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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
WASHINGTON 23, D.C,

May 12, 1965

Honorable John W. McCormack
Speaker of the House of Representatives

\

Dear Mr. Speaker:

.. I am transmitting herewith a favorable report dated 9 March 1965,
from the Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, together with
accompanying papers and illustrations, on a review of the reports on
the Neuse River, North Carolina, requested by a resolution of the Com-
mittee on Public Works, United States Senate, adopted 13 April 1950,
resolutions of the Committee on Public Works, House of Representatives,
adopted 21 April 1950 and 13 June 1956, and a resolution of the Com-
mittee on Flood Control, House of Representatives, adopted 1 March 1946.

The views of the State of North Carolina, the Departments of the
Interior, Agriculture, Commerce, and Health, Education, and Welfare, the
Public Health Service and the Federal Power Commission are set forth in
the inclosed communications, together with pertinent replies of the Chief
of Engineers,

The Bureau of the Budget advises that, while there would be no
objection to submission of the report to the Chief of Engineers to Con-
gress, it requests that consideration be given to certain comments by
the Department of the Interior concerning the appropriateness of the
propused recreation development to meet future demands for outdoor
recreation; the lack of data concerning cost allocation; and the possi-
bility that all costs, both Federal and non-Federal, have not been
included in the project evaluation analysis. These comments will be
given further consideration during the preconstruction planning stage if
the project is authorized.

The Bureau further advises that no commitment can be made at this
time as to when any estimate of appropriation would be submitted for con-
struction of the project, 1f authorized by the Congress, since this would
be governed by the President's budgetary objectives as determined by the
then prevailing fiscal situation. A copy of the letter from the Bureau
of the Budget is inclosed,

Sincerely yours,

1 Incl AlLNS
Report o Secretary of the Army
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COMMENTS OF THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

BUREAU OF THE BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

April 22, 1965

Honorable Stephen Alles
S8ecretary of the Army
Washington, D, C. 20310

Dear Mr. Secretary:

Mr. Alfred B. Pitt's letter of March 10, 1965, submitted the
favorable report of the Chief of Engineers on the Neuse River
Basin, North Carolina. The report was prepared in response
to several authorities which are listed therein.

We note that the Department of the Interior, in cosmenting
on the report, raised several questions concerning (1) the
appropriateness of the proposed recreation development to
meet future demands for outdoor recreation; (2) the lack of
data concerning cost allocations; and (3) the possibility
that all costs, both Federal and non-Federal, have not been
included in the project evaluation anelysis. Although we
understand that overall project feasibility would not be
affected, we recommend that further consideration be given
to the comments of the Department of the Interior.

Subject to your consideration of this matter, I am authoriged
by the Director of the Bureau of the Budget to advise you
that there would be no objection to the submission of the
proposed report to the Congress. However, no commitment can
be made at this time as to when any estimate of appropristion
would be submitted for comstruction of the project, if author-
ized by the Congress, since this would be governed by the
President's budgetary objectives as determined by the then
prevailing fiscal situation.

ok

Carl K. rtz, Jr.
Chief, Resources and
Civil Works Division
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COMMENTS OF THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

| STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

TERRY SANFORD, GovERNoR J. R. TOWNSEND, CHAMRMAN
P. D. DAVIS €. H. PRUDEN, JR.
WAYNE MABRY 8. VERNON STEVENS, JR.
DAN K. MOORK GLENN M. TUCKER

WALTER E. FULLER, DinzcTOR
P. O. BOX 9392
RALEKIGH, N. C. 27603

OFFICE OF THR DIRERCTOR . July 10, 1964

Chief.of Engineers
Department of the Army
waShimon) D. C. 20315 g

Dear Sir: -

This is in reference to your letter of April 24, 1964,
File ENGCW-PD, transmitting the repgort on the Neuse River,
North Carolina.

The report has ' been reviewed by the Department of Water
Resources, Department of Conservation and Development, Wildlife
Resources Commission, and the Highway Commission, All are in
accord with the planned development and the Director of the
Wildlife Resources Commission has reaffirmed his general -
agreement with the letter of November 25, 1963, signed by
Regional Director Walter A, Gresh of the Bureau of Sport
Fisheries and Wildlife,

We feel that vigorous prosecution of the Falls Project
as the first stage of the plan is essential. The City of Raleigh
is already taking measures to obtain water from the Neuse above
the Falls Dam site by construction of interim intake works.
Any unreasonable delay of the project will have an adverse
effect,

Sincerely,
f2 2

Walter E. Fuller



COMMENTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

11 August 1964
Dear General Wilson:

This is in reply to your letter of April 24, 1964, requesting our views
on & review of the reports on the Neuse River, North Carolina,

You propose that & general plan for development be approved as a guide
for immediate and future development of the watar resources in the basin,
The Falls Dam and reservoir project is recommended for comstruction at
this time,

The need for hydroelectric power in Morth Carolina and the shortage of
possible sites in the basin are recognized, but the District Engineer's
report does not include evidence that the basin's power potentials have'
been thoroughly investigated, Apparently hydroelectric power facilities
can be installed in the Falls Project if the reservoir elevation is
raised to around 290 feet as discussed briefly in Plan 3. Power may be
installed in the Wilson Mills Project if this project is ever needed,

If power is not included in these two projects, it does not appear that
hydroelectric power will be a part of the development of the basin's
natural resources. About 30,000 kw, can be installed at Falls if Plan 3
is used, We believe that Plan 3 should be investigated thoroughly. I1f
the results of such an investigation prove that_power development is
feasible, the plan to develop the Falls site should be revised to include
hydroelectric power.

The U, 8, Fish and Wildlife Service advises that the proposed genmeral
framevork plan for the development of the Neuse River Basin, North Carolina,
does not provide sufficient consideration for fish and wildlife con-
servation, A detailed report of the Service as required by Section 2 of
the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended;

16 U,8.C. 661 gt sed.) has not been submitted due to the Corps of
Engineers' accelerated reporting schedule., The preliminary report of

the Sexrvice, submitted November 25, 1963, was based on limited engineering
data and contained only a partial analysis of project effects. The use

of data from this report results in several major discrepancies relating
to fish and wildlife in the District !ngiuor's report and also inadequate
recognition of wildlife lonel involved,

The District Engineer indicates that construction of the reservoirs would
have only minor detrimental effects on the wildlife resources., However,
the Service has determined that the flood plains of the Neuse River main
stem, Little River and Contentnea Creek contain approximately 150,000 acres
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of valuable wildlife habitat. Construction of the proposed reservoirs
would cause dameges to this habitat not only by ioundation, but also by
changes in vegetation and land use in the downstream flood plains due to
reduction in flooding. The loss of hadbitat at the Falls Reservoir through
inundation alone would result in a loss of 7,200 man-days of hunting
annually, Moreover, in the future there will be a deficit of available
hunting opportunities and project-occasioned wildlife losses would
accentuate this deficit,

The Service advises that a portion of the losses attributable to
construction and operation of the Falls Reservoir can be mitigated by
developing selected project lands and making them available to the -

North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission for wildlife management pur-
poses, Preliminary studies indicate that nine feasible subimpoundwent

sites totaling approximately 840 acres occur on project lands and could be
developed in conjunction with other wildlife management practices to replace
some of the wildlife losses, By development and management, project lands
could support additional wildlife resources, These subimpoundments would
cost an estimated $166,000,

The Service further advises that, should the Falls Dam and Reservoir

project or other units of the general framework plan for development of

the Neuse River Basin be approved for further study or for constructionm,

the Service would conduct the necessary fish and wildlife studies and pro-
vide appropriate recommendations for the conservation and development of

fish and wildlife resources, Among the items which would be considered

are tinber clearing, public access, recreational zoning, effects of downstrean
flows in the flood plain and estuary, and general plans for fish and wild-
1ife management and conservation, '

In the interest of fish and wildlife resources, we therefore recommend that
your report be modified as follows: '

1, Provisions should be made to mitigate wildlife losses
involved in the construction and operation of the Falls
Reservoir., The estimated cost of the necessary measures

is $166,000 and this cost should be assumed as & project
expense to be borne by the Federal Govermment or by project
beneficiaries, as appropriate,

2, Provisions should be made for additional detailed
studies of fish and wildlife resources to be conducted,
as necessary, after the project is authorized, in
accordance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act,
and provisions for such reasonable modifications should
be made in the authorized project facilities as may be
agreed upon by the Director of the Bureau of Sport
Fisheries and Wildlife and the Chief of Engineers, for
the conservation, improvement, and development of
these resources,



Review of your proposal by the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation raises serious
questions regarding the advisability of apportioning to the Federal

Govermment all costs allocated to recreation. Also, there is some question

as to the magnitude of use to be expected;, The District Engineer's report _.
refers to an annual average visitation of 3,200,000 persons during the
100-year evaluation period. The National Park Service report estimates

the average annual attendance would be 2,000,000 at the Falls project, and
3,200,000 total at the four projects studied by National Park Service in

the Neuse River Basin,

Recreation would yield the greatest benefits to any function served, Of

the total $2,73 million benefits assigned to the Falls project, $1.86 million
or 68 percent would be derived from recreation, The value of recreation
benefits is based on an average annual attendance of 2,000,000 general
recreationists and 227,300 fishermen,

In the absence of a comprehensive recreation plan for the Neuse River

Basin and tributary recreation service area, the Bureau does not know

vhether the Falls Reservoir project affords the best opportunity for both
Federal and non-Federal investment to meet future demands for outdoor
recreation opportunity, An $8.,8 million alternative means of meeting
recreation needs is shown only in dollar terms in tables VII - 4, There is no
description of the proposed alternative; therefore, it cannot be evaluated.

From data contained in the District Engineer's report, the Falls project
provides a very economical means of developing outdoor recreation oppor-
tunity, Of the total initial construction costs of the project, amounting
to $18,600,000, only $2,996,000 or about 16.1 percent has been allocated to
recreation, Of the total annual operation, maintenance, and replacement costs
of $120,000, about $67,000 or 55,8 percent has been allocated to recreation,
Annual charges on the investment for all project purposes have been deter~
mined to be $734,000, of which $166,000 or 22,6 percent has been apportioned
to recreation, Thus, the cost per recreation day during the 1C0-year
period-of analysis based on an average annual visitation of 2,000,000 is
only eight cents ($0.08), The unit cost, as a matter of fact, is so low
that it poses the following question: '"Have all costs of all lands and
facilities, both Federal and non-Federal, essential to obtaining benefits
assigned, been included in the project evaluation analysis?" For example,
the National Park Service report estimates the average annual O&M cost at
$600,000, If all costs have not been considered, then the total benefits
claimed should be discounted by at least the annual charges associated with
essential lands and facilities but which are not included in the project
evaluation analysis,

The Bureau notes that all of the project development costs allocated to
recreation are apportioned to the Federal Govermment, The District
Engineer's report does not adequately reflect the standards employed in
making this apportiomment. The following computations utilizing data
contained in the report tend to verify the views of the Board of Engineers
that "...application of the cost-sharing standards under the Administration's
policy as set forth in H,R, 9032,,,would not affect the cost-sharing
recommended by the reporting officers,' insofar as apportiomment of initial .
costs is concerned,
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$18, 600,000 = total costs of project (joint use land and facilities)

-10.000,000
$ 8,600,000
z
$ 1,290,000
2

$ 3,790,000 = maximum amount of joint costs which could be
allocated to recreation on nonreimbursable basis

$ 1,196,000 = amount of joint costs actually allocated to
recreation on a nonreimbursable basis

The Bureau questions the advisability of apportioning all costs of
operating, maintaining, and replacing basic recreation facilities.~ in-
cluding those constructed initially at Federal expense =~ to the Federal
Government since this deviates from stated Administration Policy,
promulgated by the Bureau of the Budget, of encouraging greater non-Federal
participation in "local influence' projects of this type.

Of the total $120,000 project costs for znnual operation, maintenance,

and replacement, the amount of $67,000 is estimated as being required

for operating, maintaining, and replacing recreation facilities, and
apparently for a proportionate share of these costs for the dam and
reservoir, In substantiation of this arragement, the District Engineer's
report cites Section 4 of the Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944
(Public Law 534, 78th Congress), which authorizes construction, operation,
and maintenance by the Federal Govermment of basic recreation facilities
for public use and access for general recreation, Reference is not made
to the Administration's Policy as set forth in H.R., 9032, Section 1(a)(3)
of H,R, 9032 requires that the project construction agency encourage non=
Federal public bodies to assume responsibility for the administration and
additional development of project land and water areas for recreation and
fish and wildlife enhancement purposes, including operation, maintenance,
and replacement of basic facilities provided initially at Federal cost,
except in certain instances as are described in the legislationm,

The $67,000 referred to above amounts to only 3-1/3 cents per annual
visitor for operation and maintenance, as compared with a nationwide
average in 1962 of 38 cents per visitor at over 30,000 State owned and
operated areas (Sgate Outdoor Recreation Statistics, 1962; Bureau of
Outdoor Recreation, December 1963), The National Park Service has esti~
mated annual O&M at $600,000, or 30 cents per visitor, which appears to be
a more realistic estimate of the actual expenses which would be involved,
H.R, 9032 would apportion all these costs to non~Federal interests,
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Should the Falls Reservoir be authorized as recommended by the Corps,

the project will be fully financed by the Federal Government and
administered by a Federal agency throughout the life of the project,

A precedent would thus be established which for all practical purposes
would not only deviate from the spirit if not the letter of H,R, 9032,
but would circumvent the requirements,as set forth in Recreation Advisory
Council Policy Circular No, 1, for establishing a National Recreation
Area,

Thank you for the opportunity of commenting on the recommended
improvements,

Sincerely yours,

AT

Kenncth Holum
Assistant Secretary of the Interior

Lt, General Walter K, Wilson, Jr,
Chief of Engineers

Department of the Army
Washington, D, C, 20315
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LETTER TO THE SECRETARY OF THE' INTERIOR -

HEADQUARTERS
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS

WASHINGTON, D.C, 20315

IN RIPLY REFER TO

ENGCW~PD 8 February 1965

The Honorable Stewart L. Udall

The Secretary of the Interior

Dear Mr. Secretary:

Reference is made to your letter or 1l Acgust 1964 commenting on
my proposed report on the Neuse River Basin, North Carolina. -

Our studies for this feport included an investigation of hydro-
electric power as a primary purpose of the Falls project, It was
determined that the cost of enlarging the project to include power
would exceed the cost of alternative power, computed on the same basis
of interest and taxes as used for the project, so power was not
included., With regard to the mitigation of fish and wildlife losses
and additional studies of the problem at the Falls project, the con-
servation and enhancement of fish and wildlife resources will be given
further consideration in the preconstruction planning stage if the
project is authorized.

The report of the Chief of Engineers has been revised to recommend
that the overall plan for the Neuse River be approved as a guide for
future development, subject to the understanding that it will not pre=-
clude modifications and adjustments later determined to be desirable in
" order to accommodate changed conditions or plans developed_by other
agencies. A copy of the revised report is inclosed,

Referring to your comments on recreatihon the study indicates that
the Falls reservoir would provide an excellent initial facility for
wiiter-based recreation and an economical one. You may note from the
report that recreation does not require additional storage beyond that
required for other purposes, also that the project is economically
justified without recreation benefits. If the project is authorized
by Congress, every effort will be made to encourage non-Federal public
bodies to assume responsibility for the administration and additional
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development of project land and water areas for recreation and fish
and wildlife enhancement purposes.

-We appreciate your courtesy in commenting on the report.

Sincerely yours,

(Signed)
1 Incl W. K. WILSON, JR.
Rev  CofEngrs Lieutenant General, USA
report Chief of Engineers
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COMMENTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
WASHINGTON 28, D.C.

January 11, 1965

Honorable Stephen Ailes
Secretary of the Army

Dear Mr, Secretary:

This 18 in reply to the Chief of Engineers' letter of April 24, 1964, trans-
mitting for our review and comment his proposed review swurvey report on the
Neuse River Basin, North Carolina.

The report recommends that the Falls Dam and Reservoir on the Neuse River

be authoriged for construction, subject to certain stated conditions of

local cooperation, and that the remainder of the overall plan set forth

in the report be approved as a gulde for future development of water resources
in the Neuse River Basin, subject to the umderstanding that such approval will
not preclude subsequent cooperative snd coordinated planning within the basin
by Federal, State and local agencies, or the improvement and btroadening of

the approved plan to bring it into consonance with the results of such subse-
quent planning., ‘

The report states that the recommended dam and reservoir at the Falls site
would be a key project in the proposed plan of development for the Neuse
River Basin., Accordingly, the report recommends the immediate authorisation
of that dam and reservoir for flood control, water supply, water quality
contrsl, recreation and other purposes at an estimated first cost of
$18,600,000, provided responsible local interests agree to pay the United
States, in accordance with the Water Supply Act of 1958, as amended, the
entire amount of the comstruction cost allocated to water supply, presently
estimated to be $1,455,000, and the wntire amount of the operation, mainten-
ance and major replacemepnt costs allocated to water supply, presently esti-
mated at $10,000 annually,

The recoomended Falls Reservoir would provide reservoir storage of

408,000 acre-feet, of which 243,000 acre-feet would be for flood control,
35,000 acre-feet for water supply for the city of Raleigh, and the remain-
ing 120,000 acre-feet for conservation, Average arnual bemefits from this
dam and reservoir are estimated in the report to be $2,732,000, consisting
of $564,000 for flood control, $195,000 for water quality control, $112,000
for water supply, $1,690,000 for general recreation, and $171,000 for fish-
ing and hunting,

Approximately 66 percent of the flood control benefits attributed to the
Falls project are agricultural, with additional benefits expected to accrue

xvi
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to agricultural interests from land enhancement. We note that croplend
acreage in Reach No. 2 of the Neuse River 1s expected to increase by about
46 percent after project installation. Specific information concerning
conditions in other reaches is not included. Consequently, the report does
not provide sufficient information to permit us to appraise whether expected
land use changes due to the project would be in harmony with anticipated
national food and fiber requirements,

The Department of Agriculture has received nine applications for assistance
under the provisions of the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act,
Public Law 566, 83d Congress, as amended, from local orgarizations in the
Neuse River Basin, Watershed work plans have been approved for five of
these watersheds and Federal assistance is being provided for the installa-
tion of the works of improvement, This'Department is currently providing
technical assistance to the sponsoring organizations in developing a water-
shed work plan for a sixth watershed in the Neuse River Basin. Local organi-
zations also have indicated interests in the development of waiershed work
plans and the installation of improvements in a number of other watersheds
throughout the basin. _
The proposed Falls Dam and Reservoir apparently would not seriously affect
water and related land resource projects or programs of this Department, and
from this standpoint the Department of Agriculture would have no objection
to the authorizetion of this dam and reservoir.

