municipal water supply 1s elevation 372.3 feet mean sea level. The city will
notify the SCS, through the state conservationist, whenever the reservoir is
operated below this elevation. The city will participate with the state
conservationist in determining whether there is a continuing need to so
operate the reservoir. If it is found that there is a continuing need for
the use of recreation storage for municipal or industrial purposes, the city
agrees to reimburse the federal government for all federal funds used for
public recreation associated with the reservoir (construction, engineering
services, land, and basic facilities). “

The estimated average annual cost of operation and maintenance for the
multiple-purpose structure and the recreation facilities is $14,920.

This consists of $1,390 for the structure and $13,530 for recreatiom facili-
ties. Admission may be charged at the option of the City of Marlim and will
be limited to that necessary to repay the initial investment and provide
funds for adequate operation and maintenance.
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As the floodwater retarding stxuctures, the multiple-purpese structure, the
recreatlon facilities, and the dikes are completed, the sponsors will
assume responsibility for maintenance of the structures and areas fenced
for mitigation of wildlife habitat. They will perform promptly, or have
performed promptly, all maintenance as determined to be needed by elther

the sponsors or the SCS, including that required to prevent soil erosion
and water pollution. Weed centrol will be carried out to maintain a good
vegetative cover. Fences around the dams, emergency spillways, and selected
areas adjacent to the sediment pools will be maintained.

A specific operation and maintenance agreement will be prepared for each
measure and will be executed prior to SCS furnishing financial assistance
for real property acquisition, relocation assistance, or installation of
the measure., The operation and maintenance agreement will include speci-
fic provisions for retention and disposal of property acquired or improved
with Public Law 566 financial assistance. The agreement will set forth
specific detalls on procedure in line with recognized assignments of
responsibility and will be in accordance with the SCS National Operation
and Maintenance Manual.

The sponsors will inspect the structures as specified in the O&M plans.

The SCS may inspect the measures at any reasonable time during the peried
covered by the agreements. At the discretion of the state conservationist,
SCS personnel may assist the sponsors in inspections. A written report
will be made of each inspection and provided to others as cutlined in the
0&M plan.

Provisions will be made for unrestricted access by representatives of the
sponsors and the SCS to inspect the structural measures and their appur-
tenances and areas fenced and designated as wildlife mitigation areas at
any time and for the sponsors to perform operation and maintenance.
Easements ensuring this unrestricted ingress and egress will be furnished
by the sponsors.

The sponsors should discourage development in the potential impact area,
Appendix B-5. Development in this area could change the hazard classifica-
tion of the structure or structures and require modifications. The hazard
classification of all class (a) structures will be reviewed annually as a
part of the annual inspection.

The sponsors will also centrol the handling, use, and application of any
pesticides that may be needed for operation and maintenance of the struc-
tural measures. If the use of chemicals should be required, only approved
and authorized reagents and cempounds will be used. Their applications
will be compatible with current laws regulating their use. In addition to
prudent judgment, oxdinances and standards concerned with the disposal or
storage of unused chemicals, empty containers, contaminated equipment,
etc., will be observed and applied.

The SCS will participate in operation and maintenance only to the extent
of furnishing technical assistance to aid in inspections and technical
guidance and information necessary for the operation and maintenance
program.
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EFFECTS OF RECOMMENDED PLAN

The total annual cost of the project is shown on Table 4. The average annual
benefits of the project measures and the ratio of average annual project bene-
fits to the annual cost is shown on Table 6.

A description of the project impacts is presented below. Appropriate base-~
line data have been included to establish needed perspective. Areas of
impact believed to be of key importance to decision making are summarized
for the alternatives in the "Summary and Comparison of Candidate Plans."

Land Use and Management

The impact of the project on land management within the total watershed is
insignificant. The impact is significant mainly on the localized areas
affected by construction of the planned measures and the related impoundment
areas.

The following table shows the impact of the installation of the project on
the land use in the watershed. The estimated future land use i1s based on
studies made during the interdisciplinary team assessment of the watershed:

‘Impact of Installation of Project Measures on Land Use

Estimated Future (20 Years)

Present Without With / Effect
Land Use Condition Project Project™ of Project
{acre) {acre) (acre) {acre)
Cropland 126,500 127,000 125,319 -1,681
Pastureland 28,400 35,900 37,746 +1,846
Rangeland 71,080 62,720 60,378 =2,342 . -
Waterzf 1,850 2,000 3,572 +1,572
Other— 8,790 9,000 9,605 +605
Total Area 236,620 236,620 236,620

1/ 1Includes changes of land use caused by construction of the project
measures and the expected land use changes resulting from intensifi-~
cation of flood plain land.

2/ 1Includes urban and built-up land and areas devoted to use as dams,
spillways, and the recreation area.

The total area affected by installation of the structural measures

(including the recreation area) is 7,472 acres. The following tabufation
shows the present land use of the area which will be affected:
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The 223 acres needed for construction of the dams and emergency spillways

will be cleared of all vegetation. The dams and emergency spillways will be
vegetated after construction with selected multi-use plants. The remaining
188 acres in the easement area will be fenced and managed for wildlife habi-
tat. Investigations indicate that the sediment pools below the elevation of
the lowest ungated outlets and the municipal water storage pool will initially
store water. The sediment pools will fill with sediment over a period of
about 100 years. Land in the floodwater retarding pool areas (3,883 acres)
will be affected by periodic inundation. Land use in this areaz may or may
not be changed depending on the frequency of inundation,

Prime Farmland Soils

The project will adversely affect about 665 acres of prime farmland soils
by permanent or periodic inundation or by converting it to dams and spill-
ways, However, the project will eliminate the frequent flooding hazard on
about 3,000 acres that would be prime farmland except for its frequently
flooded condition. Thus, the project will result in a net increase of
about 2,335 acres of prime farmland scils. The following list shows the
present and expected future acreage of prime farmland sodils:

Acres of Prime Farmland Soils

Acres
Present condition 95,000
Area directly affected by project 665
Acres made prime by project 3,000
Total acres of prime with project 97,335
Net dincrease 2,335

Floodwater

Floodwater damage occurs on 32,340 acres of flood plain land along Big
Creek and other stream systems within the designated watershed area
(Appendix B-3). Agricultural land, roads, bridges, etc., are affected by
flooding. For a more complete description of the floodwater damages, see
the "Watershed Problems and Opportunities” section of this report.

Installation of the project will reduce the acres flooded from the 100~
year storm event from 32,340 acres to 26,068 acres. The following tabu-
lation shows the acres damaged by floodwaters by reaches for selected
storm recurrence intervals:
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Area Affected By Floodwaters Per Storm Event

: Annual Chance of Qccurrence Per Storm Event
Evaluation 1 Percent : 20 Percent : 50 Percent

Reach : Without : With : Without : With : Without : With
(Appendix B-3): Project : Project : Project : Project : Project : Project
(acres) (acres} (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres)

1A 4,284 3,130 1,431 637 921 393
1B 4,462 3,392 2,685 1,316 2,454 657
1C 4,025 3,423 2,715 1,180 2,456 1,108
24 1,187 1,148 1,092 1,031 1,083 999
2B 558 547 526 510 520 505
2BB 259 229 214 204 209 199
2C 2,421 2,282 1,996 1,775 1,910 1,688
3 4,900 4,646 4,187 3,525 3,978 3,099
4 2,251 1,962 1,275 1,098 1,136 942
5 592 592 330 330 211 211
6 1,343 832 789 306 674 207
7 2,238 955 1,005 188 796 101
8 2,333 1,860 1,382 607 1,198 361
9 966 762 507 194 401 79
10 521 308 394 28 325 0
1/

Total~ 32,340 26,068 20,528 12,929 18,272 10,549

1/ Does not include areas of water, wetlands, or stream channels.

The following tabulation shows the average annual acres flooded and the average
annual floodwater damages:
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Average Annual Acres Flooded
and 1/
Average Annual Floodwater Damages—

: Without Proiject : With Project

Reach :  Acres : Dollars : Acres : Dollars
1A 1,416 99,880 531 36,330
1B 8,114 353,250 792 38,360
1C 6,262 290,190 4,015 204,600
24 3,364 164,410 1,489 73,120
2B 2,165 46,880 1,594 28,750
2BB 840 12,570 694 6,520
2C 7,335 244,400 5,865 162,750

3 10,457 341,590 3,969 142,830

4 2,225 76,770 1,364 49,040

5 423 17,370 423 17,370

6 1,284 56,660 475 17,840

7 941 27,180 148 4,090

8 1,837 59,220 539 18,420

9 458 13,910 128 3,560
10 516 30,160 32 2,250
Total 47,637 1,834,440 22,058 805, 830

1/ Does not include damages from flood-related sediment or
erosion,

Installation of the project will reduce the flood hazard on land below the
structural measures. It will provide land uvsers the opportunity to utilize
these lands according to their capability by converting to higher value
crops. More intensive land use is expected on 4,420 acres, 58 percent of -the
7,599 acres protected from flooding by the 20 percent chance storm. The dis-
counted average annual monetary benefits based on the intensified acreage are

$336,070.
Erosion

About 1,280 acres are damaged annually by flood plain scour. Damages in
terms of reduced productive capability of flood plain soils range from 10 to
40 percent.

Installation of the planned structural measures will reduce flood plain
scour 41 percent.

”~

It is not expected that the streambank erosion on Mussel Run Creek will be
significantly affected by project action.

Sedimentation

Sediment damages are occurring in the form of channel f£ill deposits and
overbank deposition. Overbank deposition damages an average of 1,300 acres
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annually in the flood plain. Damage in terms of reduced productivity of the
flood plain soils ranges from 10 to 50 pexcent. .

The estimated average amount of sediment carried out of the watershed is

255,000 tons annually. This volume results in an estimated average con-— -
centration of 1,780 milligrams per liter in the estimated 5.34 inches of

average annual runoff at the mouth of the watershed.

Installation of the planned structural measures will reduce deposition of
sediment on the flood plain by 531 percent, It is estimated the current ave-
rage of 255,000 tons of suspended sediment (1,780 mg/l) carried out of the
watershed annually will be decreased by 66,790 tons to 188,210 tons (1,330
mg/1l), a reduction in weight and volume of 26 percent and 25 percent,
respectively.

Municipal Water

Water usage in the city of Marlin averaged 1.6 million gallons per day (mgd)

in 1980. Based on past trends, average day water use is projected to increase

to 2.7 mgd by the year 2010 and to 3.4 mgd by the year 2030. This demand

exceeds the present supply capacity (see page 17). )

Multiple~purpose structure No. 19 will provide storage for 2,590 acre-feet of
municipal and industrial water and will provide a yield of 1.5 mgd, which .
will supplement the present supply for the city of Marlin., The report of the
consulting engineering firm employed by the city indicates that this water

supply in combination with the present facilities, Marlin Lake and the Brazos

River water, will be adeguate to meet the projected needs of the city at

least through the year 2030. The average annual discounted benefits for

this water supply amount to $169,120,

According to studies made by the city of Marlin's consultant, this water
will be of suitable quality for drinking water and for use for contact
sports (see page 21 for a discussion of water quality).

Recreation

According to local and statewide studies, there is a need for additional
recreation facilities in the watershed (see page 18 for a discussion of )
the estimated needs for recreation facilities in the area). )

The multiple-purpose structure will provide a needed water-based public
recreation development for residents of the watershed and surrounding area.
The reservoir and surrounding land will provide recreation in the fotm of
picnicking, biking, sport games, swimming, boating, water-skiing, and fishing
for about 35,QQ0 visitor days annually. The discounted ayerage annual
benefit is $152,960.
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Streams and Lakes

Surface water resources for livestock and domestic uses in the watershed are
from small farm ponds, streams, and reservolrs such as Marlin Lake. The
existing area of surface water is about 1,850 acres. There are about 236
miles of intermittent streams and 6.5 miles of perennial streams in the
watershed.

Construction of the structures will result in the loss of about 26 miles of
intermittent streams and will be replaced by water stored in the sediment
and conservation pools. The project will create 1,572 acres of open water.
Installation of the structures will also cause a change in the flow regime of
the affected streams. During periods of runoff, the depth, velocity, and
duration of out-of-channel flows will be reduced downstream from the struc-
tures, The duration of low flows (within channel) will be increased. The
project will cause an initfal reduction of 1.5 percent in average annual
streamflow from the watershed. These estimates are based on an anticipated
5.7 percent reduction in average annual streamflow at the structure sites
which will control 36 percent of the drainage area of the watershed. The
magnitude of the 5.7 percent reduction at the structure sites will dimipnish
downstream from the structures because part of the flow is lost into the
streambed. 1In addition, flows from uncontrolled drainage areas enter the
stream.

Surface Water Quality

Water quality analysis studies indicate that water within the watershed is
within the limits recommended by state standards and by the Environmental
Protection Agency. The only water quality problem identified is the sedi-
ment load caused by erosion (see page 21 for a discussion of water quality).

Installation of the floodwater retarding structures and the multiple-purpose
structure will impact on water quality because of the reduction in pollution
associated with the reduction of sediment load in surface waters. It is
estimated that the current average of 255,000 tons of suspended sediment
(1,780 mg/l) carried out of the watershed annually will be decreased by
66,790 tons to 188,210 tons (1,330 mg/l). Construction activities associated
with installation of the structural measures will result in a short-term
increase in turbidity of streamflows. When completed, the floodwater retard-
ing structures and the multiple-purpose structure will immediately reduce
sedimentation by trapping the sediment. The project will produce long-term
reductions in the quantity of sediment carried in runoff water.