Since most of the remaining 12 reservoirs recommended in the Chief of
Engineers' report will be within drainage areas of less than 250,000 acres,

it would seem desirable that the concerned agencies of our respective Depart-
ments give careful consideration to the most appropriate manner of providing
for the development of the water and related land resources of the Neuse

River Basin, Such further study would determine the best combination of local
watershed projects with Federal assistance under the provisions of Public

Law 566 and of additional reservoir projects such as proposed in the Chief of
Engineers' report to meet the needs of the basin, We shall be glad to partici-
pate in such a study. i

We appreciate the opportunity to review the report.
B Sincerely yours,

aker ™
"1:t, Sacretary
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. LETTER TO THE SECRETARY/OF AGRICULTURE

HEADQUARTERS
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS

WASHINGTON, D.C. 2031S

IN REPLY REFER TO

ENGCW-PD 8 February 1965

The Honorable Orville L. Freeman

The Secretary of Agriculture

Dear Mr. Secretary:

_ Thank you for your comments on the review of the repoxts on the
Neuse River Basin, North Carolina, as expressed in your letter of
11 January 1965,

We shall be pleased to cooperate during the planning stage in
further studies of the development of the Neuse River Basin that are
desirable to accommodate changed conditions and plans developed by
your Department, ,

A copy of the revised report of the Chief of Engineers is
inclosed,

Sincerely yours,

(8igned)
1 Incl W. K. WILSON, JR.
as Lieutenant General, USA

Chief of Engineers

xix



COMMENTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF COMMERCE
FOR TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C., 2020

July 14, 1964

Lieutenant General W. K. Wilson, Jr.
Chief of Engineers -

Department of the Army

Washington, D.C. 20315

Dear General Wilson:

This is in further reply to the letter of the Acting Chief of fngineers
dated April 24, 1964 transmitting for our information and comment copies
of the proposed report of the Chief of Engineers, together with the
reports of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, and of the
District and Division Engineers, on a review of the reports on the Neuse
River, North Carolina. -

These reports recommend that their general plan for development of the
Neuse River basin be approved as a guide for immediate and future develop-
ment of the water resources in the basin. They further recommend that the
Falls Dam and Reservoir project on the Neuse River be authorized for
construction in the interest of flood control, water supply, water quality
control, recreation, and other purposes at an estimated cost of
-$18,600,000 for construction and $120,000 annually for operation, mainte-
nance, and replacements,

The Bureau of Public Roads' review of the report indicates that the
construction of Falls Reservoir, the only item of the report for which a
definite plan is available, will require the reconstruction of portions of
Interstate 85, State Highways 21, 50, 98, and a number of other primary
and secondary roads and that the cost of these relocations, approximately
$2,500,000, has becen made a part of the project cost. It is expected
that these highways will be reconstructed to current standards for

current traffic as required by existing legislation and that the alignment
of the highway relocations will be submitted to the State highway depart-
ment and, when applicable, to the division office of the Bureau of Public
Roads for their approval.

In consideratiuc of the anticipated recreational uses, the Coast and
Geodetic Survey's review of the report indicates the need for a nautical
chart of Falls Reservoir and it recommends that funds for this purpose
should be included in the project costs. Likewise the Survey suggests
that funds for the nautical charting of the Wilson Mills, Buckhorn and
Beulahtown Reservoirs should be included in their project costs estimates
when they are considered for authorization and construction.



Vertical and horizontal controls exist in the project area but it appears
that more control, both horizontal and particularly vertical, would be
desirable in the vicinity of the dam sites. If additional control

should be required for the project, advance notice is requested so
that cost estimates can be furnished.

~N
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this report.
Sincerely,

. - B
Y /

Clarence D, Martin, Jr.
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LETTER TO THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE

HEADQUARTERS
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20315

N REPLY REFER YO

ENGCW-PD 13 Auggst 196

-The Honorable Luther H, Hodges

The Secretary of Commerce

Dear Mr, Secretary:

This is in reply to the recent letter from the Under Secretary of
Commerce for Transportation commenting on my proposed report on the devel-
opment of the water and related land resources of the Neuse River Ba<<1n,
North Carolina.

If the recommended project is authorized and construction funds are
made available, the necessary modification or relocation of highways and
roads in the reservoir area will be coordinated with the North Carolina
State Highway Commission and the Bureau of Public Roads to insure recon-
struction of a road network conforming to State Highway and Bureau of
Public Roads standards,

As a matter of normal procedure, detailed topographic mapping of the
project area will be undertaken after project authorization and funding.

At that time, sufficient horizontal and vertical control will be established
in both the damsite and reservoir areas. Topographic mapping would be
accomplished prior to the filling of the reservoir, thereby providing
detailed information required for the preparation of nautical charts for the
reservoir. The cost of topographic mapping is included in the cost estimate
for each project considered in the Neuse River report.

In the event the Falls project is authorized and funded for construc-
tion, it is anticipated that the establishment of the additional horizontal
and vertical control in the Falls project area will be accomplished as a
part of topographic mapping contract administered by the Corps of Engineers,

Sincereiy yours;
(8igned)
W. K. WILSON, JR,

Lieutenant General, USA
Chief of Engineers
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COMMENTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND
WELFARE

DEPARTMENT OF
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
WASHINGTON

August 20, 196h
Dear Mr. Pitt:

In accordance with Section 2 (b) of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act, we are pleased to supply the following information
on the Neuse River Basin, North Carolina.

An investigation was made and a report entitled "Water Resources
Study, Neuse River Basin, North Carolina," dated May 1964 was
prepared by the Water Supply and Pollution Control staff, Depart~
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, Region III, Charlottesville,
Virginia, in cooperation with the U. S. Army Engineer District,
Wilmington, North Carclina. The report noted that:

1. The comprehensive river basin development plan

of the Corps of Engineers comprises the following
reservoirs: the Falls and Wilson Mills Reservoirs

on the Neuse River; the Hillsboro Reservoir on the
Eno River; the Orange Beulahtown, Little Buffalo,

and Bakers Mill Reservoirs on the Little River; and
the Buckhorn, Wiggins Mill, Stantonsburg, Great Swamp,
Black Creek, and Aycock Swamp Reservoirs on Contantnea
Creek.

2. There is need for storage for flow regulation
for water quality control to provide the following
annual releases from the proposed Falls Reservoir
and Wiggins Mill Reservoir.

Draft on Storage
Year _ Acre-feet/Yr.

Falls Reservoir 2010 23,300

- 2060 31,300

Wiggins Mill 2010 6,500
2060 8,800 i

These estimates are based on present conditions and
projections of population and industrial growth in
the affected areas.

3. The value of benefits assignable to the recommended
storage for water quality control purposes is estimated
to be $144,000 annually for Falls Reservoir and $13,120
annually for the Wiggins Mill Reservoir, ‘
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4, The above estimates are based on the assumption
that adequate treatment will be provided for all wastes
at their source, and that flow regulation will not be a
substitute for such treatment but will be required to
provide additional water quality control.

5. The benefits of water quality control storage in
the two reservoirs will be widely distributed among
municipal, industrial, and individual usera in the
Neuse River Basin.

The detailed results of investigations upon which the foregoing
findings are based are contained in the aforementioned report,
a copy of which has been transmitted to the U. S. Amy Engineer
District, Wilmington, North Carolina.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide this information.

Sincerely yours,
w‘.,&\»wl'—-" jh . ,’).«;;)(M/

Janes M. Quigley v
Assistant Secretary

Mr. Alfred B. Fitt

Special Assistant to the Secretary
of the Army for Civil Functions

Washington 25, D. C.
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LETTER TO THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

DEPARTIVENT CF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINZIRS
VIASHINGTON, D.C. 28313

IN REPLY REFER TO 8 February 1965
ENGCW-PD ~

The Honorable Anthony J. Celebrezze

The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare

Dear Mr. Secretary:

Thank you for the comments of the Assistant Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare on the review of reports om the Neuse River
Basin, North Carolina, as expressed in his letter of 20 August 1964,

The Falls project will afford an effective source of low flow
augmentation for the Neuse River, The survey report studies resulted
in the provision of 82,000 acre-feet of storage in the reservoir
which would be available to increase stream flow in critical low-flow
periods, However, further consideration will be given to the magnitude
of the water quality control storage to be included in the Falls proj-
ect during the preconstruction planning stage if construction of the
project is authorized by Congress. Full consideration would be given
to such factors as the growth of population and industry in the Raleigh-
Durham area and possible delays in recommending and constructing other
projects in the general plan of development for the basin.

The rcport of the Chief of Engineers has been revised to recommend
that the overall plan for the Neuse River be approved as a guide for
future development subject to the understanding that it will not pre-
clude modifications and adjustments later determined to be desirable in
order to accommodate changed conditions or plans developed by other
agencies. Further consideration will be given to the desirability of
adding water quality control storage in these projects, including the
Wiggins Mill Reservolr mentioned in your letter, at such time that
further survey reports are prepared for submission to Congress.
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A copy of the revised report of the Chief of Engineers is
inclosed for your information.

Sincerely yours,

(Signed)
-1 Incl W. X, WILSON, JR.
Rev CofEngrs Rept Lieutenant General, USA

Chief of Engineers
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COMMENTS OF THE PUBLJC HEALTH SERVICE

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 200

BUREAU OF STATE SERVICES
REFER TO:
July 24, 1964
Lieutenant General W. K. Wilson, Jr.
Chlef of Englneers
Department of the Amy
Washington 25, D. C.

Dear General Wilson:

This i1s in reply to General MacDonnell's letter of April 24,
1964, requesting comments on the Survey Report on Neuse Rive~
Basin, North Carolina, Corps of Englneers.

It 1s noted that thls report was prepared prior to completion
of the Public Health Service study of needs for storage for
water supply and water quality control. Preliminary data
developed 1In the course of the study formed the basis for the
portions of the Corps plan concerning water supply and water
qualilty control. While minor differences exist in figures
used 1in the Corps report and the Public Health Service report,
we believe adequate conslderatlon has been glven to our
recommendations on these aspects of the plan.

The final Public Health Service report has been submitted to
the U. 8. Armmy Englneer District, Wilmington, North Carolina.
This report can be used in making any needed adjustments to
the plan of development durlng construction planning.

In our letter of April 7, 1964, on the Interim Hurricane

Survey of New Bern and Vicinlty, the need for detailed study

of the effects of the proposed barrier on water quallity was
pointed out. The estuary portion of the Basin was not included
in the report here under review. We belleve that development
In the lower Neuse River should be conslidered in conJunction
wlth proposed upstream development.

The opportunity to revliew the report is appreclated. We stand
ready to supply.- further consultation on request.

Sincerely yours,

Pt S

Kelth S. Krause
Chief, Technical Services Branch
Division of Water Supply and
Pr1lution Control
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COMMENTS OF THE FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

FEDERAL POWER COMMIESION
WASHINGTON 28, D.C. 20426

July 17, 1964

Lieutenant General W. K. Wilson, Jr,’
Chief of Engineers

Department of the Army

Washington, D, C. 20315

Reference: ENGCW-PD
- Dear General Wilson:

This is in reply to General MacDonnell's letter of April 2L,
196L, inviting comments by the Commission relative to your proposed
report and to the reports of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and
Harbors and of the District and Division Engineers on the Neuse River,
North Carolina,

The cited reports present a general plan for development of the
Neuse River basin and recommend approval of the plan as a guide for
immediate and future development of the water resources in the basin,
The reports further recommend that the Falls reservoir project on the
Neuse River be authorized for construction in the interest of flood
control, water supply, water quality control, recreation, and other
purposes, at an estimated cost of $18,600,000 for construction. The
proposed Falls project would consist of an earth and concrete dam
with gated spillway, and a reservoir with total storage capacity of
408,000 acre-feet. . -

The Commission staff has reviewed your Department's reports and
has made studies of the possibility of developing hydroelectric power
at the recommended Falls project. Although detailed operating pro-
cedures are not given in the reports, the staff studies indicate that
with the project constructed as planned a firm power output of about
450 kilowatts could be produced. With an installed capacity of 5,000
kilowatts, the average annual generation would be approximately
15,000,000 kilowatt-hours, Should further developments or operating
experience make possible the use of the planned conservation storage
capacity in the interest of power, an installation of some 10,000
kilowatts might be made at the project., Staff studies show that the
added costs of such power installations would exceed the resulting
power benefits,
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Studies were also made by the staff of the feasibility of raising
the top of the dam about 15 feet in order to increase the power poten-
tial. Under such condition a firm power output of about 2,500 kilo-
watts could be produced. ¥Yith an installed capacity of 25,000 kilowatts,
the average annual generation would amount to approximately 25,000,000
kilowatt~hours, The studies indicate, nowever, that the power benefits
would not justify the added costs for such a development,the estimated
benefit-cost ratio amounting to about 0.7 to 1,0,

3ased on its consideration of the reports of your Department and
the studies of its own staff, the Commission concludes that the devel-
opment of hydroelectric nower would not be economically justified at
the pronosed Falls reservoir nroject., An increase in the scope of the
vroject, for power nurposes also would not be economically justified,

Sincerely,

L\.L\L‘ \,(' .,‘\‘ s :'( ™~
Josepn 1, Swidler - -
Chairman
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-NEUSE RIVER BASIN, NORTH CARCLINA

REPORT OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEr OF ENGINEERS
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20313

IN MR R0

ENGCW=PD 9 March 1965
SUBJECT: Neuse River Basin, North Carolina

TO: THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY

l., I submit for transmission to Congress the report of the
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors accompanied by the reports
of the District and Division Engineers in response to resolutions
adopted by the Conmittee on Public Works of the House of Representa-
tives on 13 June 1956 and on 21 April 1950, by the Committee on
~Public Works of the United States Senate on 13 April 1950, and by
the Committee on Flood Control of the House of Representatives on
1 March 1946 concerning improvements in the interest of flood con-
trol and allied purposes in the Neuse River Basin, North Carolina.

2, The District and Division Engineers recommend that their
general plan for development of the Neuse River basin be approved as
a guide for immediate and future development of the water resources
in the basin. They further recommend that the Falls Dam and Reservoir
project on the Neuse River be authorized for construction in the
interest of flood control, water supply, water quality control, recre-
ation, and other purposes at an estimated cost of $18,600,000 for
construction and $120,000 annually for operation, maintenance, and
replacements. In accordance with the Water Supply Act of 1958, as
amended, the cost of construction and annual cost of operation, main-
tenance, and replacements allocated to water supply, presently
estimated at $1,455,000 and $10,000, respectively, would be non-
Federal. Annual charges are estimated at $822,000., With annual
benefits estimated at $2,732,000, the benefit-cost ratio is 3.3.

3. The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors concurs gener-
ally in the findings and recommendations of the reporting officers.

L. The North Carolina State Highway Commission has recently
advised the District Engineer that reconstruction of State Highway



No. 98, which passes through the Falls Reservoir, will be initiated
early in 1966, The Commission requested that provision be made for
financial participation in the construction of that portion of tho
highway affected by the Falls Dam and Reservoir, in advance of con-
struction of the dam. The District Engineer's report and estimates
provide for relocation of this highway. After review of the matter
it was determined that advance participation in this highway con-
struction is desirable to avoid increased costs.

5. I concur in the recommendation of the Board that the Falls
Dam and Reservoir on the Neuse River in North Carolina be authorized
for construction, subject to the conditions of local cooperation set
forth therein and the additional conditions of local cooperation
with respect to recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement set
forth below, I also concur in the recommendation of the Board that
the remainder of the over-all plan set forth in the report of the
District Engineer be approved as a guide for future development of
water resources in the Neuse River Basin, subject to the understand-
ing that such approval will not preclude subsequent cooperative and
coordinsted planning within the basin by Federal, State and local
agencies, or the improvement and broadening of the approved plan to
bring it into consonance with the results of such subsequent planning.

6. During and subsequent to completion of the District and
Division Engineers! reports, policies and procedures with respect
to division of responsibility between Federal and non-Federal
interests regarding recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement
features of Federal multiple~purpose reservoirs have been in a
continuing state of transition. The policies and procedures set
forth in House of Representatives Bill Numbered, 9032, introduced
in the 88th Congress, First Session, on 6 November 1963, were a
part of this transition. The Congress did not act on H. R, 9032.
In the most recent action on this matter proposed legislation was
introduced with Administration sponsorship, as House of Representa=-
tives Bill Numbered 5269, 89th Congress, First Session, cited as
the "Federal Water Project Recreation Act.® The Bureau of the
Budget has advised that it expects the agencies concerned to imple-
ment immediately the policies and procedures set forth in the
proposed Act.

7. Fundamentally, the proposed Act provides for a substantial
level of Federal participation in the cost of development for
recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement at projects such as
the Falls Dam and Reservoir if non-Federal interests agree to
administer project land and water areas for these purposes, bear
not less than one-half of the separable project costs allocated
thereto, and bear all the costs of operation, maintenance, and
replacement of recreation and fish and wildlife lands and facilities.
The proposed Act includes provisions responsive to problems of adjust-
ment to a new policy in the case of projects for which pre-author-
ization planning is well advanced, and for adoption of plans to



reflect the intentions of non-Federal interests with respect to
participation in the cost of recreation and fish and wildlife
enhancement activities at various. stages of project planning and
implementation., :

8. On the basis of the Administration's position I recommend
that prior to construction of Falls Dam and Reservoir local inter-
ests furnish assurances satisfactory to the Secretary of the Ammy
" that, in accordance with the proposed Federal Water Project Recrea-
tion Act cited above, they will:

a., Administer project land and water areas for recrea-
tion and fish and wildlife enhancement;

b. Pay, contribute in kind, or repay (which may be
through user fees) with interest one~half of the séparable cost of
the project allocated to recreation and fish and wildlife enhance-
ment, the amount involved currently being estimated at $900,000;
and

c. Bear all costs of operation, maintenance, and replace-
ment of recreation and fish and wildlife lands and facilities, the
amount involved currently being estimated at $35,000 on an average
annual basis, /

Provided that the sizing and responsibility for development, oper-
ation, maintenance, and replacement of the recreation and fish and
wildlife enhancement features of the reservoir may be modified in
accordance with the alternatives provided in the propcsed Federal
Water Project Recreation Act cited above, depending upon the inten-
tions of non-Federal interests regarding participation in the costs
of these features at the time of reservoir construction and subse~
quent thereto, and that appropriate adjustments reflecting such
modifications may be made in the allocation of costs to other project
purposes. '

9. I also recommend participation with the State of North
Carolina in the relocation and reconstruction of State Highway No.
98 in advance of construction of the Falls Dam and Reservoir in
order to meet reservoir operation requirements of that project.

10. The net cost to the United States for Falls Dam and
Reservoir is estimated at $16,2L45,000 for construction and
$75,000 annually for operation, maintenance, and major replace-
ments, after payment by local interests of costs allocated to
water supply, recreation, and fish and wildlife enhancement, based
on the presently planned level of development for these purposes.
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11. Use of the presently prescribed interest rate of 3-1/8
percent would result in no appreciable change in'the benefit-cost
ratio.

4/



REPORT OF THE BOARD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS
I _

_CORPS OF ENGINEERS, U.S. ARMY
BOARD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20318

ENGBR o 19 February 1964
SUBJECT: Neuse River Basin, North Carolina
/ :

TO: Chief of Engineers o

Department of the Army

1. Authority and scope.-~This repqrt'is in response to the
following resolution adopted 13 June 1956:

Resolved by the Committee on Public Works of the
House of Representatives, United States, That the Board
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors be, and is herebdy,
requested 'to review the reports on the Neuse River,
North Carolina, published in House Document No. 500,
T2d Congress, 24 Session, and other pertinent reports,
with a view to determining whether improvements for
flood control, conservation of water resources in the
interests of water supply, and for allied purposes,
are advisable at this time,

It is also fully responsive to prior resolutions adopted by the
Committee on Flood Control of the House of Representatives, United
States, on 1 March 1946, by the Committee on Public Works of the
House of Representatives, United States, on 21 April 1950, and by

the Committee on Public Works of the United States Senate on

13 April 1950, all as quoted in the District Engineer's report.

The study covers the needs for flood protection, municipal and
industrial water supply, water-quality control, power, irrigation,
and recreation, and presents a plan of improvement to meet these needs.

2. Description.-«The Neuse River basin, situated in the
eastern part of North Carolina, 1s roughly oblong in shape, ap-
proximately 180 miles long, with a maximum width of about ﬁs miles.
The Neuse River 1s formed by the confluence of the Eno and Flat
Rivers, about 8 miles north of the city of Durham, and has a drainage
area of approximately 5,710 square miles.

3. General economy.-~The basin is primarily an agricultural
region, but contains many small towns and several cities which are
important commercial centers. The land area of the basin amounts
to about 11 percent of the entire State of North Carolina and
consists of all or portions of 16 counties. The population of the




basin was estimated to be approximately 634,000 in 1960. Substantial
industrial development has taken place in the upper and central por-
tions of the basin and to a lesser extent in the eastern portions.
The most important economic activity is the production, buying and
selling of tobacco, and the manufacture of tobacco products, Other
principal crops grown in the basin and corn, cotton, soybeans,
sweet potatoes, hay, wheat, peanuts, truck, and pasture. Principal
industries, other than tobacco, include the manufacture of textiles,
rayon and synthetic fibers, paper products, and chemical and allied
products. Two large military installations, Cherry Point Marine Air
Station near New Bern and Seymour Johnson Air Base at Goldsboro, are
located in the basin,

4. Existing improvements.--A .flood-control project near
Goldsboro was completed in December l9h7, consisting of a flood
channel across two adjoining bends of the Neuse River, shortening
the stream by about 6.5 miles, The Soil Conservation Service,
‘United States Department of Agriculture, has completed several
small reservoirs in the Bear Creek watershed, located in the cen-
tral part of the basin, which will provide flood protection along
Bear Creek.

5. Water problems.--Through the fall zone and in the Piedmont
area of the basin, the flood plain is relatively narrow and flood
damages are light. From the vicinity of Smithfield to the coast the
flood plain is broad and flat and is subject to significant flood
damages. The total flood plain area of the Neuse River basin consists
of approximately 235,000 acres, of which 68 percent is along the main
stem of the Neuse River and 22 percent is along Contentnea Creek.
Average annual agricultural flood damages throughout the basin amount
to $915,000, of which Tl percent, or $651,000, occurs along the main
stem of the Neuse River. The city of Goldsboro and nearby facilities,
including Seymour Johnson Air Force Base and a State hospltal complex,
are subject to greatest urban flood dameges in the basin, Average
annual non-agricultural flood damages in the basin amount to $341,000,
of which 82 percent, or $278,000, occurs along the main stem of the
Neuse River.

6. There is an abundance of water in the Neuse River basin,
both in the main stem and in its larger tributaries; however, this
resource needs to be developed and conserved to meet the present and
future needs of the basin. The growing basin population, increasing
ver capita consumption rates, industrial expansion, and the widespresad
installation of irrigation equipment have caused an upsurge in the
use cf water, Smithfield is the only municipality presently using
the Neuse River as a source of domestic water- supply; however, the



clty of Raleigh is in the process of expanding its supply system
to take water from the Neuse River. The adverse effects of indus-
trial and domestic effluents upon the streams of the basin are
becoming serious and indicate that immediate improvement of water
quality is essential to meet the water supply needs of the basin.

T. Hydroelectric power,--The power needs of the basin are
met principally by steam-electric generating plants supplemented by
a few small hydroelectric plants. Although additional hydropower
could be used in supplying the demand, further development within
the Neuse River basin is not considered to be economically Justified
because of streamflow and head conditions.

8. Recreation.--There is a definite need for expanded recre-
ational facilities to serve the quarter of a million people living
in and near the upper Neuse River basin. The nearest reservoir with
adequate recreational facilities is the John H. Kerr project on the
Roanoke River about 50 miles to the northeast. The expected future
growth of the area would further enhance the recreational potential
of major reservoirs in this region. °

9. Plan of improvement.--The District Engineer finds that
there is an immediate and urgent need for improvements to provide
flood protection, water supply, water-quality control, and recre-
ation in the Neuse River basin. He notes that treatment of wastes
by known methods will not alone suffice to bring the stream to
acceptable standards of water quality, and considers dilution of
industrial and domestic westes a necessary factor in maintaining
acceptable streamflow conditions. He recommends a general plan of
improvement and proposes the construction of reservoirs as needed
on the Neuse River and its principal tributaries, and complementary
conservation programs by other Federal and State agencies. He
proposes as the first step of development the construction of an
earth and concrete dam on the Neuse River near the village of Falls
in Wake County to provide reservoir storage of 408,000 acre-feet,
including 2&3 000 acre-feet for flood contiol, hS OOO acre-feet for
water supply for the city of Raleigh, and the remaining 120,000
acre-feet for conservation. The estimated first cost of the Falls
dam and reservoir is $18,600,000, of which $1,455,000 would be
relmbursed by local interests for water supply in accordance with
the Water Supply Act of 1958. The annual charges would be $822,000,
including $10,000 to be borne by local interests for operation and
maintenance of the water suppfy features. The average annual benefits
are estimated at $2,732,000, consisting of $564,000 for flood control,
$195,000 for water-quality control $112,000 for water supply, $1, 690 000
for general recreation, and $171, OOO for fishing and hunting. The benefit-
cost ratio is 3.3 based on a l00-year period of analysis. Table 1 indi-
cates the probable costs and benefits for the 12 remaining reservoirs
included in the general plan of improvement, but not recommended for
construction at this time, _




ENGBR

SUBJECT: ©Neuse KRiver Basin, North Carolina

Reservoirs Included in General Plan but not Recommended for Const

TABLE 1

ruction

: : : Gross : : : Annual benefits
2 : :storage:- : : : : :
: : it (Acre~: : Annual : Flood :Conserva-:Recreation:

Project : Stream : County : feet) : First cost charges : comtrol : tion {1): (2) : Total
Wilson Mills  :Neuse River :Johnston:201,000:$ 9,800,000: $ 427,000:$ 400,000:$ 14k, 000: 387,000:$ 931,000
Beulahtown :Little River -Johnston. 81,000: 6,200,000: 261,000: 239,000: 24, ooo:f 118,000: 381,000
Bakers Mill :Little River :Johnston: 36,000: 6,600,000: 263,000: 70,000:  36,000: 97,000: 293,000
Little Buffalo :Little Buffalo: : H : : : : H

: Creek ~ :Johmstom: 13,000: 1,100,000: 48,000:  20,000: 10,000:  42,000: 72,000
Buckhorn :Contentnea : : : : : 3 : :

: Creek :Wilson :119,000: 4,500,000: 193,000: 151,000: 122,000: 492, H 765,000
| : : : : : : 3 :
Wiggins Mill  :Contentnea : : : H : :

: Creek :Wilson : 35,000: 6,700,000: 277,000: 80,000: 18,000: 255,000 353,000
Stantonsburg  :Toisnot Swamp :Wilsen : 48,000: 5,100,000: 224 ,000: 99,000: 16,000: 230, 000: 345,000
Great Swamp :Great Swamp :Wilson : 18,000: 1,800,000: 77,000: 25,000: 8,000: 115,000: 148,000

- . . - . . - - - !
Black Creek :Black Creek :Wilson : 17,000: 1,500,000: 64,000: 28,000: 4,000: 95,000: 127,000
Aycock Swamp  :Aycock Swamp :Wilson : 7,000: 550,000: 26,000z 8,000: 5,000.: 35,000: 48,000
Hillsboro :Eno River :Durham :123 000: 8,100,000: 330,000: 100, OOO: 1514, 301,000: 555,000
Orange :Little River :Durham : 57,000: 3,500,000: 143,000: T0, OOO 52, 000 lOéLOOO 228, 000

Total :

755 000: $5),1+50 000: $2,333,00" $1 c9v,000 $ :»95,000 $2,2T3 000: $h,156 000

(1) Includes

(2) Tncludes fish and wildlife enhancement.

water supply, low-flow augmentation and irrigation.



10. Public notice,--The Division Engineer issued a public
notice stating the recommendations of the reporting officers and
affording interested parties an opportunity to present additional
information to the Board. Careful consideration has been given to
the communications received.

Views and Recommendations of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors.

11. Views.--The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors
concurs in general in the views and recommendations of the reporting
officers. It is the view of the Board that the general plan developed
by the District Engineer should be adopted as a framework or guide for
the immediate and future water resource developments in the Neuse
River basin. The Board concurs with the reporting officers that there
is immediate need for the Falls Reservoir, that the project is economi-
cally Jjustified, and that the requirements of local cooperation are
appropriate. With respect to recreation and fish and wildlife enhance-
ment, the Board notes that application of the cost-sharing standards
under the Administration's policy as set forth in H.R. 9032, Eighty-
eighth Congress, first session, would not affect the cost sharing
recommended by the reporting officers.

ol 12. Recommendations,--Accordingly, the Board recommends that the
plan of the District Engineer be approved as a gulde for immediate and

~ future development of water resources in the basin; that the Falls dam
and reservoir on the Neuse River in North Carolina be authorized for
construction for flood control, water supply, water-quality control,
recreation, and other purposes, at an estimated cost of $18,600,000
for construction and $120,000 annually for operation, maintenance,
and major replacements, generally in acdordance with the plan of the
District Engineer and with such modifications thereof as in the dis-
cretion of the Chief of Engineers may be advisable: Provided that,
prior to construction of the Falls Reservoir, local interests furnish
assurances satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army that they will:

a. Prevent encroachment on the downstream channels that
-would interfere with the operation of the reservoir; and

b. Pay the United States, in accordance with the Water
Supply Act of 1958, as amended, the entire amount of the construction
cost allocated to water supply, presently estimated at $1,455,000 and
the 'entire amount of the operation, maintenance, and major replacement
costs allocated to water supply, presently estimated at $10,000 -
annually, the final amounts to be determined after actual costs are
known.



The Board further recommends that immediately following authorization
of the Falls project detailed site investigations and design be made
for the purpose of accurately defining the project lands required;
that subsequently, advance acquisition be made of such title to such
lands as may be required to preserve the site against incompatible
developments; and that the Chief of Engineers be authorized to par-
ticipate in the construction or reconstruction of transportation and
utility facilities in advance of project construction, as required
to preserve such areas from encroachments end avoid increased costs
for relocations.

13. The net cost to the United States for the Falls dam and
reservoir is estimated at $17,145,000 for construction and $110,000
annually for operation, maintenance; and major replacements, after
payment by local interests of the costs allocated to water supply.

4
— N ij/)uu:.)\, bttt

R. G. MacDONNELL
Major General, USA
Chairman

FOR THE BOARD:
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REPORT OF THE DISTRICT ENGINEER

SYLLABUS

The District Engineer finds that there 1s a present need for
flood protection, water suprply, water-quality cortrol, and recreation
in the Neuse River basin, North Carolina, He has determined that the
most practical, feasible, and ezoncmis means for providingz for the
water~-resource needs of the Neuse River basin over the next 100 years
is a general plan consisting of multiple-purpose reservoirs, to be
supplemented as needed by local protection projects and complementary
conservetion programs of cther FPedaral and State agencies. The plan
of reservoir developmer.t consists of 13 reservolr projects as follows:
the Falls and Wilson Mills projects on the Neuse River; the Beulantown,
Bakers Mill, ard Little Buffalc projects cn Lit*le River; the Buckhcrn,
Wiggins Mill, Stantonsburg, Great Swamp, Black Creek, arnd Aycozrk Swamp
projects in the Contentnea Creek basin; the Orange project on Little
River in Orange and Durham Counties; and the Hillsboro prcject on
Eno River.

The District Englneer re-omrernds that the general pian for devel-
opment of the Neuse River basin ve approved as a guile for immediate
and future development of the basin’s water rescurzes. Ee recommends
the immediate construction of the Falis project, iocated about 1 mile
above the village of Falls, N. C.; as the initial step cf development.
He further reccmmends that development of the water resources of the
Neuse River basin be contirnued, recognizing that a long-range program
of development will recessarily require future review and reevaluation
to keep 1t in prhase withk the ever.charnging economic a:tivities of the
basin. ,

The District Engineer firnds that the recommended Falls reservoir
project would be the key project of any effective plan c¢f development
for the Neuse River basin and should be the -initial project to be
constructed, He estimates that the Falls project would prevert 37
percent of the average annual flcod demages in the Neuse River basin,
provide a dependable scurce of water supply for-the city of Raleligh,
N. C., and provide sigrifizant recreaticn tenefits and downs’ream
water-quality-control improvement. Ile estimates that the total con-
struction cost of the Falls projezt, at 1963 prices, will be about
$18,600,000, with annual costs of $120,000 for operatiorn, maintenance,
and replacements. The average annual benefits will ex:zeed the average
annual costs by a wide margin. Ir accordanze with ihe Water Supply
Act of 1956, as amended, the city of Raleigh would be required to
repay all costs allofated to water supply fcr the city.

N



U. S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, WILMINGTON
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
308 CUSTOMHOUSE
, WILMINGTON, NORTH CAROLINA

SAWRM ) 31 December 1963

SUBJECT: Neuse River Basin, North Carolina; Survey Report

TO: Division Engineer
U. 8. Army Engineer Division, South Atlentic

SECTION I - AUTHORITY AND BACKGROUND

1., Purpose. The purpose of this report is to present a general
plan of development of the water and related land resources of the
Neuse River basin for flood control, water supply, water-quality con=-
trol, and recreation to meet current and future water-resource needs
in the basin.

2. Authority. Authority for this report is contained in the
following resolutions:

a. A resolution adopted March 1, 1946:

Resolved by the Committee on Flood Control, House

of Representatives, “That the Board of Engineers for Rivers

bors, created under Section 3 of the River and Har-
bor Act approved June 13, 1902, be and is hereby requested
to review the report on the Neuse River and tributaries,
printed in House Document No. 500, 72nd Congress, 2nd Ses=-
sion, with a view to determining whether improvement of
the Neuse River between Smithfield and the Wayne County -
line, North Carolina, in the interest of flood control and
allied purposes, is advisable at this time.

A survey report was partly completed under this authority, but work was
suspended in early 1950, (The Chief of Engineers authorized the sub-
mission of a combined report covering this authority and the following
authorities):

b. The following resoiution of the Senate Public Works Com-
mittee, adopted April 13, 1950, and a companion resolution of the
House Public Works Committee, adopted April 21, 1950:

Resolved by the Committee on Public Works of the
United Stetes Senate, That the Board of Engineers for
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Rivers and Harbors, created under Section 3 of the River
and Harbor Act, approved June 13, 1902, be, and is hereby,
requested to review the report of the Cnief of Enginecrs
on Neuse River and tributaries, North Carolina, published
as House Document Numbered 500, Seventy-second Congress,
Second Session, and subsequent reports, with a view to
determining whether any modlficaticn of the recommends-
tions contained therein is advisable at this time,

Resolved by the Committee on Public Works of the
House of Representatives, United States, That the Board
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbcrs be, and is hereby,
requested to review thte reports on the improvement and
development of the Neuse River, North Carolina, contained
in House Document Numbered 500, Seventy-Second Congress,
Second Session, with a view to determining whether any
modifications of the recommendations for flood control,
navigation, and other purposes, contained therein are
advisable at this time.

¢. A resolution adopted June 13, 1956:

Resolved by the Committee on Public Works of the
House of Representatives, United States, That the Board
of Engineers for Rivers and darbors be, and is hereby,
requested to review the reports on the Neuse River,
North Carolina, published in House Document No. 500, 724
Congress, 24 Session, and cther pertinent reports, with
a view to determining whether improvements for flood
control, conservation of water resources in the interests
of water supply, and for allied purposes, are advisable
at this time.

A preliminary-examination report covering this resolution and the two
resolutions of 1950 was submitted to the Chief of Engineers in late
1957 recommending that a survey report bs made. On February 13, 1958,
the Chief of Engineers authorized prasparation of a survey report on
these three resolutions. On July 28, 1958, the Chief of Engineers
authorized combining in that report the survey report on the resolu-
tion of March 1, 1946, covering the Neuse River between Smithfield
and the Wa;yme County line. The combined report covering the four
resolutions is this present report.

3. Scope of investigations - current report.

a, Scope of report. This report covers the needs for _
flood protection, municipal and industrial water supply, water-
quality control, power, irrigation, and recreation, and presents a
general plan of development tc meet these needs,

b. Surveys, investigations, and studies. A preliminary
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recomnaissance of the Neuse River basin was made by the District
Ingineer. JField and office surveys, investigations, and studies
vere made as follows:

(1) . This study includes an evaluxtion of
available meteoro and hydrological records, and the analyses
of these data with regards to the formmlation of a general plan of
development for comservation of the water resources of the Neuse
River basin. The studies include unit~-hydrograph computations,
development of flood-routing procedures, peak-flow-frequency analyses,
low~flow studies, and the development of hydrologic design criteria
for the projects investigated. Hydrologic studies are summarized and
presented as appendix I to this report.

(2) Geology. This study includes general information
on the geology of the Neuse River basin as well as a geologic investi-
gation including core borings along the centerline of the Falls dam~
site. The geologic investigation of the foundation conditions at the
Falls site vas made by the Savannah District. The results of these
studies are sumarized and presented as appendix II to this report.

(3) Economic base survey. This study, made by the
Wilmington District, analyzes the present and expected future economic
development of the Neuse River basin in relation to the State and
national economic development. This study was based on data furnished
by the North Carolina Department of Conservation and Development and from
applicable dsta extracted from publications of various Federal and
State agencies. BEstimates of general economic trends for the pext 50
years were based un these data. Future water-resocurce needs were cor-
related to the anticipated economic-development trends., This study is
sumarized and discussed in appendix IV to this report.

(4) Flood-damage evaluation. These studies, based on
detailed field observations along the Neuse River and tributaries,
evaluate the average annual flood damages in the basin., The methods
and procedures used and the results of this evaluation are summarized
in appendix III to this report.

(5) Water supply and water-quality control. This study
develops requirements and economic values of water supply and waterw
quality control. Evaluations for thies phase of the study were derived
from data prepared by the United States Public Health Service, Depert-
ment of Health, Bducation and Welfare. The results of these studies
are summarized and presented as appendix V to this report.

(6) Recreation. An analysis of the recreation needs
and en evaluation of the potential recreational features of selected
project sreas were made by the National Park Service, U. S. Department
of Interior. The results of their studies are included in this report
as appendix IX,

(7) Fieh and wildlife. Analysis of the effect of river
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development on fish and vildlife resources and measures for enhance-
ment of these resources were provided by the Fish and Wildlife
Service, U, S. Department of Interior. Their report is included

as appendfx VI to this report.

(8) Real estate. Field appraisals of the Falls and
Wilson Mills reservoir areas on Neuse River established the land
costs, including improvements. These field surveys were conducted
by the Savannah District.

(9) BHydroelectric power. The possibility of inclusion
of hydroelectric-power generation in the plan was studied in coopera-
tion with the Federal Power Conmission.