Wildlife Habictat

The fish and wildlife problems of the watershed are typical of problems
experienced throughout the Blackland Prairie. Quality of wildlife habitat
has been decreased by indiscriminate brush eradication, and the conversion
of native ecosystems into monocultures of crops or pasture. The large
acreages of cropland provide food but do mot provide needed cover for deer,
quail, and other species of wildlife.
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Installation of the project will affect 7,472 acres of wildlife habirat.
Installation of the project will destroy or alter 3,454 acres. The remaining
4,018 acres are located within or on detention peol, buffer, and flowage
easement areas and would not be significantly impacted. The easement areas
needed to construct the dams, emergency spillways, and the dikes will be
planted with vegetation that is suitable for erosion control and wildlife
food (see "Mitigation Features” on page 40). The areas expected to be
inundated with permanent water (the lowest ungated outlet areas) will require
1,576 acres. Vegetation in the sediment pools will be cleared as necessary
for construction and proper functioning of the measures. Specific areas of
woody vegetation within the easement areas of the dams and emergency spilllways
and the upper portion of the sediment pools will be protected from clearing.
Remaining vegetation above the shorelines in the sediment pool areas (1,281
acres) and in the detention pool areas (3,883 acres) will be affected by
periodic inundation. The following table shows the habitat types affected
by construction of the floodwater retarding structures, the multiple-purpose

structure, and the dikes:
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Fish Habitat

Fish habitat in Big Creek watershed is limited to farm ponds, reservoirs such
as Marlin Lake, a few potholes in Big Creek and 1ts tributaries, and Mussel
Run, which carries the only perennial streamflow in the watershed. The lower
reach of Mussel Run serves as spawning grounds for fish from the Brazos River.
During periods of high flow, fish move upstream into Big Creek and are con-
fined to scattered potholes when the flow ceases. Flathead and channel cat-
fish are the predominant sport fish in the stream.

The 1,572 acres of open water assoclated with the floodwater retarding struc-
tures and the multiple-purpose structure will make more water available for
use of the fishery resource. Reductions in erosion and sediment will result
in improvement in water quality. Water in the multiple-purpose structure and
some of the floodwater retarding structures will be stocked and managed for
fish production by the landowners. These areas will provide an excellent
fishery resource.

Endangered Species

The watershed is in the range of occurrence of two designated endangered
species: the Arctic peregrine falcon and the whooping crame. Neither of these
species is known to inhabit the watershed. Installation of the project will
not affect any known threatened or endangered species of flora and fauna.
Consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7

of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Public Law 93-205, as amended) has been
completed.

Wetlands

Construction of the floodwater retarding structures will result in the loss of
about 26 miles of intermittent streams. No wetland areas were identified in
the stream reaches which will be disturbed by construction of the project. The
disturbed stream areas will be affected by water stored in the sediment and
congervation pools and by the dams and emergency spillways.

Reduction of overbank flooding of identified wetlands would be mipimal.

It is expected that wetlands will be created at the retarding structures and
along the fringe areas of the 1,572 acres of open water areas.

Thus, the overall effect of the project is expected to increase the total
wetland areas in the watershed.

Social and Cultural

Beneficial or adverse impacts of the project will not be altered because of
the ethnic race or origin of the affected public.

There will be no apparent displacements or relocations of persons, businesses,
or farm operations as a result of installation of the project.



All federal contracts for construction of the structural measures of the
project will be awarded to equal opportunity employers, which will permit
equal participation by the minority population in job opportunities.

Transportation

The average annual floodwater damage to roads and bridges is based on the
average cost of repairing improvements to their before-damage condition.

Installation of the project will reduce damages to the roads and bridges by
lowering the flood stages and decreasing the flow velocity of the remaining
floodwater. This decreased damage will also create a savings in material and
energy and prolong the useful life of the roads and bridges. Average annual
cost for repairing floodwater damages will be reduced by 69 percent.

Archeological and Historical Data

Surveys completed on 12 key locations in the watershed during planning of
the project revealed that there was no evidence of any cultural resources
at 3 of the locations, minimal evidence in the form of scattered surface
lithiec materials at 6 locations, and the presence of materials in sufficient
amounts at 3 locations to require further testing to determine significance.

Seven of the structure locations surveyed have remained in the final plan.
The other locations were dropped out of the plan. Included in the plan are
two locations with no evidence of sites, three locations with only minimal
evidence of site, and two locations needing further testing and survey work.

In accordance with Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement with the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation for protecting archeologic and historic
resources, the SCS will implement the procedures contained in the proposed
final regulations (7CFR 656), SCS Policy and Procedures for Protecting Archeo-
logic and Historic Properties (Cultural Resources), as published in the 8CS - -
General Manual, Title 420, Part 40l1. This will be dope prior to inmstallation
of the planned measures.

Alr Quality

There are no known problems of air quality within the watershed. The metro-
politan area of Waco 1s about 30 miles northwest of the watershed and contri-
butes only marginal influence because of the prevailing southerly winds.

There will be a slight increase in dust in localized areas of the project due
to construction activities, The impact will be of short durationm.

Visual Resources

The visual resources in the watershed are characterized by the gently sloping
lines of the horizon and low vertical lines of geologic formations and manmade
structures such as buildings, grain storage bins, and windmills. The horizon
is seldom broken by a dominant geologic feature or by vegatation. The woody
vegetation tends to be of uniform height that provides a short vertical accent.
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Most of the structural measures of the project will be visible to the rural
population of the watershed and will change the present visual resource at
the structure sites from a mixture of open land or brushy land to areas of
open water, dams, spillways, or dikes. Landscape plantings will be made
where the visual regource 1s adversely affected and where the adverse impact
is apparent to the public.

Visual aspects of the watershed may be enhanced, deterjorated, or unchanged,
depending upon the personal observation and feeling of the viewer. However,
the presence of a body of impounded water may give the observer an estheti-
cally pleasing feeling. The observance of pleasing sights and sounds serves
to promote a tranquil atmosphere and enhance a quality environment,

Ground Water

The selected plan has no significant impact on ground water,

Human Health and Safety

Installation of the project will provide a basis for the protection, improve-
ment, and sustained use of the resources of the watershed and will provide a
safer, more enjoyable enviromment for the public to live, work, and play.

EFFECTS QF THE RECOMMENDED PLAN ON RESOURCES OF
PRINCIPAL NATTONAL RECOGNITION

The following table displays the effects of the recommended plan on specific
types of resources that are recognized by federal policies:
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RELATIONSHIP TO LAND AND WATER PLANS, POLICIES, AND CONTROLS

The Big Creek watershed is a contributing part of the Brazos River Basin.

This watershed has a total drainage area of about 370 square miles, or about
1.25 percent of the basin. Therefore, the total effect of this project on the
Brazos River Basin will be insignificant.

The long-term habitability and contribution to the economic well-being of the
area will be improved with only minimal detriment to a few features of the
existing environment. In total, the natural environment of the area will be
benefited over that which would exist in the long-term without project action.

CONSULTATION AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

~Land users in the Big Creek watershed have been interested in controlling the
floods since as early as 1904, The following is a brief history showing their
concerns:

Chronological History of Big Creek Planning Activities

1912 ~ Big Creek Drainage and Levee Project was organ-
ized by local land users to study the flood
problem.

M1d-1930's A Works Progress Administration (WPA) project

was initiated to comtrol floods by clearing
brush along the channel below State Highway 6.

1954 Big Creek Watershed Committee was organized by
local land users. This organization made a
written request to the SCS for assistance.

September 1954 Limestone-Falls and McLennan County Soil Con-
servation Districts made a formal request for
assistance under Public Law 566.

May 1955 The SCS made a field examination and determined
that a watershed project would be feasible. The
sponsorship at that time did not include a unit
of government that had power of eminent domain
or taxation.

1956 Falls County Water Control and Improvement District
was organized. This organization had the power of
eminent domain.

May 1970 The application was amended to include the Com-
missioners Courts of Falls, Limestone, and
McLennan Counties as sponsors of the project.
(The Limestone County Commissioners voted in
September 1984 to withdraw- as sponsor. The
McLennan County Commissioners Court voted in
October 1984 to withdraw their sponsorship.)

76



June 1975 Big Creek (Tri-County)} watershed was authorized
for PL 566 planning by the Administrator of the
SC8.

1980 The City of Marlin became a sponsor of the pro-
ject based on their need for M&I water and
recreation facilities.

In October of 1975, an environmental assessment was made by an interdiscipli-
nary team comnsisting of soil conservationists, soil scientists, economists,
biologists, a geologist, and an agronomist. The SCS contracted with Environ-
mental Sciences of San Marcos, Texas, to make an investigation of the water
quality of the watershed. The study covered the pericd of September 1977 to
September 1978. Also, the SCS contracted with Nunley Multimedia Productions
of Dallas, Texas, to make an archeological resources survey of portions of the
Big Creek watershed. Public involvement has been solicited through publi-
cizing and holding a number of public meetings to inform interested persons
and agencies of the proposed project. The public was invited to participate
in identifying problems and measures to solve these problems. Ail of this
information was used to guide detailed planning activities.

Meetings were held on numerous dates to scope concerns from other federal and
state agencies and the general public. Newspapers serving the watershed area
published articles announcing the public meetings and reported information and
conclusions resulting from these meetings. Brochures describing the project
were distributed throughout the watershed area to inform the public of project

planning.

A coordination plan was developed between the SCS, the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice, and the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department which established specific
steps for joint resource assessment and procedures to evaluate future with-
and without-project conditions. This plan also established procedures to
resolve any disagreement. e

The Texas Department of Health was contacted for state requirements for the
sanitary facilities being planned in conjunction with the recreation
facilities.

The City of Marlin contracted with the consulting engineering firm of
Henningson, Durham, & Richardson of Austin, Texas, to assist them in their
participation in the development of a water storage reservoir and recreation
facilities.

On October 26, 1979, the SCS, in cooperation with the sponsors, held another
public scoping meeting at the Falls County Court House in Marlin. The purpose
of this meeting was to determine 1f any new issues needed to be addressed and
to confirm project objectives. Forty-one persons registered their attendance.
Numerous persons voiced their concern for eliminating flooding and resultant
damages and urged continued diligence in completing plans for the project. No
opposition to the project was voiced at this meeting.
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One landowner requested that studies include an analysis of a channel con-
necting Big Creek to the Brazos River immediately below Highway 6. During
routine watershed planning investigations and analyses, it was determined
that this type of channel would be unfeasible because of unstable soil
material in the channel area.

Meetings were also held during June and July 1981 with landowners who would
be directly affected by construction activities. At these meetings most
landowners indicated no objections to the project, providing they were
compensated for their losses. Some landowners, especilally those in the area
near Mart (in the upper reaches of the watershed area), were opposed to any
involvement of their property.

Subsequent to these meetings, several letters opposing a project were
written. Also, reports of the opposition were published in the Mart Herald

newspaper.

During the review period for the Draft Plan-EIS, 17 letters from individuals
were received concerning the recommended plan. Nine of the letters expressed
support for the project and eight letters expressed opposition. Seven of the
eight letters opposing the project stated a personal loss of land to the pro-
ject; one letter stated that the project ". . . will be so detrimental to

so0 many people, especially the ones giving up land . . . ." The letters
supporting the project listed the need for municipal water and the general
benefit to ". . .tens of thousands of people . . . " as the primary motiva-

tion for their support.

One petition was received during the review period. It contained 186 signa-
tures and opposed the project on the basis ". . . will take the land out of
production and decrease the market value of all the land in the upper portion
of the Big Creek Watershed." It also stated that the project was ". . . eco-
nomically not feasible. The cost figures allocated for these in the study .
are unrealistic and are not adequate to make up for the monetary loss to the

people involved. . . ."

The petition further stated: 'By our signatures below, we wish to express
our opposition to all persons concerned and ask that it not be approved or
funded out of Federal, state, or county tax dollars."

Letters of comment were also received from six federal agencies and three
state agencles. These comments and the responses to these comments are
printed on the following pages. All letters of comment and the petition
which were received are reproduced in Appendix A.

After considering all letters of comment, the sponsors notified the B8CS
that they urged completion of the plan.

DISCUSSION AND DISPOSITION OF EACH COMMENT ON DRAFT PLAN AND
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Comments were requested from the following federal, state, and local agen-
¢iles and organizations:
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Federal

Department of the Army Advisory ‘Council on Ristoric

Department of Commerce Preservation

Department of Health and Human Envirommental Protection Agency
Resources Federal Power Commission

Department of Education 0ffice of Equal Opportunity, USDA

Department of the Interior U.5. Coast Guard

State and Other

Heart of Texas Council of Governments National Resources Defense Council
Envirommental Defense Fund National Wildlife Federation
Friends of the Earth Texas Committee on Natural
Brazos River Authority Resources
National Audubon Society ' Wildlife Management Institute
Office of the Governor (Budget and Planning Office and state clearing-

house)

The following agencies and organizations submitted comments on the Draft Plan~
EIS:

Federal

Environmental Protection Agency
Department of the Army

Department of the Interior

Department of Health and Human Resources
Office of Equal Qpportunity, USDA
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

State

Dffice of the Gowernor

Texas Department of Water Resources

State Department of Highways and Public Transportation
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

QOther

Seventeen personal cards and letters from individuals
One petition with 186 names

The responding agencies’ comments and the disposition of each are as follows:

”

Environmental Protection Agency

Comment: The agency classified the Draft EIS as LO-1 and stated that they
have no objections to the project.