(10) Mineral resources. The effect of water develop-
ment on mineral resources is considered negligible at this time.

(11) Project data and cost estimates. Detailed field
surveys were made at s damsite by the Wilmington District.
Cross sections at Wilson Mills, Bakers Mill, and Wiggins Mill were
taken from surveys for prior reports. U. S, Geological Survey maps
were used for topography at other damsites. Relocation estimates
for roads and bridges for the Falls project were made by the State
Highway Commission, Raleigh, N, C, Other relocation estimates were
made from field surveys and through contact with utility companies.
Preliminary design studies, cost estimates, and cost allocations
were made by experienced personnel and were based on investigations
and field studies in sufficient detail to support reasonabdble con-
clusions. Details of these studies are presented in appendix VII.

(12) Consulation with interested parties. A public
hearing was held on Ap ’ » in oro, N. C. A detailed
sumnary of this hearing is included in appendix VIII. A complete
transcript is available in the office of the District Engineer, Wil-
mington, N. C. .

4. Prior reports.

a. Reports under review. The principal report under review
1s House Document No. ) Congress, 24 session, which was subl
mitted to Congress oa June 1, 1932, in compliance with the provisions
of the River and Herbor Act of January 21, 1927, which directed '
"Surveys in accordance with House Document No. 308, 69th Congress,
lst session." That report considered the development of waterpower,
the control of floods, the need for irrigation, and the improvement
of the stream for navigation. The District Engineer concluded that
construction of four flood control reservoirs in the hasin was
economically justifiable on the basis of reported flood losses, and
that the costs of such reservoirs should be borne by local interests.
It was pointed out, however, that the cost of such projects was
greater than the sum that could be assessed against the lands bene-
fited. The Chief of Engineers concurred with the Board of Engineeras
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for Rivers and Harbors that further improvement of the Neuse River,
N. C., by the Federal Government for navigation, in connection with
pover development, the control of floods, or the needs of irrigation,
was not justified at that time.

b. Neuse River, North Carolina, flood control study, prelim-
inary examination. This report, subtmit?.ed by the District neer
on October 16, 1957, was the initial step in review of House Document
No. 500, 724 Congress, 2d session, in response to the resolution
adopted in 1950 and 1956, The report includes data on hydrology,
flood damages, power studies, economic development, and land enhance-
ment. The District Engineer concluded that a satisfactory plan of
improvement might be economically Justified for development of the
Neuse River basin, and recommended that a survey report be made. The
recommendation of the District Engineer was concurred in by the
Division Engineer and the Chief of Engineers who in turn directed that
the present survey be made. )

¢. Other reports. Other recent reports of limited scope,
covering a specific project or watershed projects within the Neuse
River basin, are briefly described below.

(1) " Core Creek. A survey report was authorized in 1945 -
on tlood control along Core Creek, a minor tributary of the Neuse
River below Kinston, N. C. Intermittent studies were made under the
authority until December 1956, when the Chief of Engineers approved
study under the special continuing authority for small projects not
specifically authorized by Congress contained in Section 205 of the
Flood Control Act of 1948, as amended. In January 1959 the Chief of
Engineers approved a project under the Section 205 authority which
would reduce minor flooding on 6,000 acres of agricultural land.
Local interests have formed the Core Creek Drainage District to fur-
nish required local cooperation. Construction began in late 1963
and completion is expected in the fall of 1964,

(2) Swift Creek. An investigation was begun in late
1960 under the special continuing authority in Section 205 of the
Flood Control Act of 1948, as amended, to determine whether flood
control is warranted on Swift Creek, & major tributary of the Neuse
River entering above New Bern, N. C. In September 1955, Rurricane
Ione flooded about 22,100 acres along Swift Creek. In June 1963
the Chief of Engineers approved a project estimated to have a
Federal cost of $877,000. The project provides for clearing and
snagging of the lower 16.5 miles of Swift Creek and realigning end
enlarging about 16.2 miles in the upner portion. Construction
planning 1is in progress,

(3) Neuse River barrier project. Local interests in
and around New Bern, N. C., desire hurricane-flood protection, and
have indorsed a proposal for a barrier across the Neuse River estuary
from Wilkinson Point to Cherry Point. The District Engineer's report
on this project was submitted to higher authority on 15 August 1963
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and is now under review. This project would provide for a barrier of
" dredged fill, about 10,400 feet in length. A navigation opening,

350 feet wide at its bottom, 18 feet below mean sea level, would

be armored by stone on its sides and bottom. The first cost of the
structure is estimated as $14,900,000.

SECTION II - DESCRIPTION OF BASIN

5. Neuse River Basin. The Neuse River basin lies wholly with-
in the eastern part of North Carolina. It is approximately 180
miles long and has a maximum width near the center of approximately
46 miles. The Neuse River is formed by the confluence of the Eno
and Flat Rivers about 8 miles north of the city of Durham, N. C.
The Neuse River basin has a total drainage area of approximately
5,710 square miles. A map of the basin is shown as plate 1.

" 6. Stream characteristics. The Neuse River and its headwater

tributaries rise in the hilly Piedmont section of North Carolina ’
then flow through a belt, or zone, known as the "Fall Line," where
the streams flatten in slope as they reach the Coastal Plain. \
Streams in the lower reaches of the Coastel Plain tend to be slugglsh
in flow, and swamps and marshes are predominant. Profiles of the
Neuse River and principal tributaries are shown on plate 4, and per-
tinent data on streams are given in table 1.

TABLE 1

Pertinent data on Neuse River and tributaries

River mile Elevation
above Drainage at low
New Bern aree water
Strean : (mi.) (sq. mi.) £t., m.s.1.)
Flat River | 222 184 232
Eno River 222 260 232
Neuse River:
Falls damsite 192 760 212
Wilson Mills damsite 150 1,170 114
Smithfield, N. C. 145 1,251 103
Goldsboro, N. C, .95 2,39 45
Kinston, N. C. 47 2,690 10
New Bern, N. C. 0 b, h67 0
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TABLE l--Contimied
Pertinent data on Neuse River and tributaries

ver mild ¥levation
above Drainsage at low
New Bern area wvater
Stream (mi.) 8q., mi. Sft., m.a.l.)
Neuse River at mouth -37 5,710 0
Crebtree Creek 172 150 158
Swift Creek (upper) and Middle
Creek o 143 295 100
Little River 95 323 45
Contentnea Creek 30 849 7
Swift Creek (lower) 8 322 0
Trent River : 0 519 0
7. To . The Neuse River basin lies within the Piedmont
Plateau oas Flain. The boundary between these two regions is

a belt, or zone, about 40 miles in width, known as the "Fall Line,"
The northwestern boundary of this zone crosses the basin near
Raleigh and the southeastern edge passes near Wilson. The Piedmont
Plateau consists largely of rolling hills and deeply eroded valleys.
The tops of the hills are remnants of a former peneplain which has -
been greatly weathered. The elevation of the Piedmont Plateau
varies in the Neuse River basin from 800 feet above mean sea level
at the headwaters of the stream to about 200 feet where it merges
into the Coastal Plain. The remainder of the drainage area of the
Neuse River is in the Coastal Flain. The topography in this region
varies from rolling sandhills at its western boundary to almost level
land as it approaches the Atlantic Ocean, its larger portion being
gently rolling 4in character, The stream valleys are relatively wide,
with large areas subject to overflow.

8. Geclogy.

a. The Piedmont Plateau. The surface mantle of the Pledmont
Plateau consists largely of solls of slate or granite origin, the
principel types being composed of sand and clay in varying mixtures,
The topsoils are usually shallow and are underlain by slate, sand-
stone, quartz, and granite, or other igneous material. The large
streams have, in general, cut their beds down to basement rocks which
are igneous in origin. Faults and fractures are umusual in this
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region, and there are generally good foundations for dams. It is in
this region that most of the reservoir sites are found.

b. ‘The Coastal Flain. The Coastal Flain is composed
largely of sand, gravel, and marine deposits of comparatively recent
origin., The whole is underlain by the basement rocks.

SECTION III - ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

9. As a background for an assessment of the water-resource-
development needs of the Neuse River basin, a comprehensive economic
study vas made of existing conditions and the future outlook.

10. Several indices of the national economic scens vere re-
lated to those for North Carolina and for the Neuse River area,
These relationships were based on past performance, modified to ace-
count for anticipated changes in the econcmic eanvironment both
nationally and locally.

11, The economic study for the Neuse River basin wae based on
econcmic information available for the 16 counties which are wholly
or partly in the Nuese River basin. The 16 counties, referred to as
the "Neuse River area”, have a total area of 8,120 square miles and
a population of 897,!:06. The Neuse River buin itself has an ares
of 5,710 square miles and a population of about 634,000, Figure 1
is o map showing the Neuse River area and its relation to the Neuse
River basin,

12, Table 2 is a summary of the population of the principel
municipalities in the basin in 1960.

TABLE 2

Po tion of princi municipalities

126_9 population
Rlleish ‘ gg: 931
Durhsm 1 2302
Goldsvoro 24,873
Wilson 28,753
Kinston - 24,819
New Bern 15,717
Smithfield 6,117
Roxboro 5,147

1City of Durham 1s on the divide between the Neuse and Cape Fear
basins. About 50 percent of the 78,302 population ie in the Neuse
basin.
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FIGURE 1. NEUSE RIVER AREA IN RELATION TO NEUSE RIVER BASIN

13. Table 3 is a summary of economic projections for the
Neuse River area. )
TABLE 3

Surmary of projections for Neuse River area
(monetary values, in constant 1960 dollars)

1960 | 2020
Iten - Unit (actual) 1970 rojection)

Population Thousands 897.6 | 1,040 2,200
Personal income

Total $ Millions | 1,085 1,770 17,200

Per capita Dollars 1,209 1,700 7,800
Enmployment Thousands 302.2 350 740
Number of households Thousands 230.3 270 600




14. Results of the study point to an expected acceleration of
economic life in the basin and the importance~of the basin's devel-
opment to the State. Details of the economic study are in appendix

SECTION IV - HYDROLOGY
CLIMATOLOGY

15. Climate. The Neuse River basin has a temperate climate,
with warm sumers and usually mild winters. Extreme temperatures are
modified by the effects of the Atlantic Ocean and prevailing moist
winds from the southwest. The Appalachian Mountain Range, located
to the west of the basin, forms a partial barrier to the cold masses
moving southeastward from the interior 8f the country. The average
annual temperature rangeg from about 60" F, in the western portion
of the basin to about 63° F, near the coast. Subfreezing temperatures
are of short duration, and the freeze~free growing season ranges from
about 200 days in the west to about 240 days near the coast., The
extreme temperatures of record in the basin are 108° and -2° P,

16. Precipitation. There are approximately 30 stations located
in or near the Neuse River basin at which precipitation datas are col-
lected. The locations and types of stations currently operating in
the area are shown on plate I-1l, appendix I. Showers and thunderstorms
produce most of the precipitation during the spring and summer, while
the heaviest and most extended rains in the region are experienced
from hurricanes and tropical storms, which usually occur during late
sumrzr and autumn. TVight snow is not unusual, but it constitutes a
negligible portion of precipitation and does not affect runoff
apprecisbly. The meen annual precipitation ranges from about L4
inches at the northwestern end of the basin to 56 inches near the
coast at New Bern. The rainfall is generally well distributed
throughoit the year, but is greatest during the summer and early
fall. OQccasional drcughts cause damage to crops in the basin and
shortages of public water supply. Precipitation extremes affecting
the basin are tabulated in table I-2, appendix I, and total monthly
and annual date are presented in table I-3, appendix I.

17. S8torms. Flood-producing storms have occurred in all seasons
of the year in the Neuse River basin. Two general types of storms
which produce major floods over the basin are thunderstorms and
hurricanes. Thunderstorms, accompanied by torrential rains of short
or sustained duration, may occur over the basin during any season of
the year. North Carolina lies in the path of tropical hurricanes as
they move northerly from their origin north of the Equator in the
Atlantic Ocean. These hurricanes usually occur in the late summer
and fall and have caused the heaviest rainfall and largest floods
throughout the basin. Storms which have produced the most severe
floods in the Neuse River basin are described in appendix I.



RUNOFF AND STREAMFLOW DATA

18. General. The U, S, Geological Curve; is the Federal agency
primarily responsible for the collection an? l.bulation of surface-
water and ground-water date and presently operates 15 stream-gaging
stations in the Neuse River basin. The U, S. Weather Bureau also
records daily river stages at four locations along the Neuse River.
Data collected and compiled by both agencies are readily available
in annual -publications and are considered adequate for this study.
The locations of stream-gaging stations within the Neuse River basin
are shown on plate I-1, appendix I; and table I-4, appendix I,
presents essential gaging-station descriptive data.

19. The long-term average of runoff for the basin amounts to
about 30 percent of the annual rainfall. At the Northside gaging
station in the upper portion of the basin, runoff amounts to about
13.8 inches of rainfall annually, or about 31 percent of the average
annual rainfall in that locality. At New Berm, near the coast, the
annual runoff for the basin amounts to about 1l4.5 inches of rainfall,
or about 29 percent of the average annual rainfall for the eastern
portion of the basin. :

20, Floods of record. Most of the stream-recording network
throughout the Neuse River basin was installed between 1927 and 1930,
Prior to that time, reliable information with which to adequately de-
fine the magnitude and behavior of major floods throughout the basin is
incomplete, From old news records and information from long-time resiw
dents of the basin, severe flooding is known to have occurred in the
basin during the years 1865, 1877, and 1901, but there is very little
definite information on these floods. In 1908, one of the greatest,
if not the greatest, floods known to have occurred in the Neuse River
basin produced a stage of 27.1 feet at Smithfield and did widespread
damage, Since the installation of the stream-recording network (1927-
1930), the September 1945 flood caused the highest flood stages along
the Neuse River. The September 1945 flood was & hurricane-essociated
storm, and flood stages were exceeded for 5 days along the Eno and
Flat Rivers and from 10 to 21 days along the Neuse River. At Smithfield,
a peak stage of 26,4 feet was reached durins the 1945 flood. Estimates
indicate that this flood was probably exceeded by August 1908, July
1919, and October 1929 events along the Neuse Fiver at Goldsbhboro and
Kinston. Major flood events of record, in order of megnitude and at
various gaging stations, are shown in table L,
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 TABLE L

Ma jor flood events of record, in order of magnitude,
at various gaging stations, Neuse River basin, N. C.

; Flood
' stage |Peak Peak

Known Beginning |exceeded|stage]discharge |[Runoff
Gaging station|magnitu of event | (days) j(£t.) (c.f.a.g (1a.)
Eno River at 1 18 Sept. 45 5 20.0 | 11,000 5.14
Hillsboro 2 2 Oct. 29 L 18.0 6,750 2.51
3 15 July 4l 2 17.3 5,530 1.31

Neuse River at 1 18 Sept. 45| 10 31.0 | 36,600 | 6.62
Northside 2 N30ct. 29 | « 6 |28.6 | 26,600 | 4.60
3 27 July 38 8 26.9 | 22,100 1.56

4 28 April 28 5 lau.4 | 15,800 | 1.69

Clayton 1 19 Sept. 45 13 22,1 | 22,900 5.4
2 3 Oct. 29 7 21.6 | 22,000 4,05

3 23 July 19 - Jai.2 | 21,200 -

i 1 Dec. 34 9 8.7 | 17,000 | 3.02

Goldsboro 1 5 Oct. 29 - 27.3 | 38,600 -
2 23 sept. 45| 17 |26.7 | 30,700 | k.06

3 11 April 36| 18 ]e5.3 | 26,300 | 3.88

L 8 sept. 55 12 2k, 4 | 23,200 2.62

Kinston 1 July 19 - 25.0 | 39,000 -

2 9 Oct. 29 - Je2.5 | 28,000 -

3 27 Sept. Us| 21 fe2.h | 25,900 | 4.05

4 14 April 36| 38 {20.9 | 2k,b00 | 6.02

5 12 Sept. 55| 13 |20.8 | 21,100 | 2.43

21. Minimum flows,  Although there is usually an abundance of
precipitation throughout the Neuse River basin, dry spells with
near-drought conditions are not uncommon occurrences. The most se-
vere and sustained drought periods usually occur in late summer or
fall, Record low flows along most of the streams in the basin were
recorded at gaging stations in the fall of 1932 and 1954, as shown
in table I-4, appendix I. Precipitation for the months of Juue
through September in 1932 averaged between 25 and 60 percent below
normal throughout the basin, and for the same period in 1954, preci-
pitation averaged between 50 and 60 percent below normal over the
basin. On each of these occasions, several public water supplies
were at critical lows, requiring rationing in some areas; many wells
vere seriously low and some became dry; and no flow to close-to-no_
flow was recorded at a number of stream-recording stations ’w the
basin. K
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STANDARD PROJECT FLOOD

22, The standard project flood is an estimated, or hypothetical,
flood which represents the most severe flood-producing storm that is
considered reasonably charaoteristic of the region in which the drain-
age basin is located, excluding extremely rare combinations., The
flood, developed from generalized studies of meteorological and hy-
drological conditions in the region, serves as & standard in com-
paring the degree of protection provided by flood control projects
in different localities. For the projects evaluated in the Neuse
River basin, the standard project flood was used as the criterion
for eatablishing the upper limits of reservoir relocations and as
the spillway design flood for small sites in rurel areas.

PROBABLE MAXIMUM FLOOD

23. The probable maximum flood represents the most severe
flood-producing storm that would result from the most critical come-
bination of meteorological and hydrological conditions that are
considered probable to occur over an area. The critical meteoro-
logical conditions are based on & generalized evaluation of regional
storm events maximized to produce the most effective combination of
factors controlling precipitation intensity. A probable maximum
flood, developed for the drainage area above reservoir sites studied
in the Nuese River basin, was adopted as the spillway design flood
and, therefore, was used as the basic criteria for spillway design
and for the establishing of freeboard allowances. Detailed evalua-
tions of probable maximum floods and spillway design floods are in-
cluded in appendix I.

SECTION V - THE FLOOD PROBLEM
EXTENT AND CHARACTER OF FLOODED AREA

24, (General. Above the fall line and in the Piedmont area the
basin is hilly, with narrow flood plains. Below Smithfield the
basin generally flattens and the flood plains become wider. Flood
damage is primarily rural and consists of destroyed crops and re-
duced ylelds, and desmage from inundation or impelrment of drainage.
In general, all the main highways and railroads that cross the flood
plains throughout the basin have been elevated so that they are
flooded only by extreme stages., However, many miles of secondary
roads are flooded frequently. The amount of cultivated land and
wooded land, as well as the determination of current and expected
future farming practices, was derived from data obtained directly
from couaty agents, other State and Federal agricultural agencies,
and farmers cultivating the areas subject to floods.

25, Urban flooding. Considerable urban flooding is experienced
in the Neuse River basin during larger floods in the Coastal Plain.
The greatest urban flooding is at Goldsboro, Kinston, and Smithfield.
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26, Rural develoyment. The flood plains of the minor tributar-
ies are generally well developed, primarily because of the heavier,
nore fertile soils on the flood plains as compared to the adjacent
uplands., Johnston and Wayne Counties contain the principal agricul-
tural areas of the Neuse River basin., The principal crops are to-
bacco, cotton, corn, soybeans, vheat, and hay,

27. Extent of flood plain, The total flood-plain area under
the scope of this study is approximtely 235,000 acres. This area
is the area of preponderant damage for which flood=-protection mea=-
sures vere considered in this report. As shown on figure 2, 68 per-
cent of this area, or 159,000 acres, lies along the main sten of
the Neuse River; 22 percent, or 51,000 acres, is on Contentnea Creek;
6 percent, or 15,000 acres, is on Trent River; and 4 percent, or
9,000 acres, lies along Little River. A breakdown of agricultural
and non-agricultural land use, by tributaries and strean reaches,

is shown in table III-2, appendix III.