Response: Noted.
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Comment: The agency stated that the Draft EIS contained sufficient informa-
tion to evaluate the associated environmental impacts.

Response: Noted.

Comment: The agency stated that they will publish their classification
in the Federal Register in accordance with their responsibility
to inform the public on theilr views on the proposed federal action
under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

Response: Noted.

Department of the Army

Comment : The Department stated that the U.S8, Army Corps of Engineers

regulates the discharge of dredges and fill materlials into waters
of the United States and that all of the floodwater retention
structures will involve such discharges but are located upstream
of the headwaters and may be authorized by a nationwide permit.
The only requirement for this authorization is that the work is
in compliance with the following conditions:

(1) That the discharge will not be located in the proximity
of a public water supply intake;

(2) That the discharge will not destroy a threatened or endan-
gered species as identified under the Endangered Species
Act or destroy or adversely modify the critical habitat of
such species;

(3) That the discharge will consist of suitable material free
from toxic pollutants in toxic amounts;

(4) That the fill created by the discharge will be properly
maintained to prevent erosion and other nonpoint sources
of pellution;

{5) That the discharge will not occur in a component of the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers Systems; and

(6) That the following best management practices should be
followed to the maximum extent practicable:

In addition to the conditions specified in the nationwide permit,
the management practices listed below should be followed to the
maximum extent practicable, in the discharge of dredged or fill
material allowed under the permit. These practices will minimize
the adverse effects of the discharges on the aquatic enviromment.
Failure to comply with these practices may result in action to
suspend authorization under the nationwide permit and require

an individual permit,
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Responsge:

Comment :

Response:

Comment :

Response:

(1) Discharges of dredged or fill material into the waters
of the United States should be ayoided or minimized
through the use of other practical alternatives.

(2) Discharges In spawning areas during the spawning season
shall be avoided.

(3) Discharges shall not restrict or impede the movement of
aquatic species indigenous to the waters or the passage
of normal or expected high flows or cause the relpcation
of the water (unless the primary purpose of the fill is
to impound waters).

(4) If the discharge creates an impoundment water, adverse
impacts on the aquatic system caused by the accelerated
passage of water and/or the restriction of its flow shall
be minimized.

(5) Discharges in wetlands areas shall be avoided.

(6) Heavy equipment working in wetlands shall be placed on mats.

(7) Discharges into breeding and nesting areas for migratory
waterfowl shall be avoided.

(8) All temporary fills shall be removed in their entirety.

Noted,

The Department stated that the proposed channel improvement
shown on Appendix B-4 may require authorization by individual
permit if the work will involve the discharge of fill material
into the old channel.

Appendix B-4 - Potential Location of Structural Measures map
shows the location of structural measures studied during the
planning process. Some of ihese measures are not in the recom-
mended plan because of economic, envirommental, or other reasons.
The channel improvement work is not part of the recommended plan
for this project. The proposed project measures are shown on
Appendix C ~ Project Map.

The Department stated:

"On Page 72 of the DEIS it is stated that wetlands will not be
affected by the project. However, Appendix B4 shows a pro-
posed dike from structure 34 south to a point near the t6wn of
Highbank. This dike will directly impact a wetland adjacent to

Big Creek."

Appendix B-4 - Potential Location of Structural Measures -
shows the location of structural measures studied during the
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planning process. Some of these measures are not in the recom-
mended plan because of economic, envirommental, or other reasons.
The dike mentioned in this comment is not part of the recommended
plan for this project. The proposed project measures are shown
on Appendix C - Project Map.

Comment ; The Department stated ". . . the floodwater retention structures
[in the watershed will have adverse impacts on wetlands dependent
on overbank] flooding to maintain their wetland characteristics.

Response: Planning Investigations indicated that this impact will be minimal.
The "Wetlands'" section in the "Effects of the Recommended Plan"
section has been expanded to address this comment and a comment
from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, which participated in
the field investigation.

Department of the Interior

Comment: The Department stated:

"We conclude that the subject document adequately describes the

existing problems within the watershed and presents the proposed
watershed development plan and altermatives and expected impacts
therefrom in a clear manner."

Response: Noted.

Comment : The Department stated that the Summary and Comparison of Candi-
date Plans chart that appears on pages 33 and 34 should clarify
the difference between "Without Project' and "Alternative 1 (No

Project)."”

Response: The "Without Project" column has been changed to "Expected .o
Future Conditions Without Project.”" This column is used to
establish baseline data which can be compared to future condi-
tions with no project action and the future conditions with
project action."

Comment 3 The Department stated:

"We wish to commend your biological staff for coordinating their
activities closely with biologists of our Fort Worth Ecological
Services Field Office, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, since
inception of the proposed project planming effort. As a result,
we find that, with minor exceptions, the subject document ade-
quately describes the anticipated impacts on fish and wildlife
that would be associated with the proposed action."

Response: Noted.
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Comment :

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment :

Response:

Comment:

Response:

The Department stated:

"On page 70 of the document, it 1s stated that, 'Installation

of the project will affect 3,454 acres of wildlife habitat.'
However, the table that appears on page 71 indicates that 7,472
acres of habitat would be affected. While we are able to
decipher that the additional- 4,018 acres would be located within
or on project detention pool, buffer and flowage easement areas
and, thus, would not be significantly impacted, the discrepancy
in the two figures should be clarified nevertheless."

Wording has been added to page 70 to indicate that installation
of the project will affect 7,472 acres of wildlife habitat.

The Department stated:

"On page 72, the statement is made that, 'Wetlands in the project
will not be affected by the project.’ A similar indication is
made on page 4. It is our opinion that some Impacts to wet-
lands would occur. Streams in which structures would be placed
would be affected, as is mentioned in the second paragraph on
page 69 and the extent of the area that presently 1s subjected
to flooding would be reduced by the emplacement of control
structures and dikes. We believe that the 'Wetlands' section
should be expanded to address these impacts, as well as recog-
nize that wetlands would probably be created at the retarding
structures and along the fringes of the 1,572 acres of open
water that would be created."

The "Wetlands" section in the "Effects of the Recommended Plan"
section has been expanded as suggested.

The Department stated that the document would be enhanced by . -
the inclusion of a section on the status of the mineral industry
in the three-county area. They suggested that the Minerals

Yearbook, a publication of the U.S. Bureau of Mines, be consulted.

The 1982 Minerals Yearbook does not disclose the amount of stone,

clays, sand, and gravel that was produced in Limestone and McLennan
Counties in 1980 and 1981. No nonfuel mineral production was
reported in Falls County. Very little of the production in
Limestone and McLennan Counties is within the watershed. The pro-
Ject impacts on mineral resources is low. No further discussion

in the Plan-EIS is warranted. ~

The Department noted that at least 10 pipelines traverse the
watershed and suggested that the project plan be coordinated
with the pipeline operators in order t¢ ayoid any potential dis-
ruption to plpeline facilities.

Careful surveys failed to identify any pipeline involvement because
of project action. If previously unidentified plpeline involvement
is identified, the pipeline operators will be consulted before
construction proceeds.
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Comment

Response:

The Department stated:

"Since only portions of the watershed have been surveyed, as
stated on page 25 of the subject document, we do not believe
that the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and the regulations contained in 36 CFR 800
have been fully complied with, as is concluded in the chart
that appears on page 42. Therefore, it i1s recommended that the
State Historic Preservation Officer, which in Texas is Mr. Curtis
Tunnell, Texas Historical Commission, Post Office Box 12276,
Capitol Station, Austin, Texas 78711, be consulted to determine
the need for a complete cultural resources survey of all areas
subject to impact by the proposed project.

"The procedures, which appear on page 41, that would be followed

if previously unidentified cultural resources are discovered

should be specifically delineated. In the event of an emer-

gency discovery, an additional contact should be the National

Park Service's Departmental Consulting Archeologist, Washington, D.C.,
at commercial telephone number (202) 343-4101, or FTS 343-4101.

"On page 47, it is stated that ’The National Park Service will
be responsible for funding the cost of mitigation which exceeds
one percent of Public Law 566 construction cost of each measure
that affects archeological resources.' This statement is not
entirely correct. The Archeological and Historical Preservation
Act, Public Law 93-29, provides that a Federal agency can either
undertake the requisite recovery, protection and preservation of
cultural resources themselves in coordination with the Secretary
of the Interior, or transfer a maximum of one percent of the
total project appropriation to the Secretary of the Interior for
this purpose. -

"We note in the fourth paragraph on page 73 that impacts to
cultural resources would be mitigated by salvage. It is our
position that salvage 1s generally less preferable than preserva-
tion in situ. Only after all possible avenues to avold impacts
to cultural resources have been considered should mitigation
plans be prepared. Typically, this should be accomplished

under the Section 106 process mentioned previously.”

The actions taken to date on cultural resources in the watershed
are in accord with the Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement with
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation giving authority
to follow the final proposed regulations 7CFR 656, SCS Policy
and Procedures for Protecting Archeological and Historic Prop-

erties (Cultural Resources) as published in the SCS General

Manual, Title 420, Part 401. The procedures outlined in
Section 401.7 will be fully implemented before installation of

the project measures.
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Department of Health and Human Resources

Comment ; The Department noted that public recreatiomal use will be pro-
hibited at all sites except Site No. 19, where public access
and facilities will be provided.

Response: Noted.

Comment: : The Department stated that the Final EIS should indicate the
type of sanitary facilities that are planned and also the
planned operation and maintenance of these facilities.

Response: The discussion on page 39 has been expanded to indicate
the type of sanitary facilities planned. Plans for operation
and maintenance of the recreation facilities are discussed on
pages 47, 48, and 59.

Comment: The Department recommended that the appropriate state and local
health departments be consulted for relevant requirements and
approval of these facilities.

Response: Pursuant to this comment, the SCS contacted a representative
of the Texas Health Department, who concurred in the con-
ceptual planning of this sanitary facility. A record of
this contact was added to the ''Consultation and Public
Participation" section of the Final Plan-EIS.

Comment : The Department stated:

"The installation of the proposed project will reduce the down-
stream flood hazards and will provide land users the opportunity
to more effectively utilize these lands. However, it is stated
on page 63 that the project impact on land management within the - -
total watershed is 'ipsignificant.' We have concerns about
future land use. The 'Operation and Maintenance' section of
the Draft EIS alludes to this concern by indicating that 'spon-
sors should discourage development in potential impact areas.'
Since it is understood that inappropriate land uses in the
future could change the existing hazard classification of the
planned structures, we recommend that actions be taken prior

to project implementation to ensure the long term prevention

of adverse impacts upon health and safety, as well as upon
property. We suggest that sponsors consult with appropriate
regional and local land use planning and zoning authorities
regarding the future land use of impact areas. The Final EIS
should discuss these future use mitigation plans." -

Response: The project impacts are the differences between with-project
and without-project conditions at some projected future point
in time. The projections for this project area did not indicate
any significant development. Most land was projected to remain
in agricultural use. The statement that '"the project impact on
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Comment

Response:

land management within the total watershed is insignificant™
is therefore valid.

The inconsistency intimated by the reference to the ''Operations
and Maintenance" section requirement that "sponsors should dis-

courage development in potential impact areas" does not exist.
The 0&M section is addressing an administrative requirement to
investigate and identify areas that would be impacted by an
instantaneous breach of the floodwater retarding dams. This is
a highly improbable event and certainly not a projected event
from which impacts are determined. The administrative process
has recognized these breaches as possible eventualities, no
matter how remote the odds of occurrence are, that should be
brought to the attention of the local people.

The possibility that new development could change the hazard
classification does exist. The county commissioners courts,

as project sponsors, are the nearest thing to "appropriate
regional and local land use planning and zoning authorities"

in existence today in this part of the country. Even some

of the counties themselves question their actual authority.
Land use regulation is an emerging concern. The Plan-EIS
requirement that the sponsoring local organizations be informed
and encouraged to publicize potential impact areas 1s consistent
with existing policies. Additional discussion in the Plan-EIS
of nonexistent use plans is not warranted.

The Department stated that the final document should indicate
if the project is in compliance with Executive Order 11988,

Flood Plain Management.

A table has been added on page 73 to indicate the effects of
the recommended plan on resources of principal national recog-
nition. The project is in compliance as shown on page 42.

USDA Office of Equal Opportunity

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

The Office stated that their review was to assess the civil
rights impact on the minority populations living in or near
the affected area.

Noted,

The Office stated that, based on the information provided in
the Draft Plan-EIS, the proposed project will have no aduerse
impact on the minority populations in the watershed and that
it appears the project will benefit minority residents and
landowners through improved drainage of their properties,
increased recreational opportunities that ensure accessibility
and usability by the physically handicapped, and a reduction
of floodwater on the flood plain land.

Noted,



Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Comment :

Response:

The Council stated:

"We have received and reviewed the above-referenced document

and note that considerations relevant to the protection of
archaeological and historic resources are briefly addressed

on page 25. We also find that on page 42, '"Compliance of the
Selected Plan with WRC - Designated Environmental Statutea' is
listed as in 'Full Compliance’ with the Arxrchaeological and
Historic Preservation Act and with National Historic Preserva-
tion Act--that is, 'Having met all requirements of the statute
for the current stage of planning (either pre-authorization or
post-authorization.)' It is our understanding that this
reference to compliance with historic preservation laws and
regulations pertains only provisionally to steps taken thus

far in the watershed planning process and not to the entire
project and its eventual implementation. To our knowledge,

none of the provisions set forth in National Historic Preserva-
tion Act of 1966, as amended, and none of the procedures called
for in its implementing regulations, as set forth in 36 CFR

Part 800, have been initiated or fulfilled relative to this
project to date. Therefore, though contacts with the appropriate
Historical Commission chairpersons have not indicated any

known threats to historic sites, we recommend that a historic
resources survey be conducted in accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(a),
to identify and evaluate historic properties (both historie and
prehistoric) that may be affected by this undertaking, as
described at 36 CFR 800.4(a). If significant properties are
identified, a formal Determination of Effect should be developed,
in accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(b), (c), and (d), in consultation -
with the State Historic Preservation Officer and subsequently
forwarded to the Council for review. Then, if appropriate, miti-
gation plans may be developed, in further consultation with the
SHPO and the Council, which address means for avoiding or allevi-
ating any adverse impact on significant historic properties that
may result from implementation of this watershed plan.

The actions taken to date on cultural resources in the watershed
are in accord with the Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement with
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation giving authority
to follow the final proposed regulations 7CFR 656, SCS Poliey
and Procedures for Protecting Archeological and Historic Prop-

erties (Cultural Resources) as published in the SCS Genefal
Manual, Title 420, Part 40l. The procedures outlined in Section
401.7 will be fully implemented before installation of the project
measures.
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Qffice of the Governor

The Office stated that review comments received indicate this

Comment:
project will benefit area residents by providing additional water
supplies needed in the future,
Response: Noted. i
Texas Department of Water Resources .
Comment : The Department stated that upon review of the draft, they found
that the report and described projects are adequate.
Response: Noted.
Comment : The Department stated:
"Long-range water planning projections show that the City of
Marlin and other cities and unincorporated areas of Falls County
will need additional water supplies before the year 2010. The
multi-purpose reservoir No. 19 discussed in the Big Creek
Watershed Plan could provide additiomal water supplies needed by
the city and county.”
Response: Noted,

State Department of Hichways and Public Transportation

Comment :

Response:

The Department stated. the proposed improvements will not
adversely affect facilities on the existing or proposed state
highway system.

Noted,

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

Comment :

Response:

Comment :

Response:

The Department stated that the American alligator (Alligator
mississipiensis) is no longer classified as endangered by

the federal government as stated on page 23 of the draft.

The section on "Endangered Species” has been corrected. -

The Department stated:

"Since thils agency has participated in field surveys and the
development of the stated mitigation plan, this Department is
in agreement with the proposed features. TImplementation of the
mitigation plan would effectively minimize impacts of the pro=-
ject upon fish and wildlife resources."”

Noted.
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The responding individuals' comments are grouped into general concerns as

follows:

Comment :

Response:

Comment :

Response:

Comment :

Response:

Comment

Response:

Comment :

Response:

Conment :

Nine letters were received from 14 individuals expressing their
support for the project. Their main concerns were the need for
an adequate supply of water for municipal and industrial use.
Other concerns expressed were to reduce flooding to improve the
land.

Noted.

Eight letters were received from 10 individuals expressing their
opposition to the project. Their main concerns were the effect
of construction and water impoundment on their land.

Guidelines are established through Public Law 566 for the local
sponsors to acquire land rights on all land affected by construc-
tion or inundation. Land rights may be donated or acquired through
negotiation for compensation of damages. This compensation is part
of the project cost for land rights which is described in the Plan-

EIS.

One letter opposed the construction of the two dikes because "it
will destroy approimately (sic) 1/2 mile of the most productive
springs I was told in all of Texas."

The springs referred to in this comment were identified during pro-
ject planning. Dike D-1, which is planned for construction near
this area, will be designed to aveoid interruption of the springs.

The same letter expressed concern that the dikes would destroy
natural animal resources, L.

A team of biologists representing SCS, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, and the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department studied the

proposed project and agreed that the planned mitigation measures

were adequate to protect the wildlife habitat in the watershed.

Another letter expressed concern that a particular tract of hardwood
trees which i1s used as a family recreation facility will be under
water at flood stage and that the trees will be lost.

The hardwood trees and recreation area referred to in this comment
will be flooded for periods up to 10 days after inflow ceases
following major storm events. Plant scientists have stated that
this short and infrequent period of inundation will not adversely
affect the hardwood trees,

One petition bearing 186 names was received expressing opposition

to the project. Signatures on the petition represented "property
owners and taxpayers.” The petition stated that ". . . the cost
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of construction of the retention dams and the loss of productive
farming land combine to make the project economically not feasible.
The cost figures allocated for these in the study are unrealistic
and are not adequate to make up the monetary loss to the people
involved. . . ."

Response: Cost figures used in planning the project are based on actual con-
struction costs of similar structures in this geographical area
of Texas. All costs are based on current prices. Estimated
cost of the land rights needed for the installation of the pro-
ject exceeded the value of the productivity of the land. Project
benefits were evaluated using current normalized prices and estab-
lished procedures dictated by Economic and Environmental Principles
and Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources Implementation
Studies published by the U.S. Water Resources Council. These evalua-
tions determined that the project is economically feasible.
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Letters and oral comments received on Draft Plan-EIS.
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; #% %  UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
im N REGION VI
) ,..mso*‘F INTERFIRST TWO BUILDING. 1201 ELM STREET
DALLAS, TEXAS 75270

APR 2 3 1084

Billy C. Griffin

State Conservationist
USDA-Soil Conservation Service
101 South Main

Temple, Texas 76501

Dear Mr, Griffin:

We have completed our review of your agency's Draft Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Big Creek Watershed Project, Falls,
Limestone, and Mclennan Counties, Texas. ‘

We classify your Draft Environmental Impact Statement as LO-1. Specifically,
we have no objections to the proposed project action., The statement
contained sufficient information to evaluate the associated environmental
impacts. Our classification will be published in the Federal Register

in accordance with our responsibility to inform the public of our views

on the proposed Federal action under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

Definitions of the categories are provided on the enclosure. Our procedure is
to categorize the EIS on both the envi ronmental consequences of the proposed
action and to the adequacy of the EIS at the draft stage, whenever possibie.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the Draft EIS. Please send our office
five (5) copies of the Final EIS at the same time it is sent to our Office

of Federal Activities, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, 0.C. -
Sincerely yours,

ck Whittington,
Regional Administrator

Enclosure



Lo -

Lack of Objections

EPA has no objections to the proposed action as described in the draft
impact statament; or suggests only minor changes in the proposed action.

Environmental Reservations

EPA has reservations concerning the environmental] effacts of certain
aspacts of the propesed action. EPA believes that further study of
suggested alternatives or modifications is required and has askad the
originating Federal agency to re-assess these aspects.

Environmentally Unsatisfactory

EPA believes that the proposed action is unsatisFactory bacause of its
potentially harmful effect on the environment. Furthermare, the Agency
believes that the potential safequards which might be utilized may not
adequatzly protest the environment from hazards arising from this action.
The Agency recommends that alternatives to the action be analyzed further
(including the possibility of no action at all).

-

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Catsgory 1 - Adeqhate

The draft impact statsment adequately sets forth the envirenmental impact
of the proposed project or action as well as altzrnatives raasonably
available to the project or action.

Catecofz_z ~ Insufficient Information

EPA believes the draft impact statement does not contain sufficient
information to assess fully the environmental impact of the proposad
project or actien. However, from the information submittsd, the - -
Agency is able to make a preliminary determination of the impact

on the environment. EPA has requested that the originator provide
the information that was not included in the drarf: statament.

Category 3 - Inadeguate

EPA believes that the draft impact statament does not adeguataly
assass the environmantal impact of the proposed project or action,

or that the statsment inadequatzly analy:ies reasonably availadble
altarnatives. The Agency has requested more information and analysis
concerning the potential environmental hazards and has asked that
substantial revision be made to the impact statement. IFf a draft
statement is assigned a Category 3, no rating will be made of the
project or action, since a basis does not generally exist on which

to make a determination. '



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FORT WORTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P. O. BOX 17300
FORT WORTH. TEXAS 76102

April 16, 1984

Planning Division

Mr. Billy C. Griffin
State Conservationist
Soil Conservation Service
101 South Main

Temple, Texas 76501-7682

Dear Mr. Griffin:

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for Big Creek. (Tri-County) Watershed, Texas, and have the
following comments:

The project has been reviewed in accordance with Section 404
of the Clean Water Act under which the U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers regulates the discharge of dredged and fill material
into waters of the United States. A1) of the floodwater reten-
tion structures will involve such disharges but are located
upstream of the headwaters and may be authorized by a nationwide
permit. The only requirement for this authorization is that the
work is in compliance with the conditions 1isted on the enclo-
sure. The proposed Channel Improvement of Big Creek shown on
Appendix B4 may require authorization by individual permit if the
work will involve the discharge of fil1l1 material into the old
channel.

On Page 72 of the DEIS 1t is stated that wetlands will not
be affected by the project. However, Appendix B4 shows a pro-
posed dike from structure 34 south to a point near the town of
Highbank. This dike will directly impact a wetland adjacent to
Big Creek. In addition, the floodwater retention structures
flooding to maintain their wetland charactertistics.

Thank you for the opportunity to present our comments.

Sincerely,

H. Roger Hamilton
Chief, Environmental Resources Branch
Enclosure



DISCHARGES INTO CERTAIN WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers regulates the discharge of dredged and fill material into the waters of the
United States under authority of Secrion 404 of the Clean Water Act (Public Law 95.217, dated 27
December 1977). A general permit has been issued on a nationwide basis for the placement of dredged and
fill material into certain waters of the United States. These inciude: nontidal rivers, streams, and their
impoundments, including their adjacent wetlands all of which are located above the headwaters of the
stream. Headwaters is defined as that point on a nontidal stream above which the average annual flow is less
than five cubic feet per second. This permit also authorizes discharges into other nontidal waters of the
United States that are not part of a surface tributary system to interstate waters of navigable waters of the
United States. Activities authorized under this nationwide permit are subject to the following conditions:

(1) That the discharge will not be located in the proximity of a public water supply intake;

(2) That the discharge will not destroy a thrcatcnéd or endangered species as identified under the
Endangered Species Act, or destroy of adversely modify the critical habitat of such species;

(3) That the discharge will Consist of suitable- material free from toxic pollutants in toxic amounts;

(4) That the fill created by the discharge will be properly maintained to prevent erosion and other
nonpoint sources of poliution;

(5) That tbe discharge wiil not oceur-in a component of the National wild and Scenic Rivers Systems;
and . ' N

(6) That the best management practices listed on the reverse side should be followed to the maximum
extent practicable.

If your project is to be constructed within the terms of these criteria no further administrative a:ion is
necessary. if the project does not fit the criteria you should make application for an individual permit.
Application should bz made to the District Engineer; ATTN: Chief, Operations Division, SWFOD-0; P.O.
Box 17300; Fort Worth, Texas 76102. if you have any further questions you may CORtact the Permits
Section at 817-334-2681.



BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

In addition to the conditions specified in the nationwide permit, the management practices listed below
should be followed to the maximum extent practicable, in the discharge of dredged or fill material allowed
under the permit. These practices will minimize the adverse effects of the discharges on the aquatic
environment. Failure to comply with these practices may result in action to suspend authorization under the
nationwide permit and require an individual permit.

(1) Discharges of dredged or fill material into the wa'ers of the Uiited Siates shuuid be aveided or
minimized through the use of other practical alternatives.

(2) Discharges in spawning areas during the spawning season shall be avoided.
(3) Discharges shall not restrict or impede the movement of aquatic species indigenous to the waters or

the passage of normal or expected high flows or cause the relocation of the water {unless the primary
purpose of the fill is to impound waters).

[

(4) I the discharge creates an impoundment water, adverse impacts on the aquatic system caused by
the accelerated passage of water and/or the restriction of its flow shall be minimized,

(5) Discharges in wetlands areas shall be avoided.
(6} Heavy equipment working in wetlands shall be placed on mats.
(7) Discharges into breeding and nesting areas for rriigatory waterfowl shall be avoided.

(8) All temporary fills shall be removed in their entirety.



United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

ER-84/368 wpy 1 1984

Mr. Billy C. Griffin

State Conservationist

Soil Conservation Service
Department of Agriculture
101 South Main

Temple, Texas 76501-7682

Dear Mr. Griffin:

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the draft Watershed Plan - Environmental
lmpact Statement for the Big Creek (Tri-County) Watershed, Texas, and offers the
following comments.

General

We conclude that the subjeet document adequately describes the existing problems with-
in the watershed, and presents the proposed watershed development plan and alterna-
tives and expected impeets therefrom in a clear manner. However, the Summary and
Comparison of Candidate Plans chart that appears on pages 33 and 34 should elarify the
difference between "Without Project" and "Alternative 1 (No Project).” _

Fish and Wildlife Resources

We wish to commend your biological staff for coordinating their activities closely with
biologists of our Forth Worth Ecological Services Field Office, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, since inceptica of the proposed project planning effort. As a result, we find
that, with minor exceptions, the subject document adequately desecribes the anticipated
- impacts on fish and wildlife that would be associated with the proposed action. e

On page 70 of the document, it is stated that, "Installation of the project will affect
3,454 acres of wildlife habitat." However, the table that appesars on page 7l indicates
that 7,472 acres of habitat would be affected. While we are able to decipher that the
additional 4,018 acres would be located within or on project detention pool, buffer and
flowage easement areas and, thus, would not be significantly impacted, the diserepancy
in the two figures should be clarified nevertheless.