SCALE IN MILES -

FIGURE 2, DISTRIBUTION OF FLOOD-PLAIN LAND ALOIG THE MAIN STEM
AND MAJOR TRIBUTARIES OF THE NEUSE RIVER, Ili THOUSANDS

OF ACRES,
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FLOOD DAMAGES

28. General. A considerable amount of flood damage occurs
annually throughout the Neuse River basin. Most of the flood damage
occurs on the broad flood plains of the Neuse River below Smithfield
and on Contentnea Creek below Wilson. The losses result from tan-
gible physical damage to agricultural property and crops, public
roads and utilities, and urban property. The average annual losses
used in this report are based on detailed property surveys, statis-
tical data, and consultations with farmers and State agricultural
and urban officials.

29. Agricultural flood losses. The value of a crop in the
field depends significantly upon its' maturity; therefore, the damage
from flooding varies, not only with the area flooded but also with
the season of the year. For example, it is estimated that a recur-
rence of the September 1945 flood would cause $2.4 million damage
to agricultural properties along the main stem of the Neuse River.
This flood is the maximum flood of record on the Neuse River main
stem. Shouwld a flood of this magnitude occur in July instead of
September, agricultural damages would amount to an estimated $4.k
million. Average annual agricultural flood damages which would
oceur on the flood plains along the maln stem of the Neuse River in
the next 100 years, without flood control measures, are estimated
at $651,000, or Tl percent of the average annual agricultural flood
damages in the entire area studied - $915,000.

30. Non-agricultural flood losses. Included in these losses
are tangible physical and business losses inflicted on urban and
industrial properties, utilities, and transportation facilities, and .
the additional expenses incurred in providing emergency and precau-
ticnary measures. Flood damage to residences, business and commercial
establishments, roads, streets, and water and sewerage installations
occur at Smithfield, Goldsboro, Seven Springs, and Kinston. Seymour
Johnson Air Base at Goldsboro is subject to extensive damage from
major floods. The N. C. State Hospital, also at Goldsboro, makes
considerable annual expenditures to minimize the effects of frequent
flooding. In Kinston, residential areas, brickyards, lumberyards,
business establishments, and institutions lie within flood-plain
areas, With the present non-rural flood-plain development in the
Neuse River basin, it is estimated that a recurrence of the Septem-
ber 1945 flood would cause non-agricultural flood damages amounting
to $1.3 million. The average annual non-agricultural flood damages
which would occur on the flood plains along the main stem of the
Neuse River in the next 100 years, without flood control measures,
are estimated at $278,000, or 82 percent of the average annual non-
agricultural flood damage in the entire aree studied, which 1s esti-
mated at $341,000,

31. Summary of flood-damege-evaluation studles. Table 5 sume
marizes the results of the flood-damage-evaluation studies, without
flood control improvement, for the flood plain in its 1962 stage of
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development; then in its stage of development expected to be reached
in 50 years; and the average anmal damage over 100 years in the
future, discounted to an average annual equivalent present value.
The estimates of the future flood damages are based on anticipated
future growth up to 50 years, and the same level of development from

then to the end of 100 years.

cussed in detall in appendix III.

TABLE 5

Bvaluation of these damages is dis-

Summary of average annual flood damages

in the Neuse River basin

Annual damages
Based Esea on
on current flood-plain
Location and item |flood-plain development
development | 50 years hence
1. Neuse River main
stem
&, Agricultural $500, 500 $ 798,800
b. Nop-agricultural 228,% 4,700
c¢. Total T30, »123,
2. Contentnea Creek
a. Agricultural | $159,400 $ 251,200
b. Non-agricultural 46,600 000
c. Total W $ 7309,
3. Little River §
a. Agricultural $ 31,800 $ 50,200
b, Non-agricultural 400 I, 300
c. Total 5 35,200 5 57;,500
4. Trent River
a. Agricuitural | $ 14,000 $ 23,900
~b. Non-agricultural .5,600 8, 300
¢, Total § 19,600 § 32,200
5. Neuse River basin
a. Agricultural $706,000 $1,124,000

b. Non-agricultural 285,000
¢, Total 991,000

Discounted
average annual
flood damages

‘loo-xg. ggriodl

$ 250,%
$ 202;%
$ 553;W

$ 41,100
800

,900

$ 17,
6

55700

~ $ 915,000

41,000
3"‘1,%'5‘6'_',000

88

SECTION VI - EXISTING FLOOD CONTROL AND RAVIGATION PROJECTS

CORPS OF ENGINEERS FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS

32.

The only existing flcod control project of a permanent na-~

ture constructed on the Neuse River by the Corps of Engineers is the
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cutoff at Goldsboro. This project, authorized by the Flood Control
Act of ‘August 18, 1941, consists of & flood channel across two ad-
joining bends of the river. The project was constructed in 1947-1948
at a cost of $50,400. It was estimated that the cutoff reduced dam~
ages from the 1955 hurricanes by as much as $57,000

. 33. Under the emergency stream-clearing authority granted the
Chief of Engineers in the Flood Control Act of 1938, as amended, a

total of $42,300 has been spent on Contentnea Creek and $49,769 on
Trent River. This work was done at various times between 1941 end

1957.
CORPS OF ENGINEERS NAVIGATION PROJECT

. 34, The existing navigation prdject provides for a channel 12
feet deep and 300 feet wide from Pamlico Sound to New Bern, thence
i feet deep to Kinston, and 3 feet deep to Smithfield during 9 months
of the year. For all practical purposes, 1t may be said that the
Neuse River is open to shallow-draft commercial vessels from the
Intracoastal Waterway below New Bern to New Bern and immediate vicin-
ity. Due to low bridge clearances and shallow depths, the remaining
portion of the navigable waters is confined to small boats and barges.

- IMPROVEMENTS BY OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES

35. Improvements by U. S. Department of Agriculture. The Soil
Conservation Service, U. S,  Department of Agriculture, cooperates
with local soil-conservation districts which cover the entire water-
shed of the Neuse River. This asgency works with individual farmers
in preparation of plans for using agricultural lands most efficiently
and for treating the land according to its needs for protection and
improvement, which may also include construction of farm ponds, drein-
age improvements, and flood-detention structures. Several small
reservoirs were recently completed on Bear Creek and tributaries in
the central part of the basin, which will provide flood protection
along Bear Creek.

VIEWS OF LOCAL INTERESTS

36. Public hearing. A public hearing was held by the District
Engineer, Wilmington District, in Goldsboro, N. C., on April 27, 1957,
with over a hundred people in attendance. It was the common desire
of those attending the hearing that the United States undertake flood
control improvements. A digest of the public hearing is included as
appendix VIII.

SECTION VII ~ NEEDS FOR WATER-RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT
WATER-SUPFLY NEEDS

37. General. There is usually an-abundance of water in the
Neuse River basin for present needs, both in the main stem and in its
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larger tributaries; however, additional water supply is required to
meet the present and future needs of the basin in dry years. The

- growing basin population, increasing per-capita consumption rates,

~ industrial expansion, and the widespread installation of irrigation
equipment have caused an upsurge in the use of water.

38. In the Piedmont section of the basin, large water users
such as the cities of Durham and Raleigh must obtain their water from
surface streams. Large mills and industrial plants must also obtain
most of their water from private or public surface supplies. Several
small towns and industries in the Piedmont section obtain their wa.ter
from wells.

39. In the Coastal Plain, high-ylelding wells serve as the
major source of water supply for urban areas as well as for large
industry. Goldsboro is the only city in the Coastal Plain region of
the Neuse River basin which obtains 1ts water from a surface source;
however, 1t can be expected to become increasingly difficult in the
future for the other cities in the Coastal Plain to continue satis-
fying all of their water needs from ground-water supplies.

4LO. Municipal water supply. Public water supplies, such as
those maintained by cities and towns, include water for domestic,
commercial, industrial, public, and municipal uses. In 1950, there
were 12 public surface-water supplies in the basin, which served an
extimated population of 245,000 people with 26,5 million gallomns of
water per day. In addition to this, there were 40 commnities that
were served by ground-water supplies. These communities served an.
estimated population of 121,300 people with 12 million gallons of
water dally. Thus, the per-capita consumption rate of water for the
basin in 1950 averaged about 105 gallons per day.

4l. The national average of municipal water use in 1954 was
estimated to be 147 gallons per capita per day, with the possibility -
of this increasing to 185 gallons per cepita per day by 1980 and to
225 gallons per capita per day by the year 2000, with a possible
leveling off thereafter. Municipal requirements for the Neuse River
basin are expected to follow the national trend, although at more
conservative rates. The basin consumption rate was estimated to be
123 gallons per capita per -day in 1960, 131 gallons per capita per
day by 1980, and 144 gallons per capita per day by 2010. Based on
an annual urban population growth in the basin of 2.2 percent, pro-
Jected municipal water requirements are presented in table 6.
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TABLE 6

T Projected municipal water requirements in the
Neuse River basin .

Item 1960 1980 2010

Population served 356,000 615,000 1,055,000

Estimated per-capia use .
(in gallons per day) 123 131 1hh
Total requirement (in million
gallons per day) Ll Th 152

Estimated requirements from
surface supplies (in million
gallons per day) 31 52 106

4L2. Raleigh water needs. The above data show the overall
minicipal water requirements, some of which will require develop-
ment of new surface-water supplies. The greatest immediate need for
additional municipal water supply is at Raleigh. At present the
city of Raleigh gets its water from small reservoirs on Walnut and
Swift Creeks. The 1960 average daily use was about 9.8 million
gallons and the maximum daily use was 14.8 million gallons. The safe
yield of the present supply will be exceeded in a relatively short
time. A new source adequate for long-range expansion 1s needed, and
the Neuse River is being considered as the logical choice. The averw
age dally water requirement is predicted by the United States Public
Health Service to be about 45 million gallons by 2010 and 112 by 2060.

43. Durham water requirement. The city of Durham gets its water
supply from its reservoir, Lake Michie, on Flat River. Thils source
is adequate for immediate needs and is capable of enlargement to meet
the needs for some time in the near future. After that, an additional
source will be needed. The present average dally use at Durham is
16 million gallons. The Public Health Service predicts the 2010 use
to be 29 million gallons and the 2060 use to be 65 million gallons.

L4, Industrial water requirements. This category includes
water requirements for self-owned and self-operated water supplies,
such as manufacturing and processing industries, Federal and State
installations, and industrial cooling. By 1950, 33 industries
throughout the Neuse River basin were using 5.7 million gallons of
water per day from surface supplies and 3.8 million gallons per day
from ground water. In addition to this, four steam-electric gener-
ating plants were using approximately 240 million gallons of surface
water each day for cooling. The largest requirement for cooling
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vater is at the generating plant of the Carolina Power and Light
Company which uses up to 156 million gallons per day from the Neuse
River. The factors that have brought about the present industrial
development of the Neuse River basin are expected to continue in the
future. The expected future industrial growth includes industries
requiring large amounts of water, guch as textile, chemical, and

pulp and paper products industries. Some of the future water require-
ments cannot be met in dry years without additional supply from -
reservolr storage. Table T shows the estimated requirements for in-
dustry in the Neuse River bvasin.

TABLE 7 A

Projected industrial water requirements in the Neuse River basin
(in millions of gallons per day)

Item 1960 1980 2010
Total process and consumption
requirements 12 20 42
Estimated demand from surface
supplies T 12 25
Estimated cooling requirements 300 500 1,100

L5, Agricultural water needs. Since agriculture plays a very
important role in the overall economy of the Neuse River basin, there
is an accelerating trend toward using surface water for irrigation. ~
In 1960, there were approximately 17,000 acres of agricultural land
being irrigated in the basin. The projected agricultural irrigation
needs are estimated by assuming an average annual rate of increase
of irrigable land of 2& percent and a use rate of 2 acre-feet of
water for each acre of crop irrigated. The use rate includes an
allowance for evaporation and seepege losses. The projected needs
for agricultural irrigation needs are shown in table 8.

L6. Summary of water needs. The following table summarizes
the estimated total water-supply requirements for the Neuse River
basin to the year 2010; investigations were also made to the year
2060, the total evaluation period of this report. It ie imperative
that these requirements be met in order for the general economy of
the Neuse River basin to achieve its potential. Criterie used in
determining storage requirements to meet the estimated weater-supply
needs of the basin are presented in appendix V,
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TABLE 8

Susmary of annual water supply needs for the Neuse River basin
(in millions of gallons per day) ,

Item 1960 1980 2010
Municipal water supply Ly Th 152
Industrial process waterl 12 20 42
Agricultural water supply 30 L9 101
Total vater supply needst - 86 143 295

J‘Doee not include water for cooling.
WATER-QUALITY-CONTROL NEEDS

47. Present stream-water quality. The waters of the main stem
of the Neuse River have been adversely affected by municipel and
ipdustrial waste discharge originating in\the highly developed areas.
Dyes and chemicals discharged into the Neuse River at a number of
places are not only detrimental to fish and aquatic life, but also
discolor the water and make it unsuitable for practically all uses.

A survey and classification report prepared by the Wildlife Resources
Commission, Ra.leigh_%; N. C., in 1962 states that certain industrial
vastes are affecting the flavor of fishes to such a degree that the
fishermen will mbt take these fish for human consumption. Msh popu~
lations in the Piedmont area of Neuse River are now practically re-
duced to the hardier species such as catfish and suckers. The General
Assembly of North Carolina created the North Carolina State Stream
Sanitation Committee on April 6, 1951, to protect the Statq's water
supplies, from the standpoint of health, recreation, fishing, agricul-
ture, industry, and animal 1life. Although some progress has been
made in abating pollution since initial pollution studies by this
Committee began in 1954, continued growth in these areas requires an
abundance of water of a quality satisfactory for both industrial and
domestic consumption. The major sources of pollution in the basin
come from the Durham and Raleigh areas, and according to the Committee
Pollution Survey Report, dated 1959, the total pollution load of the
Reuse River basin has a domestic population equivalent in excess of
49k,000 before treatment while serving & totel population of approxi-
mately 300,000. This indicates that approximately 4O percent of the
basin pollution population equivalent is industrial waste.
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48, Existing treatment works. According to the N. C. State
Stream Sanitation Comnmittee's Pollution Survey Report, dated 1959,
there are 88 significant sources of pollution within the Neuse River
basin. Seven of these are quarries where stone-washing operations
result in a highly turbid waste, relatively free from organic matter.
Six of these quarries provide treatment for this waste in the form
of settling ponds. Of the remaining 81 sources of pollution(largely
organic in character), 37 provide no type of treatment; 19 provide
secondary-type treatment, with an overall reduction in pollution of
77 percent; while 25 provide primary-type treatment, with an overall
reduction of only 18 percent. The overall reduction in pollution,
resulting from all treatment iu the basin, 1s but 26 percent. The
type of treatment varies from the well-operated sand-filter system
that removes up to 90 percent or more of the population equivalent,
to the grease trap that removes only a token amount.

49, Stream-qualit objectives. The State Stream Sanitation
Committee has established criteris for classifying streams according
to best usages of water and quality and purity requirements to meet
Public Health Service standards. Under this program the streams are
to be brought to the required standards by additional treatment works
within a ressonable length of time.

50. Need for increased streamflow. There is a definite move=
ment of the population from the rural areas of the Neuse River basin
to the urban areas. - This is indicated by the steady growth of the
towns and cities and the decrease in the number of farms. Industrial
development of the basin 1s expected to contimue at an increasing
rate, This development will increase the volume of waste discharged
into the streams, while simltaneocusly increasing the need. To main-

"tain present water quality, additional treatment plants will have to
be provided at a rate commensurate with the population and industrial
growth. Even with the most efficient treatment plants operating at
near 90 percent efficiency, there will still be a growing amount of
pollution entering the streams of the basin as the industrial devek-
omment increases. This is particularly true where there is growth
of textile, chemical, and woodpulp industries. The effluent of these
industries is very difficult to treat, and it is practically impossi-
ble to remove all objectionable materials. Unless means are provided
to increase minimum streamflows, these residual wastes could make the
maintenance of high water-quality standards very difficult.

HYDROELECTRIC POWER NEEDS

51. The power needs of the basin are met principally by steam-
electric generating plants. A small amount of power 1s generated by
8 few small hydroelectric plants. A 1,500-kilowatt hydroelectric
plant at Iake Michie is the largest hydroelectric plant in the basin.
The power demand is growing steadily in the Neuse River basin, as
elsevhere. Any additional hydropower which could be generated eco=-
nomically in competition with modern steam-electric powerplants could
be used to assgist in supplying the demand, However, the conditions
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of streamflow and head for generating hydroelectric pow2r in this
basin are unfavorable in comparison with neighboring basins which
have their headwaters in the mountains. No very appreciable amount
of future power requirements could be met by hydroelectric plants
in this basin. The possibility of developing a small amount of
hydroelectric power is discussed in later paragraphs.

- NAVIGATION NEEDS

- 52. An existing l2-foot~-depth Federal navigation channel pro-

vides access between New Bern and the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway
at the mouth of the Neuse River, This channel is used for commercial
navigation. Above New Bern, there are minor authorized shallow-draft
channels for 3- to L4-foot depth to Smithfield on the Neuse and for
L-foot depth to Trenton on the Trent River which are not in active
use for commerce. There is no demonstrated need or justification for
improvement of the Neuse River other than in the locality of New Bern.
Some interest was expressed in 1957 in promoting commercial navigation
to the vicinity of Raleigh. This would require an extensive system
of locks and dams which would require for its Justification a very
large commerce. No prospect for large movemcats of commerce of the
type which would use such a waterway is known of at this time.

- - FISH AND WILDLIFE NEEDS

53. Stream pollution has had a detrimental effect on fish and
wildlife resources, particularly in the upper reaches of the Neuse
River. Fishing and hunting are carried on most extensively in the ™\
lower reaches of the main stem of the Neuse River, upon its tributar-
les, and in the variocus lakes and ponds. The fishery resocurce con=-
sists chiefly of white perch, yellow perch, striped bass, weakfish,
hickory shad, chain pickerel (Jack), largemouthed and smallmouthed
bass, warmouth, bream, and other sunfishes, catfish, and suckers.
Wildlife consists of both large and small game, including deer,
squirrel, turkey, quail, dove, and a variety of waterfowl. Construc-
tion of reservoirs.would destroy some wildlife habitat and some of
the stream fishery. This would be replaced by a reservoir fishery
which would have much more productivity and utilization. There are
no public game preserves or wildlife refuges presently located in
the basin.

OUTDOOR-RECREATION NEEDS

54, Three small State parks, a number of municipal parks,
approximately 30 small natural lakes, and about the same number of
manmade lekes afford a variety of forms of recreation on a rather
limited scale in proportion to the population. The largest lake in
the watershed is Lake Michie on Flat River in Durham County, which

has an area of approximately 550 acres, Hunting, fishing, and cemp-
ing are the sporting activities generally engaged in along the lower
reaches of the main stem of the Neuse River and along the Trent River.
Contentn.aa. Creek is one of the most noted fishing creeks in the
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basin. About a quarter of a million people live within easy driving
distance of the proposed Falls reservoir, later considered, and the
ever-increasing population will bring increasing demands for re-
creational facilities. The nearest reservoir with adequate recrea-
tional facilities is the John H. Kerr on the Roanoke River. This
project 1s located about 50 miles northeast of the Falls project.
There is a definite need for expanded recreational facilities in the
Neuse River basin,

-~ CONSERVATION AND LAND-MANAGEMENT NEEDS

55. Erosion. Erosion within the Neuse River basin varies from
slight to very severe. Areas of shallow soils and subsoils of low
permeability which have been used for cropland are generally severely
eroded. Both sheet and gully«type erosion have been active in the
destruction of former areas of croplands and in substantially reduc-
ing crop and forage yields on land presently being farmed. Effects
of erosion are more evident throughout the upper part of the basin.
Stream channels have been adversely affected by having their carrying
capacities seriously impaired by depositions from eroding uplands.
Erosion-control practices have been effective in controlling excessive
soll losses on some of the cropland, but there are still many areas
that are subject to heavy annual soil losses.

,

_56. Forestation. The watershed of the Neuse River was formerly
“heavily forested with virgin stands of hardwoods and pines. Of the
original forest cover, little pine remains, except in the coastal
region, and the supply of hardwoods in commercial quantities has also
been largely exhausted. However, much of this area, which was once
cleared and cultivated, has been allowed to revert to forests; this
second growth consists largely of shortleaf pine. It is estimated
that about 50 percent of the entire basin is forested, although
about TO percent of it is classed as woodland. The principal species
of timber found are oak, hickory, ash, gum, Juniper, cypress, and
sevengl varieties of pine, the shortleaf type predominating.

57. Soil conservation. Improved soil cover and proper land
and forest management are expected to become an economic necessity
in the Neuse River basin, to provide for expanding industrial devel-
opment and as a means of water-resource enhancement. This phase of
development can be achieved through the Soil Conservation Service,
Department of Agriculture, which now has a number of projects under-
way in the basin.

SECTION VI1I - SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED
GENERAL

58. The various methods considered to meet the water-conserva-
tion needs of the Neuse River basin include reservoirs to provide
flood control, water supply, low-flow regulation, and recreation;
local protection works by cutoffs and channel improvements for flood
control; flood-plain zoning and evacuation; and combinations thereof.
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SOLUTION OF THE FLOOD PROBLEM

59. Flood control reservoirs. Adequate sites for the develop-
ment of storage of surface water for flood control purposes exist
in sufficient number to provide a large degree of flood protection
throughout the basin. Thirteen reservoir sites have been selected
for study. The sites are distributed generally throughout the basin.
The larges®t reservoirs, Falls and Wilson Mills, are on the main stem
of Neuse River; the other reservoirs are on tributary streams. The
reservoirs were studied individually and in combination.

60. Local protection works. The survey report under the March 1,
1946, authority, to determine the feasibility of providing local flood
protection between Smithfield and ‘the Wayne County line, N: C., was
rartly completed at the time this basin.wide study was undertaken.

The first study considered has been incorporated into this report.
The Smithfield to Wayne County line studies were concerned with that
portion of the Neuse River main stem which is essentially that desig-
nated as Reach 4 in the flood-damage studies for this report. (see
pl. III-1)., Channel improvement, clearing and snagging, and a levee
system were considered in the Smithfield to Wayne County line survey
report studies. These measures would reduce local flood damages in
the reach. The need for these measures, however, would be eliminated
by the use of reservoir projects proposed upstream from the reach.
The proposed Falls reservolr project alone would reduce flood damages
in Reach 4 by about 65 percent. The Falls and Wilson Mills reservoir.
projects in combination would provide substantially complete flood
protection to Reach 4. The reservoir projects would also provide

for other water-resource needs, such as water supply, water-quality
control, and recreation. Therefore, local protection for the Smith-
field-Wayne County reach is not included in the plan of improvement.
Local protection works, such as cutoffs and clearing and other channel
improvements, were considered for development of the Trent River and
tributaries. Minor clearing and snagging was found to be the only
type of improvement economically justifiable. This can be considered
for accomplishment expeditiously under special continuing authorities
provided by Congress.

61. Flood-plain zoning and evacuation. A reduction in flood
damages could be accomplished by completely redistricting the use
of the flood pihins or evacuating the flood plains entirely. Neither
of these solutions 1s considered practical in view of the highly de-
veloped economy based on installations presently located within the
flood plains. Complete restriction of further development in highly
developed flood plains is considered impractical because such zonlng
would in no way provide protection for those installations and
communities now subject to flood damages. Flood-zone regulation for
undeveloped flood plains would certainly be a practical means to
lessen future potential flood damages. Flood-resistant construction
may also be a solution to eliminate future flood damages, if the
cost is not prohibitive.




SOLUTION TO THE WATER-SUPPLY PROBLEM -

62. General. Pbssible solutions for the water-supply problems
are the development of ground-water supplies, diversion from adjacent
watersheds, and storage of surface water in reservoirs.

63. Ground water. Ground.water ylelds are relatively abundant
in the Coastal Plain portion of the Neuse River basin. Most ground-
water supplies are obtained from wells which, if properly located and
constructed, provide & dependable and economical source of water.

The amount and availability of ground water depends upon a number of
geologie factors, such as type of rock, the way the grains are held
together, and the way the rocks are fractured. In the Piedmont area,
the rocks are close to the surface, and wells average about 4O feet
in depth and yield 25 to 50 gallons per minute. In the Coastal Plain
province, good wells may have a depth of as much as 300 to 500 feet
and yield 50 to 500 gallons per minute. Near the coast, a limiting
factor in development of ground water is the encroachment of salt
water into heavily pumped wells. Although there is more ground water
available than surface water in the Neuse River basin,. ground-water
supplies cannot be depended upon to yield very large amounts in short
periods of time, and wells would have to be spaced so that they would
not interfere with the yilelds of other wells. Therefore, very large,
concentrated uses require a surface-water supply.

64, Surface water. The conservation of the surface-water re-
source 1s considered to be the most economical means of increasing
the dependable water supply in the basin, particularly for e long-
range plan of development. A dependable supply of water can be made
svailable through the development of the multiple~purpose reservoir-
storage plan, the details of which are presented later in this report.
The plan will include reservoir storage for water-quality control as
well as water supply.

65. Diversion from other watersheds. Due to the urgent need for
water supplies in the neighboring Cape Fear basin, it is unlikely that
a significant amount of water could be diverted from that basin. The
Tar River basin, adjacent to the eastern side of the Neuse River basin,
nay be developed at some future date, but increasing demands will prob-
ably absorb all availeble water in that area. large-scale diversion
from other watersheds 1s not considered to be needed or practicabdle as
e means for obtaining additional water supply in the Neuse River basin.

WATER-QUALITY CONTROL

66. General. The reduction of pollution in rivers and streams
may be accomplished by two practical methods - the treatment of wastes
at their source and improved dilution of the discharged wastes through
regulation of streamflow.

67. Treatment at source. The treatment of wastes at their
source is essential in the reduction of pollution. Requirements
governing waste treatment are the responsibility of the State of
North Carolina and local agencies. The quality of water in the streams
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of the Neuse River basin is expected to be improved appreciably in
the next few years as a result of the pollution-abatement program

now underway by the N. C. State Stream Sanitation Committee. Present
technology permits a high degree of treatment of domestic sewage and
some industriel wastes. Further retreatment of industrial wastes to
virtually eliminate residual pollutants would be extremely expensive
at the present time. Certain colored wastes and persistent chemicals
from industrial plants are not susceptible to existing or foreseeable
practical methods of treatment. As industrial development continues
throughout the basin, these residual wastes in the stream will continue
to build up. Whether pollution abatement can progress rapidly encugh
to offset the increases in resjdual wastes is & problem worthy of much
consideration.

68. Dilution. Dilution is a practical method of controlling
residual wastes in streams. The plan of water-resource development
of the Neuse River basin includes storage of surface water for water-
quality control. which will provide adequate streamflow to effect a
reasonable amount of dilution. The key to a high degree of water-
quality control in the basin is considered to be complete secondary
treatment at all pollution sources and adequate dilution of residual
wastes.

SOLUTION TO OTHER PROBLEMS

69. Recreation. The construction of surface-water storage
reservoirs at strategic points throughout the basin would provide the
necessary facilities for fishing, bathing, camping, boating, and other
water-related recreational activities. The proximity of the Falls
and Wilson Mills reservoir sites to the major population centers of
the basin enhances the recreationsl potential of“these projects.

T70. Fish and wildlife. Fish and wildlife problems can be
solved by the creation of new fisheries, increased utilization of
existing fisheries, and conservation and improvement of wildlife
habitat. The reduction of pollution and the increases in low flow
provided by the proposed reservoirs would improve existing fisheries
and would create additional areas sultable for fisheries development.
Reservoirs could be stocked with suitable varieties of fish, and the
reservoirs themselves would have only minor detrimental effects on
the existing wildlife resources. Losses to the wildlife habitat due
to reservoir construction could be mitigated by more extensive and
hetter management Q;actices in other areas in the basin.

Tl. Hydroelectric power. The generation of hydroelectric power
in substantial quantities in the Neuse River basin is believed not
feasible, for the reasons stated in paragraph 51. In initial studies
for this report, a plan of development with power as the major purpose
vas studied at the Falls site in cooperation with the Federal Power
Commission Regionel Office in Atlenta, Georgie. That plan required a
much higher pool elevation than the adopted plan, and involved major
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reservoir relocation costs. It was found that power as a major pur-
poese 1is not warranted at the Falls site and that power should not be
included except for a possible small powerplant to operate in con-
Junetion with release of water incidental to other purposes.

T2, Soil consertvation. The solution to the soll-conservation
problem is land-treatment measuree, such as reforestation, contour
plowing, strin planting of row crops, and terracing. As stated pre-
viously, reforestation and soil-conservation problems are being in-
vestigated in the Neuse River basin by the Department of Agriculture

under continuous long-range programs. Any soll-conservation measures
adopted as a result of these programs will be supplementary to, and
have no adverse effect on, other proposals covered by this report.

SECTION IX - GENERAL PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT
DESCRIPTION OF FLAN

T3. General. The general-plan of water-resource development in
the Neuse River basin is designed to meet the long-term water-resource
needs for the next 100 years. This plan is proposed as a gulde for
the efficient development and conservation of the water resources.
Storage in reservoirs would be impounded by two relatively large dams
on the main stem of the Neuse River, and smaller dams on the tributar-
ies. The general plan would afford a high degree of flood control;
wvater supply for the projected expansion of municipal and industrial
users; water for additional irrigation; increased flow for water-
quality control; and water and related land areas for recreation,
fish, and wildlife. It is expected that land-treatment measures
will be installed which will supplement the plan.

T4. Reservoir projects included in the plan. The principal
features of reservoirs included in the general plan are described in
the following paragraphs. The locations of the damsites are shown
on plate 1. Initial and ultimate storage capacities and surface
areas for these reservoir projects are shown in table 9. i

a. Falls reservoir. Fells reservoir is the largest of
the reservoirs studied and would be formed by the comstruction of
a dam across the Neuse River, about 1 mile above the village of
Falls, N. C. This project is described in detail in section X.

b. Wilson Mills reservoir. This reservoir would be
formed by the construction of a dam across the Neuse River, about
2 miles northeast of the village of Wilson Mills and about 3 miles
upstream from the Southern Railway bridge. The drainasge area at
the site is 1,170 square miles. The dam would control the flow of
the 410 square miles of drainage area below Falls. The dam would
have a length of approximately 3,980 feet at its top and a maximum
height of about 81 feet. High discharges would be released through
a 200-foot spillway controlled by five LO-foot by 36-foot tainter
gates. Low-flow releases would be controlled by a 6-foot-diameter

39



conduit through the dam. The reservoir would have a flood-control-
storage capacity of 131,000 acre-feet and a conservation storage of
50,000 acre-feet at time of initial comstruction.

¢. Beaulshbown reservoir. The reservoir would be formed
by construction of a dam across Little River in Johmnston County,
about 2 miles northwest of Kenly, N. C. This would be a multiple~
purpose project, providing reservoir storage for m‘ﬁrol,
water supply, and irrigetion. The drainage area above the dam
would be 187 square miles. The dem would be constructed of a rolled
earthfill and would have an ungated spillway adjacent to the struce
ture. The dem would be approximatley 10,500 feet long and would
have a maximum height of 50 feet.

d. Little Buffalo reservoir. The reservoir would be
formed by the construction of a dam across Little Buffalo Creek in
Johnston County, about 1 mile north of Kenly, N. C. This would be
a miltiple~purpose project, providing reservoir storage for flood
control and irrigation. The drainage areas above the dam would bhe
22 square miles, The dam would be constructed of a rolled earthfill
and would have an ungated spillway adjacent to the structure. The
dam would be approximately 3,600 feet long and would have a maximum
height of 45 feet. ,

e. Bakers Mill reservoir. The reservoir would be formed
by construction of & dam across Little River in Johnston County,
about 1 mile northeast of Princeton, N. C, This would be a multiple~
purpose project, providing reservoir storage for flood control, water
supply, water-quality control, and irrigation. The drainage area
above the dam would be 261 square miles. This project would control
the 52 square miles below Beulahtown and Little Buffalo dams, and
above Bakers Mill dam, The dam would be comstructed of a rolled
earthfill and would have an ungated spillway adjacent to the struc=
ture, The dam would be approximately L4,400 feet long end would have
a maximum height of 53 feet.

f. Buckhorn reservoir. The reservolr would be formed by
construction of a dam across Contentnea Creek in Wilson County,
about 12 miles west of Wilson, N. C., and immediately west of State
Highway 581. This would be a multiple-purpose project, providing
--reservolr storage for flood control, water supply, water=-quality
control, and irrigation. The drainage area above the dam would be
153 square miles, The dam would be constructed of a rolled earthfill
and would have an ungated spillway adjacent to the structure. The
dam would be approximately 3,600 feet long and would have a maximum
height of 60 feet.

8. Wiggins Mill reservoir. The reservolir would be formed
by construction of a dam just east of Wilsom, N. C., on Contentnea
Creek and immediately upstream from an existing low concrete dam.
This would be a multiple~purpose project, providing reservoir storage
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for flood. control, water supply, and irrigation. The drainage area
above the dam would be 223 square miles. This project would be lo-
cated downstiream from the Buckhorn dam and would control the 70 square
miles between the two dams. The dam would be constructed of a rolled
earthfill and would have an ungated spillway adjacent to the structure.
The dam would be approximately 9,800 feet long and would have a maximum
height of 41 feet.

h. Stantonaburg reservoir. The reaervoir would be formed
by the construction of a dam across Toisnot Swamp, & tributary to
Contentnea Creek, in Wilson County, about 1 mile northeast of
Stantomsburg, N. C. This would be a multiple-purpose project, pro-
viding reservoir storage for flood control, water supply, and irriga-
tion. The drainage area above the dam would be 105 square miles.

The dam would be constructed of a rolled earthfill and would have an
ungated spillway adjacent to the structure. The dam would be approxi-
mately 4,800 feet long and would have a maximum height of 33 feet.

i. Black Creek reservoir. The reservoir would be formed
'”by the construction of a dam across Black Creek, a tributary to Con-
tentnea Creek, in Wilson County, about 7 miles vest of Stantonsburg,
N. C., and about 7 miles south of Wilson, N. C. This would be a
multiple-purpose project, providing reservoir storage for flood cone-
trol and irrigation. The drainage area above the dam would be 40
square miles. The dam would be constructed of a rolled earthfill
and would have an ungated spillway adjacent to the structure. The
dam would be approximately 2,600 feet long and would have a maximum
height of 34 feet.

J. Great Swamp reservoir. The reservoir would be formed
by the construction of a dam across Great Swamp, a tributary to Black
Creek, in Wilson County, about 7 miles west of Stantonsburg, N. C.,
end about 5 miles north of Fremont, N. C. This would be a multiple-
purpose project, providing reservoir storage for flood control and
irrigation. The drainage area above the dam would be 37 square miles.
The dam would be constructed of a rolled earthfill and would have an
ungated spillway adjacent to the structure. The dam would be approxi-
mately 3,300 feet long and would have & maximum height of 39 feet.

k. Aycock Swamp reservoir. The reservolir would be formed
by the construction of a dam across Aycock Swamp, & tributary to Bleck
Creek, in Wilson County, about 5 miles southweet of Stantonsburg, N. C.,
and about 5 miles northeast of Fremont, N. C, This would be a multiple-
purpose project, providing reservoir storage for flood control and
irrigation. The drainage area ahove the dam would be 1l square miles,
The dam would be constructed of a rolled earthfill and would have an
ungated spillway adjacent to the structure. The dam would be approxi-
mately 1,900 feet long and would have a maximum height of 36 feet.

1. Hillsboro reservoir. The reservoir would be formed by
the construction of a dam across Eno River in Durham County, about
3 miles north of Durham, N. C. This would be a multiple-purpose
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project, providing reservolr storage for flood control, water supply,
wvater-quality control and irrigation. The drainage area above the
dam would be 125 square miles, The dam would be constructed of a
rolled earthfill and would have an ungated spillway adjacent to the
structure. The dam would be approximately 64LOO feet long and would
have a maximum height of 136 feet.

m. Orange reservoir. The reservoir would be formed by
the construction of a dam across Little River in Durham County, about
8 miles north of Durham, N. C. This would be a multiple-purpose pro-
Ject, providing reservoir storage for flood control, water-quality
control, and irrigation. The drainage area above the dam would be
85 square miles. The dam would be constructed of a rolled earthfill
and would have an ungated spillway adjacent to the structure. The
dam would be approximately 1,700 feét long and would have a maximum
height of 107 feet,

42



114

( ) Storare capecity (in ac::t‘ep-fee't.)r Surface area (in acres)
I 4 R0 S— 13 G | At maximm| Top of | Top of conservaticn pool
Name of reservoir project Gross pool flood con-
Joitdally | Midzately | Initially ! Mtimataly | atorage | slavation § trol pocl | Tnitially lDtimataly
Talls 243,000 | 192,000 165,000 | 217,000 408,000 | 732,000 | 23,200 11,800 14,000
¥ilson Mills 131,000 } 116,000 70,000 85,000 201,000 | 352,000 8,100 4,100 4,800
Beulahtow 60,000 | 40,000 21,000 | 42,000 e1,000 | 124,000 | 5,90 2,300 3,700
Bakers Mi11 " 17,000 17,000 19,000 19,000 36,000 64,000 3,200 1,900 1,900
Little Buffelo 2,000 72,00 | 6,00 6,000 13,000 | 20,000 | 12,100 700 700
Buckhorn 49,000 49,000 70,000 70,000 19,000 | 155,000 6,000 {4,000 4,000
Wiggins W11 22,000 12,000 13,000 23,000 | . 35,000 54,000 4,400 2,100 3,100
Stantonstarg 24,000 23,000 14,000 25,000 48,000 67,000 5,600 2,100 3,100
Creat Swemp 12,000 12,000 §,000 ' 6,000 18,000 28,000 2,300 900 \900
Black Creek 13,000 13,000 4y 000 4,000 17,000 26,000 2,300 600 600
Ayoock Suesp 4,000 4,000 3,000 3,000 7,000 9,000 800 300 300
2411sboro , 40,000 40,000 83,000 23,000 123,000 | 149,000 4,200 3,000 3,000
Orange ' 27,000 | _27,000 30,000 | _30,000 37,000 | 75,000 | 2,600 1,200 L1220
Total "1 ss51,000 612,000 | 1,163,000 | 1,855,000 | 69,500 41,300

lhel\ﬂu storage for wvaier supply, water-quality contrel, irrigation, ané sedimentation.