On page 72, the statement is made that, "Wetlands in the project will not be affected by
the project.” A similar indication is made on pege 4. It is our opinion that some impaects
to wetlands would occur. Streams in which structures would be placed would be
affected, as is mentioned in the second paragraph on page 69 and the extent of the area
that presently is subjected to flooding would be reduced by the emplacemert of control
structures and dikes. We believe that the "Wetlands" section should be expanded to
address these impacts, as well as recognize that wetlands would probably be created at
the retarding structures and along the fringes of the 1,572 acres of open water that would
be created. -



Mr. Billy C. Griffin 2

Minernl Resot .
The document would be enhanced by the inelusion of a section on the status of the
mineral industry in the three county area. The Minerals Yearbook, a publication of the
U.S. Bureau of Mines, illustrates that in the past the mineral sector has contributed
significantly to the economic welfare of the three county region.

We note from the proposed project area map that at least ten pipelines traverse the
watershed. It is suggested that the project plan be coordinated with the pipeline
operators in order to avoid any potential disruption to pipeline facilities.

Cultural Resources _
Since only portions of the watershed have been surveyed, as stated on page 25 of the

subject document, we do not believe that the requirements of Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act and the regulations contained in 36 CFR 800 have been fully
complied with, as is concluded in the chart that appears on page 42. Therefore, it is
recommended that the State Historic Preservation Officer, which in Texas is Mr. Curtis
Tunnell, Texas Historical Commission, Post Office Box 12276, Capitol Station, Austin,
Texas 7871, be consulted to determine the need for a complete cultural resources survey

of all areas subject to impact by the proposed project.

The procedures, which appear on page 4], that would be followed if previously unidenti-
fied cultural resources are discovered should be specifically delineated. In the event of
an emergency discovery, an additional contact should be the National Park Service's
Departmental Consulting Archeologist, Washington, D.C., at commercial telephone
number (202) 343-4101, or FTS 343-4101.

On page 47, it is stated that "The National Park Service will be respondible for funding
the cost of mitigation which exceeds one percent of Public Law 566 construetion cost of
each measure that affects archeological resources." This statement is not entirely
correct. The Archeological and Historical Preservation Act, Public Law 93-29, provides
that a Federal agency can either undertake the requisite recovery, protection and
preservation of cultural resources themselves in coordination with the Secretary of the
Interior, or transfer & maximum of one percent of the total project appropriation to the
Secretary of the Interior for this purpose.

We note in the fourth paragraph on page 73 that impacts to cultural resources would be
mitigated by salvage. It is our position that salvage is generally less preferable than
preservation in situ. Only after ail possible avenues to avoid impacts to cultural
resources have been considered should mitigation plans be prepared. Typically, this
should be accomplished under the Section 106 process mentioned previously.



Mr. Billy C. Griffin

The opportunity to comment on the subject draft Watershed P1

an - Environmental Impaect
Statement is appreciated.

Sincerely,

7 %ZZL % Zx';’z'é A,/

Bruce Blanchard, Director
Environmental Project Review
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C DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES Public Heaith Service

Hareg Centers for Disease Contral
Atlanta GA 30333

April 25, 1984

Mr. Billy C. Griffin
State Conservationist
Soil Conservation Service
101 South Main

Temple, Texas 76501-7682

Dear Mr. Griffin:

We have completed our review of the Draft Watershed Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for Rig Creek (Tri-Countv) Watershed, Falls, Limestone,
and McLennan Counties, Texas. We are respouding on behaif of the U.S. Public
Hedlth Service.

We note that public recreational use will be prohibited at all sites except
site Number 19, where public access and facilities will be provided. The Final
EIS should indicate the type of sanitary facilities that are planned and also

. the planned operation and maintenance of these facilities. We recommend that
you consult with the appropriate State and local health departments for
relevant requirements and approvals for these facilities.

The installation of the proposed project will reduce the dowmstream flood
hazards and will provide land users the opportunity to more effectively utilize
these lands. However, it is stated on page 63 that the project impact on land
management within the total watershed is "insignificant.” We have concerns
about future land use. The "Operation and Maintenance™ section of the Draft
EIS alludes to this concern by indicating that "sponsors should discourage
development in potential impact areas.” Since it ig understood that
inappropriate land uses in the future could change the existing hazard
classification of the planned structures, we recommend that actions be taken
prior to project implementation to ensure the long term prevention of adverse
impacts upon health and safety, as well as upon property. We suggest that

- sponsors consult with appropriate regional and local land use planning and
zoning authorities regarding the future land use of impact areas. The Final
EIS should discuss these future use mitigation plans.

With regard to the affected floodplains within the project area, the final
document should indicate if the project is in compliance with Executive Order
11988, Floodplain Management.



Page 2 - Mr. Billy C. Griffin

We appreciate the opportunity to review this draft document. Please forward a
copy of the Final EIS when it becomes available. If you should have questions
regarding our comments, please contact Mr. Ken Holt of our staff at (404)

452-4161.

Sincerely yours,

-I e H, Mille?z
Acting Chief, Environmental Affairs Group

Environmental Health Services Division
Center for Environmental Health
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United States Office of Office of Washingtan, D.C

Department of the Secretary Equal _ 20250
Agriculture Opportunity

SUBJECT: Draft Watershed Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement for Big Creek (Tri-
County) Watershed

TO: Billy C. Griffin
State Conservationist

THRU: Peter C. Myers, Chief
Soil Conservation Service

The draft Watershed Plan-Environmental Impact Statement for Big
Creek (Tri-County) Watershed in Falls, Limestone, and McLennan
Counties, Texas, was reviewed by this office to assess the civil
rights impact on the minority populations living in or near the
affected area.

Based on the information provided in your draft plan and EIS,
your proposed project will have no adverse impact on the minority
populations in the watershed. Based on the information provided
in the plan, it appears that the project will benefit minority
residents and landowners through improved drainage of their
properties, increased recreational opportunities that ensures
accessibility and useability by the physical handicapped, and

a reduction of floodwater on the flood plan land. -

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft plan-EIS.

""
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Advisory
Council On

Historic
Preservation
. .
1522 K Streat, NW Reply to: 730 Simms Street, Room 450
Washington, DC 20005 Golden, Colorado 80401

April 17, 1984

Mr. Billy C. Griffin
State Conservationist
S0il Conservation Service
101 South Main

Temple, TX 76501-7682

REF: Draft Watershed Plan and Environmental Impact Statement,
Big Creek (Tri-County) Watershed

Dear Mr. Griffin:

We have received and reviewed the above-referenced document and
note that considerations relevant to the protection of
archaeclogical and historie resources are briefly addressed on
page 25. We also find that on page 42, "Compliance of the
Selected Plan with WRC - Designated Environmental Statutes" is
listed as in "Full Compliance™ with the Archeological and
Historic Preservation Act and with National Historic Preservation
Ac¢t-=-that 1s, "Having met all requirements of the statute for the
current stage of planning (elither pre-authorization or
post-authorization.)"™ It is our understanding that this
reference to compliance with historic preservation laws and
regulations pertains only provisionally to steps taken thus far
in the watershed planning process and not to the entire project
and its eventual implementation. To our knowledge, none of the
provisions set forth in National Historic Preservation Act of
1966, as amended, and none of the procedures called for in its
implementing regulations, as set forth in 36 CFR Part 800, have
been initiated or fulfilled relative to this project to date.
Therefore, though contacts with the appropriate Historical
Commission chairpersons have not indicated any known threats to
historiec sites, we recommend that a historic resources survey be
conducted in accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(a), to identify and
evaluate historic properties (both historic and prehistoric) that
may be affected by this undertaking, as described at 36 _CFR
800.8(a). If significant properties are identified, a formal
Determination of Effect should be developed, in accordance with
36 CFR 800.4(b), (¢), and (d}, in consultation with the State
Historic Preservation Officer and subsequently forwarded to the
Council for review. Then,. if appropriate, mitigation plans may
be developed, in further consultation with the SHPQO and the
Council, which address means for avoiding or alleviating any
adverse impact on significant historic properties that may result
from implementation of this watershed plan.



We look forward to hearing from you again on these matters. If
you have questions in the meantime, or if we can provide anything
further, please contact Dean Shinn of my staff at (303) 234-4946,
an FTS number.

Sincerely,

rt Fink

Acting Chief, Western Division
of Project Review



OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

MARK WHITE
GOVERNOR

June 8, 1984

Mr. Billy C. Griffin

Soil Conservation Service

U.S. Department of Agriculture
181 South Main

Temple, Texas 76501

Dear Mr. Griffin:

The Governor's Planning 0ffice has received for review the draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to the Big Creek Watershed area in
Falls, Limestone, and McLennan Counties. The State EIS Identifier number
assigned to your application is 4-03-50-010.

Review comments received indicate this project will benefit area
residents by providing additional water supplies needed in the future.
Comments are enclosed for your information.

The Governor's Planning Office appreciates the opportunity to review
your EIS for more effective state coordination. If we may be of
assistance, please contact this office.

Sincerely,

ohn M, Gosdin, Coordinator
Natural Resources, Water and Environment

JMG:c1t

Enclosures
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESQURCES
1700 N, Cangress Avenue
- Austin, Texas

TEXAS WATER COMMISSION
Paul Hopkins, Chairman
Lee B, M. Biggart

TEXAS WATER DEVELOPMENT BOARD
Louis A. Beecherl. Jr., Chairman
George W. McCleskey, Vice Chairman

Glen E. Roney Ralph Roming
W. Q. Bankston Charles E. Nemir
Lonnie & ‘BoC‘PLE;riin VED Exeeutive Direcior
Louie Welch . ' April 16, 1984
L3 1 G 10R4
(Teng

T T OF FLANMING
Mr. Fobert B. Mebherson
Governor's Planning Director
Regional Planning/TRACS Section
P. 0. Box 13561
Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Mr, McPherson:
Re: Review of Big Creek (Tri~County) Watershed Work Plan, EIS #4-03~-50-010

Upon review of the draft, Watershed Plan and Enwvirommental Irmpact Statement
for Big Creek Watershed, we find that the report and described projects

are adequate.

Long-range water planning projections show that the City of Marlin and
other cities and unincorporated areas of Falls County will need addi-~
tional water supplies before the year 2010. The multi-purpose reservoir
No. 19 discussed in the Big Creek Watershed Plan could provide additional
water supplies needed by the city and county.

TTmzkyoufortheopportmitytoreviavthisreport,arﬁijormestaff
can be of further assistanca, pPlease feel free to call.

Sincerely,

J/‘ - 4 EQ ‘ t#
g 2 Gl tha
Charles E. Nemir Ve e

Executive Director

TR
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O M D 1200 ~_ ot .+ - s -



COMM}SSION STATE DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS ENGINEER-DIRECTOR

RORERT C. LANIER, CHAIRMAN AND PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION MARK G. GOOOE
ROPEAT H. DEDMAN AUSTIN, TEXAS 7870t )
HOMN R. BUTLER. JA. Apl'il 23 , 1984

IN REPLY REFER TO
FILE NO. -

D8-E 854

4-03-50-010
Big Creek (Tri-County) Watershed
Falls, Limestone & Mclennan Counties

Mr. Robert E. McPherson
Governor's Planning Director

- Regional Planning/TRACS Section
P.0. Box 13561
Austin, Texas 78711

Dear M:r. McPherson:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft watershed plan and environ-
mental impact statement covering the Big Creek (Tri-County) Watershed in Falls,
Limestone and McLennan Counties. :

The proposed improvements will not adversely affect facilities on the existing
or proposaed State Highway System.

Sincerely yours,

e G

James W. Barr
TRACS Coordinator

B 1, W

T - B m,ﬁh;i‘.\m\



TEXAS

COMMISSIONERS PARKS AND WILDLIFE DEPARTMENT
4200 Smith Schusl fosd  Austin, Texaw 70744
EDOWIN L COX, JR. CHARLES 0. TRAVIS
Chairman, Athens Executive Oiractor

. GEORGE R. BOUN
Vicn-Chairman, Houston

. WM, 0, BRAECKLEIN
Oalins

WM. L GRAHAM

- Amarillo May 21, 1984

RICHARD R. MOARISON, 1

Clear Lake City Mr. Billy C. Griffin, State
" W. B OSRORN, JA. Conservationist

Santa Elena 101 South Main

PERKINS 0. SAMS Temple, Texas 76501-7682

Midtand
Re Big Creek (Tri-County) Watershed;
. SANTOS Draft Watershed Plan and EIS,

February 1984

WM, M. WHELESS, 11l

Houston
Dear Mr. Griffin:
The following comments are provided concerning the above-referenced
document.
Page 23, Endangered Species: The American alligator (Alligator
mississipiensis) is no longer classified as endangered by the feder-
al government.
Page 40 & 41 Mitigation Features: Since this agency has participated
in field surveys and the development of the stated mitigation’ ~
plan, this Department is in agreement with the proposed features.
Implementation of the mitigation plan would effectively minimize
impacts of the project upon fish and wildlife resources.
I appreciate the cooperative efforts of your staff and the coordin-
ation afforded this Department during project planning.
Sincerely,

- Charlesé%;> ravis -

. Executive Director

CDT:RWS:mo



C O M P A N Y INCORPORATED

201 LIVE 0OAK . MARLIN, TEXAS 764641 . QUALITY CLOTHES
May 2, 1984

Mr. Biily Criffin, Stzte Conservationist
Soil Conversation Service

101 So. Main

Temple, TX 76502

Dear Mr. Criffin:

This is to adviege you of my support fcr the Big Creek Water-
shed project. Your effcrts to get this project started and

completed as soon as possible will be greatly appreciated - by
me and the major:ty of peorle in Falls County.