75. Other improvements included in the plan. A system of res-
ervolr projects consisting of selected projects described above would
constitute the basic core of water-resource development in the Neuse
River basin., In addition to the system of reservoirs, other measures
would be necessary to obtain a high degree of water-resource conser-
vation required for the full development of the economic potential of
the basin. These additional measures include the following.

a. Local flood-protection works., Projects similar to those
approved for Core Creek and Swift . Creek, providing local flood control
by means of channel improvements, are expected to be initiated in the
basin, where warranted and approved under applicable public laws, as
specific needs arise in the future, Such projects would be initiated
in those areas where flood protection cannot be achieved practically
or economically by the reservoir projects of the general plan.

b, Small watershed-management and treatment progrems.
These programs, initiated under Public Law 506, should be developed
" a8 rapidly as the needs dictate. These programs, consisting of land-
treatment measures, soll-conservation management, flood-detention
reservoirs, and other local watershed~-improvement measures, would pro-
vide needed upstream water- and land-conservation improvements. This
program would be complementary to the overall besin plan and should
be integrated therein so as to inerease the effectiveness of other
projects in the basin.

c. Additional sewage-treatment works., The low-flow-aug~
mentation features of the multiple-purpose reservoirs can provide
a high degree of water-quality control as a supplement to adequate
sevage-treatment measures. .

EFFECTS OF THE GENERAL FLAN

76, Operation of the plan. The reservoir syatem would operate
under a regulation plan designed to obtain the maximum water supp%y
consistent with the most advantageous operation for project needs.
Release schedules would be esteblished to maintain needed minimum
flows and yet maintain reservoir levels as stable as possible so as
to contribute to a high degree of utilizetion of the reservoirs for
recreation. The flood control operation of the system would be based
on minimizing the flood damages,

T7. Flood control effects of the plan. The reservoirs included
in the plan w control about 36 percent of the drainage area of the
basin. Channel-improvement projects such as those on Core Creek and
Swift Creek would suffice on streams withcut reservoir control. The
ultimate flood control storage, amounting to 551,000 acre-feet, in-
cluded in the general plan of development would be sufficlent to con-
trol the runoff from the maximum flood of record above structures,
.Approximately 88 percent of the average annual flood damages in the
flood-plain areas in the scope of the study would be expected to be
eliminated. Flood peaks and stages caused by mejor flood events would
be expected to be reduced in the order shown in table 10,
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TABLE 10

Flood control effects of general plan of reservoir development,
Neuse River basin, K. C.
100-year~-frequency flood event

Index stations

Item Smithfield Goldsboro Kinston Hookerton

Zero-damage stage,
feet 17.0 16.2 14,6 13.0

Unregulated;

Peak discharge, - .
c.f.s. 314"000 39} 500 39)500 191800

Peak stage, feet 29.6 27.4 24,7 2h.2

Reservoir regulated:

Peak discharge,

c.f.8. 5,600 21,000 18,000 9,300
Peak stege, feet 14.3 23.7 - 19.6 17.6
Stage reduction, feet 15.3 3;7 5.1 6.6

78. Water-supply storage. The general plan of development for
the basin includes 312,000 acre-feet of water-supply storage. This
storage would be provided ultimately in several of the 13 reservoirs,
and would be expected to satisfy most of the water-supply needs for
municipal, industrial, and agricultural purposes of the basin for the
next 100 years.

T9. Low-flow augmentation. A total of 197,000 acre~feet of
storage is included in the general reservoir-development plan for
pollution abatement throughout the basin. This water-quality-control
feature will assure increased minimum flows downstream from the reser-~
voirs, which in turn will provide significant increases in the water
quality of the streams. The increasing demands for water supplies,
brought about by rapid population growth and industrial expansion,
will result in the attendant demand for more and more sewage-trestment
measures. There are no known completely effective methods of treating
waste products which would be economically practicable. Dilution of
stream pollutants would provide a means to control the margin of
stream pollution that cannot Le controlled at the source.

80. Recreational opportunities provided. The general plan of
reservoir development in the Newse River basin will provide a total
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of 41,300 acres of water area which can be developed for recreational
purposes.

BENEFITS FROM THE GENERAL RESERVOIR FLAN

81. General. Benefits that would accrue from the general plan
of development result from flood control, provisions for water-supply
storage, water-quality improvement, provision of recreational facili-
ties, and fish and wildlife conservation measures. Benefits for each
project were discounted to present worth and were distributed over
the 100~year evaluation period in an equivalent annual series. Except
for the Falls project, the benefits other than flood control are not
firm, but would depend on growth of needs. A summary of project
benefits is given in table 11l.

82. Flood control benefits. Flood control benefits result from
the reduction of flood demages and the enhancement of flood-plain
lands due to the protection afforded by the plan of improvement.
Flood-damage-reduction benefits were determined as the difference
between the estimated average annual damages with and without the
projects. Land-enhancement benefits, expressed in average annual
values, were based on the projected changes in flood-plain utiliza-
tion resulting in higher type uses. The agricultural-enhancement
benefits were determined as the difference in net returns from pro-
tected and unprotected agricultural lands. The flood control benefits
were adjusted to reflect normal development of the area in the absence
of the projects. The total average annual flood control benefits
credited to the general plan of reservoir development are estimated
to be $1,854,000.

83, Water-supply benefits., The plan would provide for immediate
and future water-supply storage for municipal, industrial, and agri-
cultural water uses. Water-supply benefits were estimated as the cost
of providing water supply by the most economical alternative method.
The total average annual water-supply benefits, from data supplied by
the United States Public Health Service, are estimated to be $900,000,
of which 36 percent would be municipal and industrial water-supply
benefits, 14 percent would be irrigation benefits, and the remainder
would include water-quality-control henefits. The benefits at Falls,
$307,000, could be realized immediately, but the benefits for the
other projects would depend largely on growth of needs.

=8, Water-guality-control benefits. The low-flow augmentation
afforded by the general ieservolr plan will dilute wastes, thus im-
proving the quality of water in the streams affected. In accordance
with Public Law 87-88, 87th Congress, July 20, 1961, the estimated
beneflit produced is considered to be the benefit from water-quality
improvement after adequate treatment is provided at the source by
local interests. The water~-quality-control benefit from the general
reservoir plen, as estimated from data supplied by the United States
Public Health Service, 1s included in the low-flow-augmentation bene-
fits shown in table 11. .




85. Recreation benefits. Recreation benefits are expected to
accrue from the proposed water-resources-development plan in two
categories of recreational activities:; general recreation and fishing.
The average annual recreation benefits attributable to the proposed
projects are estimated to be $4,134,000. These benefits were based
on estimates of projected annual attendance and use of recreational
facilities provided.

86. Other benefits. There are certain intangible benefits, not
subject to direct monetary evaluations, which would be realized in
addition to the previously evaluated benefits attributable to the
water-resources-development plan for the Neuse River basin. The
flood control provided by the plan would help to prevent loss of
human life. Flash floods which occur in the upper reaches of the
basin, often with little or no warning, would be retarded and con-
siderably reduced in magnitude by the proposed reservoirs. The rela-
tively abundant supply of water in the Neuse River besin should be a
major factor in promoting expansion of industry, particularly with
controlled water supplies. Other factors, such as adequate labor
supply, climate, and a wide variety of available sites, provide
strong stimilation for continuing industrial growth. Improved water
quality, in additionto its monetary value, would provide an overall
improvement in general sanitation and improve the asppearance of the
streams, Land-treatment measures, as well as the reservoirs them-
selves, would reduce the sediment load of the streams and would aid
in channel stabilization. Additional benefits to the basin would
result from the recreational facillties provided under the plan.
Sporting=-goods stores, motels, restaurants, concession stands, bait
suppliers, and many other cammercial activities would develop to sup-
port the recreational activities of both the resident and non-resident
population; however, these benefits would be secondary and have not
been evaluated, Benefits such as the general welfare, economy, and
security of the people in the Neuse River basin cannot be predeter-
mined nor evaluated in monetary temrms.,
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TABLE 11

Summary of average annual benefits from the general plan of reservoir development,

Neuse River basin,

N. C.

(100-year evaluation period - 1963 price level)

Fish and

Water-supply benefits s
Flood Low-Tlow General wildlife
control | Weter augmen- recreation | enhance- | Total
Project benefits| supply tationt Irrigation]Subtotal | benefits ment penefits
Falls $ 564,000($112,000] $195,000 $307,000 | $1,690,000 | $171,000 k2,732,ooo
Wilson Mills 400,000 140,000| $ 4,000} 144,000 368,000 19,000 | 931;000
Beulahtown 239,000 24,000] 24,000 74,000 44, 000] 381,000
Bakers Mill 70,000| 12,000 14,0005  10,000| 36,000 70,000 27,000 | 203,000
Little Buffalo 20,000 10,000{ 10,000 30,000 12,000 72,000
Bu¢khorn 151,000] 60,000| 42,000{ 20,000[ 122,000 452,000 | Lo,000| 765,000
Wiggins Mill 80,000] 10,000 8,000] 18,000 225,000 30,000 353,000
Stantonsburg 99,000 16,000} 16,000 200,000 30,000| 345,000
Great Swamp 25,000 8,000] 8,000 95,000 20,000| 148,000
Black Creek 28,000 4,000 4,000 "80,000 15,000 127,000 -
Aycock Swamp 8,000 5,000f 5,000 30,000 5,000 18,000
Hillsboro 100,000} 130,000 | 20,000 4,000} 154,000 276,000*!' 25,000 555,000
Orange 70,000 40,000|  12,000] 52,000 90,000|  16,000] 228,000
Total $1,854,000 §$324,000 |$451,000| $125,000{$900,000 | $3,680,000| $usk,000 }$6,888,000

lIncludes waﬁer-qua.lity—control benefits



ESTIMATE OF COSTS OF THE GENERAL RESERVOIR FLAN

87. Estimated construction costs of reservoirs. The total esti~
mated first cost of the reservoix plan 1s $14,050,000 at 1963 price
levels, Construction costs are summarized in table 12,

88. Estimated investment for reservoirs. The total estimated
investment cost for the plan is 317,420,000 at 1963 price levels.
The investment costs are also summarized in table 12,

89. Estimated annual char es for reservoirs. The totel esti-
mated annual charge for the plan is $3,155,000 at 1963 price levels.

Annual charges are shown in table 12.
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53.5COL $74,050

so] 2,470
$3,550] 576,520
1,800

l#3,550}872,38

]?ntw‘ recreational facilities.

z&uﬁt—ooct ratios of projects other then Falle not shown, as their benefits cepend on grovth of needs.



SEQUENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

90. Program formulation. The various reservoir projects were
analyzed singly and in various combinations or programs to determine
the basin-wide effects. This analysis, based on a <100-year-evaluation
period, indicated that all but one of the reservoir projects (Bakers
Mill) shown in table 12 were economically feasible or would become
feasible during the course of the 100-year-study period. Since this
type of program evaluation is based largely on anticipated future
needs for water-resource development in the basin, construction of
all projects indicated to be economically justified would not be
varranted at the present time. The analysis indicates the magnitude
of water-resource needs that may be expected in the bvasin during the
next century, and that the various reservoir projects studied in con-
bination would provide an economically feasible means of alleviating
these needs. The uncertainties of estimating the timing of the
various types of water-resource needs, and the specific portions of
the basin in which the needs mey first become critical, preclude the
- establishment of & firm schedule of sequential development for the
entire plan, Periodic review to determine the growth of water-
resource needs in the basin is necessary to finalize the schedule of
project construction.

91. Priority of 'construction., The analysis of reservoir proj-
ect effects in the Neuse River basin clearly indicates that the Falls
project 1s the key project of the long-term water-resource-develorment
program in the basin and should be the first project provided. . This
project alone would prevent about 50 percent of the average annual
flood damage occurring along the main stem of the Neuse River below
the damsite, which is equivalent to preventing about 37 percent of
the average annual flood damages in the flood-plein area studied.
Water-quality~-control 1s particularly needed in the river below the
Falls damsite. This need could be alleviated significantly by the
low=-flow-augmentation features of the Falls reservoir project. About
43 percent of the low-flow-asugmentation benefits estimated to be de-
rived from the total basin-development program are creditable to the
Falls project.

92, The Falls project would alleviate a critical water-supply
problem in the basin by providing a source for municipel and industrial
water supply for the city of Raleigh. The city of Raleigh has come-
pleted preliminary engireering plans for the construction of intakes
and pipelines to obtain water directly from the Falls reservoir in
the anticipation that a multiple-purpose reservoir will be constructed
soon by the Federal Government, or, if such a project is not built,

a smaller dam could be built at the site by the city. A bond issue
to finance the intakes and pipelines has been epproved. In addition
to alleviating these immediate needs, the Falls project would also
provide about 35 percent of the storage capacity of the total program
for municipal, industrial, and agricultural water supply and water-
quality control for the basin. Because of its strategic location
near the major population centers of the basin, it would provide a
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significant resource for much-needed recreational development. No
other single project in the general reservoir plan could achieve
similarly significant results,

93. After analysis had shown that Falls reservoir would satisfy
the most pressing water-resource needs of the basin, and a rigorous
examination had affirmed its economic Justification, Falls was selected
for construction as the first unit of the Neuse River development plan,

94, Continued analysis of other potential reservoir projects in
the basin showed that Wilson Mills, Buckhorn, and Beulahtown should
be considered of secondary magnitude in importance, Their inferidr-
ity to the Falls lies in the lack of present urgency for their con-
struction. After continued economic growth in the area, these sites
should be examined in more detail and their feasibility should be
reassessed. : _ n

95. The other nine projects will be needed as the basin devel-
opment continues. At this time, it appears unlikely that the nine
projects will be urgently needed for many years. A reappraisal
should be made at the time detailed studies are made of the three
projects discussed 1In the preceding paragraph.

SECTION X - FLAN OF DEVELOPMENT WARRANTING IMMEDIATE CONSTRUCTION
GENERAL

96. When it became apparent that Falls reseréoir was the only
project in the plan for which the immediate needs are firmly estab=-
lished, a more detailed evaluation was made of that project. Results
of that analysis are presented in this section.

LOCATION

97. The proposed Falls damsite is located on the Neuse River,
in Wake County, about 1 mile above the town of Falls, N. C., and
about 10 miles northeast of the city of Raleigh., The main body of
the reservoir would lie principally in Wake and Durham Counties, but
some of the tributery portions would extend into Granville County.
The general location of the reservoir is shown on plate 1, and the
details are on plate 3.

DESCRIPTION OF FROJECT

98. General. A summary of pertinent data for the project is
shown in appendix VII, table VII-l.

99. Description of the dam. The Falls project would have a
concrete and earth dam with an overall length of 1,000 feet and a
maximum height of 83 feet. The 140-foot ogee spillway would have
a crest elevation of 228 feet above mean sea level and would be cone
trolled by three 4O-foot by 36-foot tainter gates. Concrete abutment
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sectiona totalling 300 feet in length connect to each end of the
spillway. A conduit would be provided to discharge the controlled
normal streamflow. The 560-foot earth section joining the concrete
abutment to the right-bank hillside would have a top width of 30

feet and 3:1 side slopes. The dam would have an impervious core

(10 feet wide at top), a rock toe on the downstream side,. and the up-
stream side would be riprapped above elevation 245.0 feet above mean
sea level (see pl. 2). There is a possibility of installing a small
hydroelectric powerplant utilizing the flows released in the water-
quality-control features of the project. It will not be possible to
determine whether the power unit should be installed until details of
the operating conditions are fully known. )

100, Description of the reservoir. The full reservoir, top of
the flood control pool, would reach an elevation of 262.7 feet above
mean sea level., At this elevation, approximately 23,200 acres of
land would be inundated, and the gross storage of the reservoir would
amount to 408,000 acre-feet. Land to be purchased in fee is esti-
mated to amount to about 31,500 acres, and installations subject to
relocation within the reservolr area would be affected below elevation
267.7 feet above -mean sea level., The reservoir would include 38,000
acre-feet of sediment storage, which would establish the bottom of
the usable pool at elevation 232.5 feet above mean sea level., Stor-
age amounting to 82,000 acre-feet for water-quality control and 45,000
acre~-feet for water supply would establish the top of the conservation
pool at elevation 249.0 feet above mean sea level. At the top of the
conservation pool, approximately 11,800 acres of land would be inun-
dated, and the total reservoir storage would amount to 165,000 acre-
feet, Reservolr lands to be cleared are presently estimated as about
10,900 acres. Between elevations 249.0 and 262,7 feet above mean sea
level, 243,000 acre-feet of storage would be available for flood con-
trol. If the general plan of development for the Neuse River basin
is completed as envisioned in this study, storages in Falls reservoir
would be ultimately allocated to 217,000 acre-feet for conservation
and 191,000 acre-feet for flood control. This flexibility would be
possible by shifting some of the Falls reservolr initial flood control
storage to other reservoirs, either upstream or downstream.

ESTIMATE OF COST

101. JFstimated construction cost of the Falls project. The
estimated cost of the falls project presented in this section is
based upon quantity estimates wherein use was made of latest field
surveys, land appralsals, and foundation investigations shown in
appendix II, plate II-l, Cost estimates were based on past experience
and use of 1963 contract prices applied to the estimated quantities.
Costs covering contingencies, engineering and design, and supervision
and administration are included in the above-mentioned estimates. A
detailed cost estimate of the best plan for the Falls reservoir is
given in table VII-2 of appendix VII. The total construction first
cost of the project is estimated to be $18,600,000 and 1s summarized
in table 13 below.
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102. Estimated ihvestment for Falls project. The estimated
total investment for the Falls project is $19,400,000 "financial"
and $20,000,000 "economic." The "financial" investment is the initial
investment; the "economic" investment includes the present worth of
future additions for recreation. The interest during construction
wvas computed using an interest rate of 3 percent per year for one-half
the estimated construction time. The total construction time is esti-
mted to be 3 years.

103. Estimsted annual charges for the Falls project. The total
estimated annual financial charge is $734,000 and the economic charge
is $822,000, based on 1963 price levels. The economic charge includes
the charge for future additions for recreation and a charge for net
loss of the ordinary productivity on land taken for the project.
Annual charges were computed at the current interest rate of 3 percent
and were amortized assuming a 100-year useful project life. Cost sum-
meries are shown in appendix VII to this report.