My primary concern is caused by Mzrlin's nead fer a new and
larger water supply. The enlarged Erushy Creek reservoir ool D
solve tnis problem adequately. as far as I know, this is

about the onay location that will provide Marlin with an ad-
quate supply of water.

I own land in Big Creek bcttom that is practically worthless
and is aprraised accordingly. It has been in this sorry con-
dition since time in memorial. Completion of this project
worid make it just as procvctive and valuable as -he best land
in the Brazos bottom.

Nothing that is in sight would help Falls Ccunty as much as
the full fruition of this flood contrel project.

Very truly yours,

Geo..B, Wilson, jr.



MARLIN DAILY DEMOCRAT

Dwight L. Thomas
Publisher 211 Fornne Sreer
P.Q. Box 112
Marlin, Texas 76661
(817) 883-2554

April 20, 1984

Billy C, Griffin

State Conservationist

U.5. Soil Conservation Service
101 South Main

Temple, Texas 76501

Dear Mr, Griffin:

The most pressing need for Marlin, Falls and Mclennan Counties
is the vital water snd fleod control project known as the Big
Cresk Watershed plan,

FPuture growth of these areas, the necessity of providing water
for flood control, water needs of tens of thousands of resi-
dents, the demands of prospective industries and the reclama=
tion of thousands of acres into productive status are all de-
pendent on implementation of this plan. Recreational faciti-
ties to be gained on the 695 acres of lake to be constructed
will add enjoyment for many people.

All these enumerated needs far out-shadow the selfish desires
of a few landowners and their legal edvisors.

I firmly advocate the initiation of the Big Creek wWatershed
project with its series of 21 dams and all the benefits that
will be derived by so many in the future.

Enclosed is an editorial that I wrote on the topic to state
the positive aspects of this project that I wish to pdd to my
letter, May this project come to pass soon.

Sincerely yours,

/ . R -
’
RV

Dwighf L. Thomas



\ct now for future growth. ..

The biggest water and flood control pro-
ect to insure the future growth of Marlin,
"alls and eastern McLennan counties is in
he balance. Your support of the Big Creek
Vatershed plan is needed. The project will
e beneficial to tens of thousands of area
esidents. It also will provide an abundant
vater supply for the City' of Marlin for
rears tocome. _ _

Big Creek Watershed project plan in-
ludes 21 dam structures along Big Creek,
rom north of Mart to the Brazos River 14
niles south of Marlin. Part of the plan in-
ludes a large dam which will create a 695-
urface acre lake to be used for City of
Aarlin water supply and area recreational
acilities.

The project will cut the 47,000 acres of
and along the length of the watershed cur-
ently subject fo extensive and regular
looding to 22,000 acres, removing over 30
iercent of the acreage currently subjected
o flooding. Cost savings would be reduced
rom $1.8 million in annual damage to
805,000 if the plan is implemented. This
rill salvage over 25,000 acres from
looding that can be reclaimed for produc-
ive use. '

You are urged to respond favorably
iefore the May 4 deadline to insure that
his vital and far-reaching project will
ome into reality. Act now for future
rrowth of this area and guarantee that an
dequate water supply will be provided.
Vrite to Billy C. Griffin, State Con-
ervationist, U.S. Soil Conservation Ser-
niea. 11 8. Main. Temble. Texas 76501.



~MURRAY WATSON, JR._
ATTORNEY-AT-LAW
111 So. 18th Street,
Waco, Texas 76701

MURRAY WATSON, JR. : P.O. BOX 1308
DENNIS G. GREEN (Associate) WACD, TEXAS 76703-1308
817 T83-0813 .

April 24, 1984

United States

Department of Soil Conservation
101 South Main

Temple, Texas 76501-7682

Attention: Mr. Billy Griffin

RE: Big Creek {(Tri-County)
Watershed Plan

Dear Mr. Griffin;

This is to renew my objection to the proposed Big Creek
Watershed plan as it effects our property in Limestone

County.
' We own property which will be effected adversely on proposed
reservoior 5, 7, 8, 9 and possibly 2 but I can not tell from
- the map.

There will be petitions fothcoming in opposition to this
xproject from land owners and taxpayers in the community,

1
'
4

Respectfully submitted,
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May 11, 1984

Bill Paske

3225 Morrow
Waco, Tex ;
U.S8, £o0il Con

West. 304 N,
Waco, Texas

76706

.
ation Service
erts

To Whom It May Concern:

I strongly oppose the construction of two dikes you have
intention of building on my property. #irst off-it will
destroy approimately #mile of the most productive springs

I was told in 21] of Texas. This is nature's water of which we
are badly in need of.

Second the dikes will in no way help in retaining water because
its to far down in the BraZos River bottom where the land is
all tlat. It will only cause it to spread over thousands of
acres of land that's in cultivation now.

Third I realize you pecsle have done a wonderful job in helping
so many of us out in the past, but in my case you will be
destroying one of the most natural animal resources that 1

know of in this part of the country. I only own a little over
100 acres on this creek, and I would like to see it stay like it
is. I would like my grandchildren and their friends in the
future to know what animals look like alive such as rabbits
sguirrel, skunk, etc, plus many kinds of birds you only see

them in the cities - not - in the country any more.

Im asking you to please consider my request and let my water
and tree stand. :

Thank you,

L& . ENVIORPIEN 759 4 FROsECT 2 S /§§22301§$§/



April 17, 1984
Dear Mr., Griffin:
I heartily endorse the Big Creek Watershed

project. As a citizen of Falls County I wish
to do anything I can tc achieve thas great

benefit tc County.
Sincerely,

/1
T fjw

Hazel'd%ddard
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3 May 1984

From: Richard L. CURSBELLO, 3205 Tanglebriar, Pasadena, Texas 77503
To: Billy C. GRIFFIN, State Conservationist, U, S. Seil Conservation
Service, 101 So. Majn, Temple, Texas 76501

Subj: Big Creek Watershed Project; Opposition of

Ref: (1) Phoncon between myself and Jerry KAZDA, 0930 3 May 1384
{2) Marlin Daily Democrat dtd 13 April 1984
{3) Waco Tribune-Hearld dtd 13 April 1984

1. I was unable to be at the meeting held 12 April 1984 in Marlin, TX
concerning the Watershed Project due to my being on Active Duty for Training in
Washington, 0. C. Therefore, after the phone conversation (Ref 1) with Jerry
KAZDA, I am following his advise with this correspondence for inclussion into the
Watershed Project portfolio.

2. As a property owner and haying a vested interest with the Big Creek
Watershed Project, I am therefore voicing my strongest opposition possible to this
Project. .

3. Though my property (Located within 5000 Ft of said structure} will not
have permanet water nor flood water from the floodwater-retarding structure
(Site # ALT 1 N-16) being proposed on the Shirley STONE & W. D. WOLF #1 property.
However, this structure will cause irrevocable damage to my Father-In-Law's farm.
(Mr. C. 0. PATTERSON)} It is for this reason that my vested interests are at
stake. -

4, My Father-In-Law's farm will have 46.4 acres directly involved with the
floodwater-retarding structure (Site # ALT 1 N-16). This is the amount of acreage
that will have water covering it for a period of at least ten (10) days. Futher-
more, because of the topography, at flood stage, the entire back 80 acres will.he
isolated for more than ten (10) days. The low areas would require more additional
time to dry inorder to allow vehicular traffic to cross. This precludes one from
being able to reach his cattle or getting the cattle to the Barn feeding area(s).

5. Also within this acreage there are appraximately 40 acres for crop avail-
ability and is crossed fenced for grazing as directed by the County Soil
Conservation Office; Two (2) large stocked ponds built at the direction of the
Soil Conservation Office; A five (5) acre tract of the only hard wood trees
cultivated to be used in conjunction with one of the ponds to serve as-a recreat-
ional facility foe the family and other people within the community. In fact,
there have been numerous 4th of July picnics held there and attended by over 100
people at any particular time. At flood stage all of this will be totally

UNDER WATER! -

6. My Father-In-Law purchased this farm in 1964 fram his aunt and plans to
retire there in 1986, The farm has been in the PATTERSON family since the late
1800's, Great effort and time has been put forth by my Father-In-Law and the rest
of the family to ensure that the farm remains a vital part of the family's
tradition and heritage. You can be assured that No consent will ever be forth-
coming from the PATTERSON or CURBELLQ families for the purpose of building this
Watershed Project! ‘



7. I haye deep reservations concerning the statical presentatfon given by
Beade 0. NORTHCUT during tfie meeting held on the 12th of April 1984 in Marlin,
TX. First " That the project would cut the 47,000 acres of land along the lenght
of the watershed currently subject to extensive and regular flooding to 22,000
acres." (Ref 2) His word choice of "extensive" might be detable since he stated
that annually about $1.8 Million in damages (Ref 2) over a 370 square mile area
(Ref 3) are incured. Granted $1.8 Million is alot of money but not to magnitude
as depicted by Mr. NORTHCUT. Just where does he get his figures and where is the
documentation to back these figures?

8. Secondly, Mr. NORTHCUT stated that 25,000 acres would be reclaimed at an
annual savings of $995,000 in flood damage (Ref 2}. This statement might be true
but it is very misleading. What he does not say is that there will be thousands -
of acres of already productive land flooded elsewhere at a multi-million dollar
cost to accomplish this task. By the time you take the flooded acreage away from
the projected 25,000 acres reclaimed, the net acreage reclaimed is no where near
the 25,000 figure he stated. I do not even want to speculate the monetary figure
of damage in the new areas flooded. This hardly seems to be a thorough and
thoughtout decision.

9, As one reviews the historical aspects of this particular project (Ref 2),
several questions are brought to mind. The project came into existance in 1954
and shortly thereafter it was shelved, for what reason? Why, 1f my calculations
are correct, was there a period of nearly 20 years bBefore the WCID Board began
working the project again? Since 1975 they (WCID) were unconcerned or did not
deam it necessary to communicate with the landowners directly inyolved. Why?

I did not begin to here about this project until late 1983,

10, I truly beleive that there is an under lying reason for this project other
than those stated. In the first place, the WCID Board went to great lenghts to
present only the positive points and failed to show the negative points either by
deliberate omission or the lack of professional ethics. Fothermore, all the listed
sponsers in reference 2 with the exception of the Soil & Water Conservation
Offices are tax levying authorites. The project would definiately increase tax
revenues without raising the tax base. Because the land values fncrease and so
does tax monies, they are directly proportional. That way the taxing authorities
do not have to pass a tax increase.

11, In closing, I want to inform you that a copy of this correspondence will
be forwarded to all appropriate State and Federal Reprentatives & Senators
expressing my opposition to this superfluous project.

Respectfully,

R. L. CURBELLD
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April 27, 1984

Billy C. Griffin

State Conservationist

U. 8. Soil Conservation Service
101 South Main

Terple, TX 76501

Re: Big Creek Watershed Project
Dear Mr, Griffin:

I am a landowner that would be adversely effected by the results
of the Big Creek Watershed Project. The projected plans are to
take 23 acres of my land that would be under water. I object to
this since I rent 100 acres which joins the back part of my land.
The only way the cattle have access fram the rented land to my
land is where the 23 acres of water will be.

I was not notified that there was going to be a meeting concern-
ing the project; however, I did hear fram a friend and was able
to go and air my feelings. I do not feel that this would be to
the advantage of most landowners.

Sincerely yours,
A e

Do 7 A

W. D. WOLF
Rt. 1, Box 123
Groesbeck, TX 76642
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Acril 17, 1724
Marlin, Texas

Ta: Mr. Billy C. Griffin
State Conservationist
l.%. So0il1 Conservation Zer,
11 5. Main
Temp) T, 7&591

Fram: Gib Kendrick
532 W. Maryland
M;r]in, Tx. 76661

Subject: Big Creek Watershed Project

bear =ik,

First et me tell you whoe I am. I am a land owner wha has land in
the watershed of the Eig Creek Project. Mast of my land is creek
battoum land, Naorth of FM 147 in the CDOS area. I use the land far
cattle grazipng and try te plant the apen land in Summer and
Winter grazing «crops. We are trying to get bermuda grass
established as fast as we can an the suitable land,

I am writing to you to endorse the Eig Creek Program  for  many
reasons, First I think it will help my land, mext I iike to fish
and by far not the least, I live in Marlin, and we need 2 gqood
source of water, bad. There are a3 Yot more things I could say,
but as I undzrstand it you only want te hear from us pro or con.
If you need any additional comments please jet me Know,

s always

/"//
_/f'cmibhzua #7 Q '

S, l".eﬂdrll W oJdr.



St =7,/ 744

tyAE e



szﬁ%

April 17, 1684

Deaw Mr., Griffin:

My husband and I li¥e in Talls County and
we suppert the Bie COreek Watershed project,
We certainly want to continue to ®mve 2 good
supply of water,

Sincerely,
&WX\_@; < M../c/’m

Concha ¥Morin
Blzs Merin
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Ben A. Dieterich Sr.
Route 2, Box 218
Riesel, Texas 76682



April 17, 10824
Dear Mr., Griffin:

For the future gfcw®M of Marlin, Falls and
eastern lclennan counties and particularly fer a.
giarantee of adequate water suvplgp, the John T,
Dugats heartily support the Big Creek Watershed
project.

Sincerely yours

4 . g
cji?;gua‘:. XSiLQaZT
J/

Mr. and Mrs, John D, Dugat
7

P, C. Box 6,Reagan,Texzs 76520
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Rt. 2, Box 214
Riesel, Texas 766B2
May 9, 1984

Mr. Beade 0. Northcut

U. S. Soil Conservation Service
RepublicBank Tower

Waco, Texas 76701

Dear Mr. Northcut:

After reading your comment in Tuesday's News Tribune, my husband and I
wish to take this opportunity to voice our protest against the Big Creek
Water Project, pointing out the following for your consideration.

1. It is hard to understand how it can benefit anyone
when it will be so detrimental to so many people,
especially the ones who are giving up land which
they use to make a Tiving. And we all know how
hard it is on the farmers now.

2. Many in this area have already spent large amounts
of money in past years on soil conservation and
floodwater control. In addition to the money spent
by individuals, just look at the records and see
how many thousands have been spent by the Federal
Government on all these projects.

3. In these days of such poor economy, can the taxpayers
really afford such a move as you're contemplating now? o~
You may have money budgeted for such things, but do
you really have to spend it all just because it is
budgeted?

4. Soending money for recreation facilities now sounds
1ike frivolous spending to us- not good management.
There are so many lakes and parks now.

5. Think how it might affect your bosses, the politicians
running for office in this election year.

Thank you for your consideration of our opinions.
Very truly yours,
F(g%y”in-§)¢,4;;5}1g3A~uf}1,H_/
Doris J. Basinger
for Doris J. & Howard D. Basinger,Sr.

Copy: Marvin Leath
J. S. Willijams, Jr.



MURRAY WATSON y JR.
ATTORNEY-AT-LAW
111 So. 18th Streat
Waco, Texas 76701

MEARAY WATSON. JR. Fir 80X s
DENNIS G GREEN |Associstel WAL, TEXAS TLT 10 s
10LTLTadnE
L I.‘.\_
; May 15, 1984

Soil Consgervation Service
Limestone County Courthouse
Groesbeck, Texas

Re: Opposition to Big Creek
Watershed

Dear Sirs:

Enclosed please find Xerox copies of Petitions circulated in
the upper tributaries of Big Creek Watershed in oppoasitioan
of the construction orf flood ratention dams on properties in
-Limestone, McLennan, and upper Falls County.

I would appreciate your making note of this and anything you
can do to help prevent the inundatiomn and loss of productive
farm land in the upper areas.
With best regards, T am
Sincerél' yours, .

~

AR

lw\ i ’ “Y]‘?T.' Kl

ALY /
Murra }Wa s, Jr.

My:cr
cnclosures
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FLOOD WATER RETENTION DAMS OW
B EE_WAT ¥

We, the undareigned, are property ownerse and toax-~
payere within the Blg Creak Watearshed, and wish, by our
signeture below, to rensw ocur opposition and objectlon to
the conetruction of flood retention dame and the impounding
of water on the upper tributaries of the Big Cresk Watsrshed
in Limeatone, PFallse, and McLennan Counties. The most
velusble and productive land we have in the upper tribu-
tariss ers our cresk bottoas.

LT T The proposed retention dams will take ths land out
of production and decresass the market value of all the land
in the upper portion of the Big Creek Watershed,

Thas cost of construction of the retention dams and
the loes of productive ferming land combine to make the project
‘sgoncmically not feasibla. The cost figures alloaated for
thess in the etudy are unrealistio and are not adequate to
maks up the monetary loss o the pecple involved. The .
federal govsrument ls cparating with a deticit, we should be .
looking for arase Lo save tax dollars end not inour unne—
cessary apending on projscta such aa the Blg Crsek Watarshed
project. We the undarsigned, recommand that the Big Cresk
Watershed projsct not be approved or funded.

By our oiqnhturao below, wa wish to sxprass our
opposition to all parsoine concerned and ask that it not b
approvad or funded out of tedsral, stats, oOC county tax ;

dollara.

This project has besn in the making almost twenty
years Now, and we would like to gst it f£inally laid to rest.
we ragquest that it ba delated as a project and that the

‘anargy more productively.

WITNESS OUR BANDS this day of April, 1984. b
NAME ADDRESS 1
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s IN OPPOSITION TO
LOOD WATER RETENTION DAMS (N

DIG_CRERK WATERSHED

We, the undersigned, arse proparty owners and tax-
payere within ths Big Craeaek Watershed, and wiah, by our
signature below, to ranew aur oppoeition and chjection to
the conatruction of flood retention dame and tha impounding
‘of water on the upper tributaries of the Big Creek Natershed
in Limegtone, Falle, and McLennen Counties, The moat
veluable and productive land we have in the upper tribu-
taries era our craek bottoms,

ACERE g

The proposed retention dame will take the land out ’
of production snd decrease the markat valua of all ths land
in the upper portion of the Big Cresk Ratershed,

The cost of construction of the retention dama and
the loss of productive farming land combine to make the projecet
esconcmically not feseibie, The ocost figures alloceted for
thees in ths atudy are unrealistic and ere not adsquete to
Bake up the monetary losa t¢ the people involved, The
foderal governmen: is opsrating with a deficit, we should be
looking for ereas to save tax dollars and not inour unne-
Ccessary spending on projecta euch as the Big Creek Watarshed
Project, e the undasreigned, recommend that the Big Creek
Waterahad project not ba approved or funded, '

By our seignatures below, we wish to express our
oppoeition to all persona concerned and nek that it not be
approved or funded oyt of federel, stata, or county tex
dollars, '

Thiz project hae baen in the making almost twenty
yeers now, end wa would like to get ic finally la‘d to res:,
We raquest thet it be deleted as a projsct and tha: the

- Pecpla who work in S8oil Conmervation use their time and

WITNESS OUR HANDY this day of April, 1984.
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BT oo B i OPPOSITION To

B R PLOOD WATER RETENTION DAMS On
CoTEE BIG CREERK WATBRSBED
: e,

in Limestone, Falles, and HcLennan Counties, 7The moat
valueble ang productive land wa have in the upper tribu-
taries are our creek bottoms,

Tha propoged ratention dams will cake the land out
s ~—2f production ang decreass the market valus of al)] tha land
Y in the UpPar partion of the Bl Creak wWatarshed,

concaically not feeaibla, <The coat figures allocatad for

looking for Areas to save tax dollarn and not incur ynng-
cesaary apending on projects euch ae the Big Creek Watasrshagd
Project, e tha undersigned, Yacommand that the Big Creek

By
Opposition to a1} peraons ooncerned ang 28k that it not be

sSporoved or funded out of fadaral, atata, or County tax
dollara, '

This projace hes been in tha making almost twanty
Y8ars now, and we would like po gat it finally 1laid to ragr,
We requast that it be delated ag projact and that tha
Padple who work in soi} Conservetion use their rime snd .
s © ONBIQY more productivaly, e -

WITHESS ounm HANDS thig day of April, 19g4,
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ON IN OP ITION TO
PLOOD WATER RETENTION DAME O8

BIG CREEX WATERSH D

‘ We, the undersigned, sre property owners and tax-
psyara within the Big Creek Waterashed, and wiah, by our
signature below, to renew our opposition and objection to
ths construction of floocd retention dame and the {mpounding
of wator on the upper tributariss of ths Big Creek Vatershed

ia Limesatons, bPalls, and MclLannan Counties. The moat

valuable and productive lsnd we have in the upper tribuy-

tarias sre cur craek bottome,

.- The proposed rstsntion dsme will take the land out
of producticn and decrease the market value of all the lana -

in the upper portion of the Big Creek WMatershed,

The cost of construction of the retention damz and
ths loss of productive farming lend combine to maks the project
sconcmically not fessaibls. Ths cost figures sllocated for
theas in the study are unrealistic and ars not adequata to

make up ths monetary loss to the paople involvad,

faderal government ia operating with a daficit, we should ha
looking for arese to save tax dollars and not incur unne-
oassary spanding on projects auch as the Big Cresek Watershad
projact. wa ths undersigned, rscommend thst ths Big Crsak

Watsrened project not be approved or funded,

By our signatures below, ws wish to sxXprosz our

opposiczion to all persons concernad and agk that it

approved or funded out of fedaral, atats, or county tax

dollars,

This project hae been in the maliing almosc
Yaars now, and we would like to get it finally lalia
K8 reguest that if ba daletad sz a project and that

eorwrit t D#ODLE whe work in soil Consarvation uae thefir time

snergy rore preductively,

WITHESS OUR BANDS thie day of April, 1284,
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PETITION IN QOFPOSITION TO
FLOOD WATER RETENTION DAMS OR
BIG CREEK WATERSHED

We, the undersigned, are property owners and tax-
payers within the Big -Creek Watershed, and wish, by our
signature baslow, to renegw our opposition and objection to
the construction of fload retention dams and the impounding
of water on the upper tributaries of the Big Creek Watershed
in Limestone, Falla, and McLennan Counties. The most
valuable and productive land we have in the upper tribu-
taries are our creek bottoms.

The proposed retention dams will take the land out

.of preducticn and decrease the market value ofaall the land

in the upper portion of the Big Creek Watersns

The coat of construction of the retention dams and
the losa of productive farming land combine to make the project
aconomically not feasible, The cost figures allocated for
these in the study are unrealistic and are not adequate te
make up the monetary less to the people involved. The
federal government is operating with a deficit, we should be
looking for areas to save tax dellars and not incur unne-
oessary spending on projects such as the Big Creek Watersned
project, We the undersigned, recommend that the Big Creek
Watershed project not be approved or funded.

By our signatures below, we wish to express our
oppesition to all persons concernegd and agk that it not be
approved or funded out of federal, state, or county tax
dollars.

This preoject has been in the making almest twenty

_yezr3 now, and we would like to get it finally laid to rast,

We zoquzst that it be deleted as a proj=et and that the

..pacpls who work in Soil Conservation use their time and

anargy wmore productively.
WITHESS OUR HANDS this day of aApril, 1984.

NAME ADDRESS
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ITION TO - — e
PLOOD WATER RETENTION DAMS ON
BIG CREEX WATERSHED

¥e, the undersigned. are -property owners and tax-
payers within the Big Cresk Watershed, and wish, by our
aignature below, toc rensw our opposition snd cbjection to
the construction of flood retantion dame and the {mpounding
of watar on the uppor tributaries of the plg Crask Waterehed
in Limsstone, ralls, and McLennan Counties., The moat
valuable and productive land wa have in the uppar crihu-
tariea are our creek bottoms.

The proposad retantion dams will take the land out
of production and decrease the market valus of all the land
in the ‘upper portion of the Big Creek HWatershed,

—~ .

The coet of conetruction of the retention dams and
the loss of productive farming lend combing to make the project
sconomically not feasible, Tha cost figures allocatsd for
.theae in the study are unrealistic and are not adequats to
maké up the monetary loas to the peopla lnvolved, The
federal govarnmant is operating with a deficit, we should be
looking for araan to save cax dollars and not incur unne-
cessary apsnding on projects guch as the Blg Creek Watershad
project, MWe the undersigned, recommend that the Big Creek
Watershed projsct not be approvad or funded.

By our signatures balow, we wish to expresa our
oppasition to all pareons concernsd and eek that it not be
approved or funded out of fedaral, stgte, or county tax
dollare.

Tbis project has bmen in tha making zlmost twsntw
years now, and we would like to get it finally laid ro rast.
We requaat that it b# deleted ax a projuct and that the
people who work in Soil Conservation use thelr tima and
snergy xora productively, .

WITNESS CUR HANDS thia day of April, 1984, I
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PETITION IN OPPOSITION TO
PLOOD WATER RETENTION DAMS ON
BIG CRELEK WATERSHEQ

We, the underaigned, are property owners and tax-
payers within the Big Creek Watershed, and wish, by our
signature below, to renew our oppesition and objection to
the construction of flood retention dams and the impounding
of water on the upper tributaries of the Big Creek Watershad
in Limestone, Falls, and Mclennan Counties. The nost
valuable and productive land we have in the upper tribu-
taries are our creek bottoms,.

The proposed retention dams will take the land qut
of production and decrease tha market value of all the land
in tha upper portion of the Big Creek Watershed.

The cost of construction of the retention dams and
the loss of productive farming land combine to make the project
aconorically not feaasible, The coet figures allecated for
these in the study are unrealistic and are not adequate to
make uJo the monetary loss to the people involved. The
fedaral government is operating with a deficit, we should be
looking Eor areas to save tax dollars and not incur unne-
cessary spending on projects such as the Big Creek Watershed
project., We the underaigned, reccmmend that the Big Creek
Watershed project not be approved or funded.

By our signatures below, we wish to express our
opposition to a)l)l persons concerned and ask that it not be
approved or funded out of federal, state, or county tax
dollars.

. Thia project has been in the making almoat twenty
years new, and we would like to get it finally laid to res:z.
We raguest that it be deleted as a project and that the
gecpla who work in So0il Conservation use their time and
energy more productively,

WITNESS OUR HANDS this _day of april, 198..
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PETITION IN OPPOSITION TO
PLOOD WATER RETENTION DAMS ON
BIG CREEK WATERSHED

We, the underaigned, aras property ownars and tax-
payers within the Big Cresk Watershed, and wiah, by our
algnature below, to rensw our opposition and objection to
the conatructlion of flood retention dams and the lmpounding
of watsr on the upper tributaries of the Blg Cresek Watershed
in Limeetone, Falle, and McLennan Countisa. Thas most
valuable and productive land we have in the upper tribu-
taries ara our creek bottoas,

The proposed retention dama wlll take the land out
of production and decresase the market value of all the land
in tha upper portion of the Big Creek Watarshad,

The coet of conatruction of the retantion dame and
the loas of productive farming land combine to make the project
aconcmically not faseibla. The coet figuree allacsted for
these in the atudy are unrsallstic snd are not adeqguate to
make up the monatary lose to the paopla involvad., The
faderal governmant is opsrating with -a deflcit, we should be
leoking for areae to sava tax dollars and not incur unne-
cessary spending on projscts auch as the Bilg Creek Watershed
projact, We the underaignad, recommend that the Bilg Creek
Hatereshed project not be approved or funded.

By our asignatureas below, we wish’ to axpresa our
oppoalticon to all persona concerned and ask that it not be
approvad or fundad out of federal, state, or county tax
dollars,

Thie project has been in tho making almoet twanty
yeare now, and we would like to get 1t finally laid to rest,
We raqueset that it be daleted as a projesct and that the
people who work in Soll Conearvation uge thalr time and
snargy wore productively,

WITHESS OUR HANDS this day of April, 1984,

ADDRESS .
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PETITION IN OPPOSITION TO -

PLOOD WATER RETENTION DAMS ON
BIG CREEX WATERSHEQ

wWe, thea undersigned, are property ownars and tax-
payers within the Blg craak Watershsd, and wish, by our
aigneture below, O Cendw our oppoeition end ohjsction to
the conatruction of flood retantion dams and the impounding
of water on the upper tributaries of tha Bilg Creak Wwaterahed
in Limestone, Palls, and MoLennan Countlae., The most
valuable and productive land wa have in the upper tribu-
taries ars our creek bottoms.

The proposad retention dams will take the land out
of production and docreess the market value of all the land
in the upper portion of the Big Creek waterchad,

The coat of construction of thse retention dame and
the loss of preductive ferming land combine to maka the project
econcmically not feaaible, The cost figures allocetsd for '
thees in the etudy are unrsalistio and are not adequate to
maks up the monstary loss to tha people invoived, Tha
fgderal government is operating with a deflicit, we ahould be
looking for areas to save tax dollars arnd not lncur unné-
ceasary spanding on projecta such as the Blg Cresk Watarshed
project., We the underaigned, rscommend that the Blg Craek
Watershed project not be approved or funded.

By our eignetures below, we wish to exprsss oOur
oppoeltion to ell persons concarned and askx that it not b3
spproved or funded out of fadaral, state; or county tax
dollars. :

Thie project has Deen in the smaklng almoat twenty
years now, and we would lika to get it finally laid to rest.
li¢ raquast that it be dalsted as a project and that the
pecpls who work in Soil conasrvation use thair time and
ensrgy mora productivaly.

WITHESS OUR HANDS this day of April, 1984.
NAHE ADDRESS
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PETITION IN OPPOSITION TO

PLOOD WATER RETENTION DAME CN
BIG CREEX WATERSHED

Wa, the undersigned, are property ownera and tax-
peyers within the Big Creek Watermhad, and wish, by our
algnature below, to renew our opposition and abjection to
the conatruction of flood retantion dams and the lmpounding
of water on the upper tributaries of the Big Creak Watarahad
in Limaatones, Fallas, and McLennan Ccuntlies, Tha most
valuatle and productive land we have in the uppar tribu-
taries are our crmek bottoms,

The propomad ratsntion dams will taka the land out
of production and decreaase the market value of all ths land
in tha upper portion of the Big Creek Watershed,

The comt of conetructlon of the retention dams and
the loma of productivas farming land combine to make the project
aconomically not feaeible. Ths coat figures allocated for
thesa in ths study are unrealiatic and arm nat adeguate to
make up the wonatary losa to the peopla invalvaed. Tha
foderal government im operating with a deficit, we should be
loocking for aresa to gave tax dollars and not incur unna-
caasary spanding on projects such as tha Bilg Crmek Watsrehsd
projact, Wa the yndersigned, recommend that tha Big Creek
Waterahed project not be approved or funded,

By our mignatures below, we wish to express our

‘oppasition to all pecsons concerned and ask that it not be

zpproved or fundad cut of federal, state, or county tax

‘gollars,

Thia project han kean in the making almoet Lwenty
veary now, and wa would like to get it finally laid to rest,
Wa roquost that it be delatsd az a projoect and that the
people who work in Soll Conservatlion uas thelr time and
snargy mors productively,

WITNZISS OUR HANDS thia doy of April, 1984,
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PETITION IN OPPOSITION TO
oo FLOOD WATER RETEMTION DAMS OM
' BIC CREEK WATERSHEO

We, the undersigned, are property owners and tax-
payers within the Blg Cresk Watershed, and wish, by our
signature below, to renew our opposition and objection o
the construction of flood retantion idams and the impounding
of water on the upper tributarles of the Blg Creek Watershed
in Limestone, Falls, and McLennan Counties. The most
valuable and productive land we have in the upper tribu-

tarieas are our creek bottoma.

The proposed retention dams will take the land out
of production and decrease the market value of all the land
in the upper pertion of the Big Creek Watsershed.

The cost of canstruction of the retention dams and
the loss of productive farming land combine to make the projsct
economlically not feasible. The cost figures allocated for
these in the study are unrealistic and are not adequate to
make up the monetary loss to the people involves. The
faderal government is operating with a deficit, we should be
looking for areas to save tax doilars and not incur udne-
cessary spending on projects such as the Big Creek Watarshed
project. We the undersigned, recommend that the Big Creek
waterghed project not be approved or funded.

By our slgnatures below, we wish Lo express our
opoosition to all persons concarned and ask that it nct be
approved or funded out of federal, state, Or county tax
dellara.

This project has been in the making almost twenty
years now, &and we would like to get it finally laid to rest.
Wa roquest that it b2 delered as a project and that the
people who work in Soil Conservation use their tims and

energy more productively.
WITHESS OUR HANDS this _  day of april, 1984.
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PLOOD WATER RETENTION DAHS
BIG CREEK WATRRSHED

We, the undersigned, are property ownars and tax-
payers within the Big Creek Watershsd, and wish, by our
signeture below, to renew our opposition and objection to
the construction of flood retention dams and the lmpounding
of water on tha upper tributariss of the Big Creak Watershad
in Limestona, Falls, and McLennan Countiles. Tha moat
valusbls and productive land we have in the uppsr tribu-
tarles are our cresk bottoms,

Ths proposed retentlon dams will take the land out
of producclion and dacreage ths markst value of all the land
in ths upper portion of the Big Cresk Hatsrabad,

The cost of construction of the retencion dame and
the loss of productive farming land combine to make the projece
sconcmically not feasible. The cost figuree allocatad for
thass 1in the etudy are unraseliscic snd ars not adequate Eto
make up ths monetary loes to ths people involvad, Tha
fedaral governmant is opsrating with & deficic, we should be
looking for sress to sava tax dollars and not ilncur unna-
ceaesary spanding on projacte asuch as the Big Creek Watershed
project, Ws the undersigned, reccamend that the Blg Creek
Watarshed projact not be spproved or funded,

By our signaturee below, we wish to express our
opposition to all persons concerned and ask that 1t not be
approved or funded out of federal, atets, ofr county tax
dollera,

This projecet has been in the making elmoat twonty
yaars now, and wo would like to gat It fipally laid to rest.
We requast that it be delated es & projact and thac the
psople who work 1n Soll Conaervetion uss theilr time and
anarQy mors productivaely,

WITNESS OUR HANDS this 2 /% day of april, 1984,

NAHE ADDRESS o
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PETITION IN O
PLOOD WATER RETENTION DAMS ON
BIG CREEK WATERSHED

We, tha undersigned, are property owners and tax-
paysrs within the Big Creek Waterghed, ond wigh, by our
algnature below, to renew our oppoaition and objection to
the construction of flood retentlon dams and the ilmpounding
of water on the upper tributaries of the Big Creek Watershed
in Limeatons, Pelle, and MceLannan Countles. The moet
valuabls and productiva land wa have in the upper tribu-
tarise ares our crask bottome.

The proposed retencion dams will take the land ocut
of production and decreass the market value of all che land
in the uppar portion of thae Big Cresk Watarshod.

Tha cost of conatruction of the retention dams and

tha lose of productive farming land ccabine to make the project

sconomically not feasibie. The cost figures allocated tor
thess in tha study are unrealistic and are not adeguate to
make up the monatary loes to the people Lnvolved. The
fadsral government 1& oparating with e deficlit, we should be
looking for araas to save X dollare and not incur unne-
ceseary apending on projscts such as thae Blg Cresek Watershad
projsot. We ths undarsigned, racommend that the Big Creeak
Watsrahad projsct not be approved or funded,

By our signatures below, we wish to express our
opposition to all persons concarned and aek that it not be
approved or funded out of federal, stats, or county tax
dollare, '

Thie project has bean In the making almogt twenty
yaars nhow, and we would like to get le finally laid co rest.
We request that it be delated a3 s projact and thaf Lhe
psople who work in goil Conservatlon use thair time and

anacgy mors productively.
WITHEBS DUR HANDS this day of April, 1984,

NAME ADDRESS
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PETITION IN OPPOSIT

FLOOD WATER RETENTION DAM3 ON
BIG_CREEK WATERSHED

we, the undermigned, ere proparty ownaras and tax-
payera within the Blg Creek Hatershed, end wiah, by our
signature below, to rensw our opposition and objection to
the construction of flood retention dame and the lmpounding
of water on the upper tributaries of the Big Creek jfatarshed
in Limestona, Falls, and McLennan Counties. The most
valuabla snd productive land we have in the upper tribu-
tarles ere ocur creek bottoms,.

The proposed retention dams will toke tha land ocut
of production and decrease the markst value of all the land
in the upper portion of the Blg Creek Watershed.

The coat of conetruction of the retention dams and
the loms of productive farming land combine to make the project
economically not feasible. The coat figures allocated for
theee in the study are unrealistic and are not adequate to
make up the monetary losa to the peopla involved. The
fsderal government is operating with a deficit, we should be
looking for aresa to save tax dollara and not incur unne-
cesasry spending on projecta auch aa the Big Creek Watershed
project. Wwa the undersignad, recommend that the Blg Creek
‘Wwatershed projact not be approved or funded.

By our signaturea balow, we wish to sxpreas our
opposition to all paraona concerned and ask that it not be
approvod or funded out of federal, state, or county tax
dollars.

This project has bean in the making almoekb twenty
yeare now, and we would like to get it finally lald ko reat.
We requast that it be delated as a project and that ths
pecple who work in Soil Conssrvation uae their time and
anergy mors productively. '

WITHESS OUR f{LANDS this day of April, 1984,

NAME ADDRESS
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PETITID

FLOOD WATER RETENTION DAMS ON
BIG CREERK WATERSHED

We, the undaersigned, srs property owners and tax-
paysras within the Big Creek Watershed, and wiah, by our
eignature below, to rensw our opposition and abjection to
the conatruction of flood retention dame and the impounding
of water on the upper tributsries of the Big Creek Watarshad
in Limgatone, Palls, and McLennan Counties. The moat
valuable and productive land we have in the upper tribu-
tariosa are our cresk bottoms,

The proposed retention dams will take the land cut
of preduction and decreaee the market velue of all the lend
in the upper portion of the Blg Creak Watershed.

The coet of conetruction cf the ratentlon dams and
the loes of productive farming land cowbine to make the proiece
sconcmically not fessible, The coet figures allocated for
these in the study are unrealistic and ere mor adeqQuate to
make up the monetary loss to the paopls involved, The
fedaral government le oparating with a deficit, we should be
looking for arsas to seve tax dollare and nat incur unne—
cessary spending on proijects euch as the Blig Creek Watarahaed
project. We the undersigned, recommand that the Big Creek
Watershed project not ba approved or funded,

By our signeturee below, we wish to exprees our
oppeosition to all pergons concarned and aek that it not be
approved or funded out of faderal, gtate, or county tax
dollare,

This project has baen in the making almost twenty
rears now, and we would like to get it finally laid to reac.
We Tequast that it be deleted ae a project snd that the
people who work in Soll Conearvation ues thelr tinme and
energy more productivaely,

WITHESS CUR HAHDS this day of april, 1984,

HNAME ALDDRESS
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APPENDIX B

Suppert Maps:

Bl - Recreational Development Map

B2 - Section of Typical Floodwater Retarding Structure
B3
B4
B5

Problem Location Map

Potential Location of Structural Measures

Potential Impact Area Map
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APPENQIX B-i
RECREATION DEVELOPMENT
8IG CREEK {TFH-COUNTY? WATERSHED
SITE NO. 19
Falle County, Texas

U. 5. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
SQIL CONSERVATION SERVICE

TEMPLE. TEYAS
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APPENDIX C

Project Map
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