TABLE 13

Summry of estimated first costs of Falls project
(in 1963 dollars)

Feature Cost

1. Lands and damages $ 5,713,000
2. Relocations 4,263,000
3. Reservoir and pool preparetion 1,962,000
4. Dam and appurtenances ' » 3,131,000
5. Access road . 36,000
6. Recreational facilities 1,200,000
T. Buildings, grounds, and utilities : 87,000
8. Permenent operating equipment 170,000
9. Engineering and design » 651,000
). Supervision and administration 1,367,000

Totel first cost of project $i8,600,000

ESTIMATE OF EENEFITS

104k, Genersl. Construction of the Falls project would satisfy
the most urgent present-day water-resources needs of the Neuse River
basin. The results of benefit-evaluation studies relative to the
Falls project are discussed in the following paragrephs.

54



105. Flood control benefits. Details of the computation of the
flood control beneflts to be derived from the Falls project are pre-
sented in appendix III. Tangible flood control benefits from Falls **
reservolr would be flood-damage-reduction benefits and land-enhance-
ment benefits.

&. Flood-damage-reduction benefits. If no flood protection
is provided for the flood plains along the main stem of the Neuse River,
the annual flood damages, estimated to amount to $730,000 under present
conditions of development of the flood plain, are expected to increase,
with normal increase of development in the flood plain, at a uniform
rate during the next 50 years to about $1,124,000. Due to limitations
in very long-range estimating, no further increase is assumed in annual
damages during the second half of the 100-year-evaluation period, The
estimated gverage annual flood damages on the main stem throughout the
100-year-evaluation period, averaged by discount methods, are $928,000.
Operation of the Falls project would reduce these dameges to $460,000,
(see fig. 3). The flood-damage-reduction benefits are therefore esti-
mated at an average of $468,000 annually. Of these benefits, 66 percent
accrue to agricultural properties and 34 percent to non-agricultural
properties. Detalls of the methods and procedures used to evaluate
flood damages and flood-damage~reduction benefits are presented in
appendix III.

b. Land-enhancement benefits. Falls reservolr would provide
sufficient reduction to create substantial agricultural lend-enchance-
ment benefits, resulting from the stimulation of increased utilization
of flood-plain lands due to reduced flooding. It is estimated that
these land-enhancement benefits would amount to $96,000 annuelly.

These benefits would be general in nature, distributed throughout the
main-stem area benefited, and would therefore not entail local-coopera-
tion contributions. No benefit is claimed for enhancement of land in
urban areas, since only partial protection would be afforded by Falls
reservoir alone;therefore, changed land uses in urban areas, by reason
of Falls reservoir, are not expected or claimed. Details of the com-
putetion and methods used to determine the agricultural land-enhance-
ment benefits are given in appendix III.
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T SCALE IN MRLES - oo C Lo

FIGURE 3. FLOOD-DAMAGE-REDUCTION EFFECTS OF THE FALLS RESERVOIR FROJECT
(average annual darmages shown in thousands of dollars)

106. Local water-supply benefits. Storage of 45,000 acre-feet al-
located in the Falls reservoir project for use as a water-supply source
for the city of Raleigh would provide local water-supply benefits esti-
mated at $112,000 annually, based on a 100-year-evaluation period, or
$102,000 annually if based on a 50-year-evaluation period. These bene-
fits were considered as equal to the annual charges for an alternate
single-purpose water-supply reservoir project utilizing the same dan-
site as the multiple-purpose project at Falls. This project site would
be the nearest site available and suitable for a single-purpose water-
supply project.

107. Water-quality-control benefits. Discharge-regulation features
of the Falls project include 82,000 acre-feet of storage for low-flow
augrentation, which would provide substantiel water-quality-control
benefits. The dependable Flow of the Neuse at Falls would be increased
from near-zero flow to 165 cubic feet per second in the most critical
period. 1In accordance with rccommendaticns from the U. S. Public Health
Service, the water-quality benefits were considered as equal to the an-
nual charges for an altzrnate single-purpose low-flow-augmentation
reservoir project utilizing the same damsite as for the Falls multiple=
purpose project. Thne results of the above study indice.te that the
average annual water-quality-control benersfits from the Falls project
over & 100-year period would amount to $195,000.
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108, Hydroelectric-power benefits. As discussed previously, large-
scale-hydroelectric-powe? generation was not found warranted at the Falls
site. The possibility exists of a small powerplant to operate with the
release of water for other purposes. It is not considered practicable
to determine at this time what the schedule of such releases would be
and whether the resulting power output would fit the needs of power users
who might purchase the small output. Therefore, no hydroelectric-power
benefits are estimated for the Falls site at this time. The practica=-
bility and Justification of a small hydroelectric powerplant at Falls
would be a matter to investigate in the detailed planning if the project
were authorized. The Federal Power Commission and the Southeastern Power
Administration would be requested to furnish advice on the benefits and
revenues of such a plant.

109. Recreation benefits.

‘ a. QGeneral. The Fells reservoir would provide a facility for
general water-based recreational purposes-which would undoubtedly develop
rapidly. The reservoir would be strategically located in relation to
several major population centers. In 1960, about one-quarter of a million
people lived within a T75-mile highway distance of the reservoir site,
and population within this zone 1s increasing. The reservolr would have
an initial surface area of about 11,800 acres at the top of the conser-
vation pool and an ultimate area of 14,070 acres. The water impounded
in the reservoir would be suitable for boating and fishing, and beauti-
ful scenery would be enjoyed from the many access points. Much of the
shoreline could be developed for use as parks, boat harbors, group camps,
and fishing camps. The development of the Falls reservoir toundaries
for public recreation would iavolve careful planning in ccoperation
with appropriate agencies, including the North Carolina Recreation Com-
mission, North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commisgion, State Board of
Conservation and Development, U. 8. National Park Service, U. S. Bureau
of Outdoor Recreation, U. S. Forest Service, and U. S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, and with the various counties and municipalities involved.
Recreation benefits from the Falls projec¢t were evaluated in two cate-
gories; general recreation, which includes bathing, boating, picnicking,
ete.; and hunting and fishing.

b. General) recreation benefits. The U. S, National Park
Service has prepared a report evalvating the general recreation bene-
fits for this report. Their report is included as appendix IX. The
National Park Service estimated the recreation benefits to be
$1,690,000 annually, based upon a 100-yecr-evaluation pericod and an
average annual visitation of 3,200,000 persons.

¢. Hunting and fishing benefits., The U, S. Fish and Wildlife
Service has prepared & report presenting daste ifor the evaluation of the
hunting and fishing benefits to be derived frcm the Falls project. A
copy of this report is included as appendix VI. The Fish and Wildlife
Service reports that the Falls project would be beneficiel to the fish-
ery aspects “within the reservoir. They emphasized that reservoir water
released to downstream areas be of such quality &s to preclude adverse

57



effects to the downstream fishery. The Fish and Wildlife Service also
reported that there would be a loss of large game, upland game, and
waterfowl in the project area, due to losses in habitat. They further
suggested partial mitigation of those losses by creation of wildlife-
management areas. Suggestions by the Fish and Wildlife Service for
management, control, and construction of facllities to mitigate wildlife
losses will be given careful consideration in the detailed planning if
the Falls project is authorized. The net fishing and hunting benefits
for the 100-year-evaluation period are estimated at $171,000.

110. Summary of benefits. A summary of the project benefits
creditable to the Falls project, for the 100-year-evaluation period, is
shown in table 1k below.

N TABLE 1L

Summary of average annual bénefits to be derived
from the Falls reservoir project
(19603 price level)

Benefits
1. Flood control
a. Flood-dams;e~reduction benefits . $ 468,000
T b. Land-enhancement benefits 96,000
_ c. Subtotal . $ 564,000
2. Local water supply $ 112,000
3. Low-flow repgulation for water-quality control $ 195,000
4. Recreation
a. General recreation v $1,690,000
b. Hunting and fishing 171,000
¢. Subtotal $1,861,000
5. Total project benefits $2,732,000

ALLOCATION OF COSTS .
111. General. Allocations of costs of the multiple-purpose fea-
tures in the PFalls project plans, for flood control, local water supply,

low-flow augmentation, and recreation, were made by the separable-cost
remaining-benefits method. Details of the cont allocation are presented
in appendix VII, and a sumary is in table 1. '
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APPORTIONMENT OF COSTS AMONG INTERESTS

112. General.

sharing practices.
lowing paragraphs.

The division of project costs for the Falls project,
between Federal and non-Federal interests, is summarized in table 15 and
was based on presently applicable laws and regulations governing cost-
These regulations are discussed briefly in the fol-

TABLE 15

Apportionment of costs for the Falls project

Federal Non-Federal - Percent
Per- Per- Total of
Project purposes Cost cent Cost cent cost ttotal cost
Total construction
cost:
Flood control $11,725,000] 63.1 511,725,000 63.1
Local water
supply $1,455,000[ 7.8 | 1,455,000 7.8
Low-flow aug-
mentation,
water-quality .
control 2,424,000] 13.0 - 2,424,000 13.0
Recreation
Specific costs | 1,800,000 9.7 1,800,000 9.7
Joint costs 1,196,000 6.4 1,196,000 6.4
Total 517,145,000| 92.2]$1,455,000f 7.8 18,600,000 100.0
Annual operation, )
maintenance, and
replacement costs:
Flood control 5 23,000} 19.2 b 23,000 19.2
Local water
_ supply $ 10,000[8.3 10,000 8.3
Low-flow augmen- )
tation, water- -
quality control 20,000| 16.7 20,000 16.7
Recreation 67,000] 55.8 67,000 55.8
Total 110,000} 91.7|$ 10,00018.3.§ 120,000 100.0
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TAEBLE 15 --Continued

Apportionment of costs for the Fells project

Federal Non-Federal Percent
Per- Per- | Totel of
Project purposzs Cost cent | - Cost cent cost total cost
Annuel charges:
Flood control $ 410,000 |55.9 # 410,000 55.9
Local water .
supply 5+ 58,000] 7.9 58,000 7.5
Low-flow avgmen-
tation, water- : - v .
quality control 100,000 | 13.6 100,000 13.6
Recreation 265,000 | 22.6 166,000 22.5
Total s 676,000 |92.1 B 58,000] 7.9 F 75,000 100.0

113. Agpportiomaent of flood control costs. Costs allocated to flood
control were egpportioned in accordance with Szetion 201 of the Flood
Control .ict of 1962 (Public Law 87-87k). Costs allociated to flood con-
trol are considered to Le all Foderal.

11k, Apportionment of water-supply costs.

a. General. The ccsts of providinz vater-supply storare for
immediate and anticipated fiture use most be apportioned to 3tate or
local non-Federal interests in accordance with the Water Supply Act of
1958 (Title III of Public Law 85-500). All construction, operation and
maintenance, and replacenent and interest costs incurred by the Federal
Government and allocated to water supply are to be repald by the water
vsers, No interest is required to be char-ed oa the investment costs
allocated to uture water supply until use is initiated, except for the
payment of current interest charpges on the unpaid balance after the
interest-free period. The investment allocadie to ifvture water supply
is 1limited to 30 percent of the project cost. All costs for rfuture
water supply, including interest, incurred after the interest-free
period, which shall not exzceed 1C years, niwst be repaid within 50 years
after use is initiated. ’ :

o. Water supply for the city of Raleipgh, Ni C. The city of
Ralei;:h is the locul airency which has requested that water supply ve in-
cluded in the Falls project. Raleizh has piovided satisractory assurances
of repayment of the allovated cost. The city 1s instulling an intake in
the reach of Neuse River above the Falls site, and it is expected that
use of the Falls project for water supply wo:ld ve;in as soon as the proj-
ect is completed.




115. Apportiomnment of water-qnalitl-control costs. The streamflow
augmentation from the Falls reservoir in low-flow periods would improve
the water quality. In accordance with the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act Amendments of 1961 (Public Law 87-88), the cost incurred for
vater-quality control may be nonreimbursable if the benefits are wide-
spread. In this case, benefits would accrue along the main stem below
Falls to the mouth and are considered widespread and, therefore, nonre-
imbursable.

116. Apportionment of recreation costs.

a. General recreation costs. Section 4 of the Flood Con-
trol Act of December 22, 194l (Public Law 534, 78th Cong.), authorizes
construction, operation, and maintenance by the Federal Government of
basic facilitles for public use and access for general recreation.
Under this authority the cost allocated to general recreation is ap~
portioned to the Federal Government. However, the State, adjoining
counties, and nearvy cities are known to be interested in developing
general recreational areas on the reservolr, utilizing the general
recreational opportunity which the project would afford. It is be=-
lieved that a considerable amount of such development will take place
if the projJect is built, although no definite plans exist for it at
this time.

b. Fish and wildlife costs. The conservation pool included
in the Falls project would provide storage for water supply and low-
flow-augmentation. The fish and wildlife benefits also resulting from
the conservation pool, while substantial, would be generally incidental.
Neither modifications in the project nor the acquisition of lands for
fish and wildlife purposes 1is proposed for the Falls project at the
present time. The only costs required to obtain net benefits to fish
and wildlife would be those incurred for recreation under authority
of the Flood Control Act of. 1944. The State of North Carolina is in-
terested in utilizing the reservoir for fish and wildlife purposes,
and 1t is believed that substantial non-Federal expenditure will be
made for these purposes if the project is built. The U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service report finds that the Falls project may produce
fishery benefits of more than local significance. Therefore, no costs
are allocated to non-Federal interests for fish and wildlife purposes,

LOCAL COOPERATION

117. In the preceding paragraphs, the extent to which non-Federal
interests are required to cooperate financially in implementation of
the Falls project has been discussed. The items and amounts of non-
Federal cost are shown in table 15. Repayment of costs allocated to
wvater supply may be made either by sharing construction costs during
project construction plus annual payments of operation and maintenance
costs and payment of replacement costs wvhen incurred, or by annual pay-
ments for the construction costs, including interest during congtruction
and interest on the unpaid balance plus annuael payment for operation
and maintenance and payment of replacement costs when incurred. Rea-
sonable assurance that these obligations for water-supply storages
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will be assumed has been received. This assurance is included as at-
tachment No, 2 to this report. Local interests will be expected to-
prevent obstruction and encroachment on the channels downstream of the
regservoir which would interfere with operation of the project., Satis-
factory assurances to that effect, from the State or other responsible
agencies, will be a required item of local- cooperation.

COOPERATING AGENCIES

118. General. Federal, State, and municipal agencies were con-
sulted during the investigations and during the preparation of this
report. The Federal agencies most concerned with various phases of
the development plan are as follows,

119, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. The Public
Health Service, an agency of this Department, is preparing a detailed

report on present and future needs for water supply and water-quality
control in the Neuse River basin. Preliminary data on present and
future vater supply and water-~quality-control needs, furnished by the
Public Health Service for use in determining the needs to be met by
the Falls reservoir, are tabulated in tables V-1 and V-2 of appendix V.,

120, Department of the Interior.

a. ~The National Park Servicg. This agency prepared & report
on the general recreation benefits expected from the Fglls reservoir

and other reservoirs in the general plan of development. This report
is included as appendix IX.

b. The U, 8, Fish and Wildlife-Service. This agency pre-
pared a report on fish and wildlife resources within the Neuse River

basin, and evaluated benefits and damages to fish and wildlife attrib-
utable to the proposed Falls project. This report is included as
appendix VI,

ce The U, S, Geological Survey. This agency operates stream-
gaging stations throughout the basin, and furnished streamflow records
and topographic maps which were used during the preparation of this
report.

121, t of Agriculture. Various agencies of this Depart-
ment cooperated with the Wilmington District by furnishing pertinent
date relative to crop production, average yields, and values.

122. Department of Camerce. The U, S. Weather Bureau, an agency
of this Department, furnished climatological and meteorological data
as well as river stages for various stations throughout the basin.

123. Federal Power Commission. The Regional Engineer of the
Atlanta office of this agency cooperated in investigating the power
potential at the Falls site and other sites in the basin, and furnished
unit-pover values used in estimating benefits.
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SECTION XTI - SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION
' THE PROBLEMS

124, Flood control. The need for protection of the flood plains
of the Neuse River basin from disastrous floods has long been recognized.
Major floods which have caused extensive damage in the Neuse River basin
have emphasized the urgent need for flood protection.

125, Water supply. The Neuse River and tributaries are a potential
source of ample vaEer supply for long-range future needs if the flow in
dry seasons is; augmented by reservoir storage. Very few municipalities
presently get their water from the Neuse River, so the current supply
for domestic consumption is, on the whole, fairly adequate. The city of
Raleigh needs an additional source of supply, and is planning to utilize
the Reuse River. The use of water for irrigation is developing rapidly
in the Neuse River basin, and it 1s anticipated that, in the foreseeable
future, irrigation facilities will be a primary and urgent need through-
out the basin.

126, hter:%itﬁ control. Pollution of streams in the Neuse River
basin by industrial effluents and domestic sewage is a problem of serious
concern. Treatment:ralone, by known methods, will not suffice to bring
the streams up to acceptable standards of quality. The amount of water

flowing during dry periods is insufficient to provide adequate dilution.

127. Recreation. The growth of population in the Neuse River basin,
especially in the upper portion of the basin, has increased the need
for additional facilities for public recreation. Facilities for water
sports, fishing, and activities such as pionicking and sightseeing would
help to meet the needs.
'

THE SOLUTION

128, The gemeral plan of development. The general plan of water-
resources opment presented in this report would solve most of the
long-range water problems in the basin. The immediate needs are for
flood protection, local water supply, low-flow augmentation, and recrea-
tion. Construction of the Falls project would be the most effective
initial step toward fulfilling the immediate needs. Additional reser-
voirs throughout the basin would be phased into the plen to provide so-
lutions to the anticipated future water-conservation needs. This arrange-
ment provides sufficient flexidbility in scheduling of the lattér projects
to offset any inaccuracies that might occur in the projection of antici-
pated needs.

129, Bolution of immediate needs. Approximately Tk perceunt of
the basin-wide average anmal flood damage occurs on the flood plains
of the Neuse River below the Falls damsite. The Falls reservoir is
capable of reducing the flood damages on the flood plains below the
site by about 50 percent, which is equivalent to a reduction of about
37 percent of all basin damage. The Falls reservoir would not afford
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complete protection from large floods in the lower basin; therefore,
urban development on the flood plain would be subject to damages.
Local regulation of the flood plain is needed to discourage further
urban development which might be subject to floods. The greatest
water-quallty-control needs occur primarily on the main stem of the
Neuse River. The low-flow augmentation from the Falls project would
assure a dependable minimum flow of 165 cubic feet per second near
Raleigh, N. C., and would provide a significant measure of water=
quality control. Falls reservcir would be a dependable source of
water supply for Raleigh for the long-range future. The immediate
recreation needs for the basin are primarily centered in the more
heavily populated upper basin area. Since the Falls reservoir is
located in this area, the 11,800-acre reservcir would substantially
satisfy the immediate recreatior. neéds of the area.

130, Solution of future needs. The Wilson Mills, Buckhorn, and
Beulahtown projects, when construated later in the general plan of
development, would practically satisfy most of the remaining needs of
the Neuse River basin and would provide a desirabdble hydrologic plan
around which other reservcirs could be added as needs increase.

131. Related basin programs of other agencies. The watershed
programs of other Federal and State agencies were given consideration
in the general plan of basin development, such as the conservation
programs under the Department of Agriculture and the conservation
plans of the State of North Carolina., The program by the Department
of Agriculture could produce significant water-control effects on the
land itself and on the smaller tributary streams in the Neuse River
basin. These facilities, when provided, would complement the overall
plan and would create additional benefits. Additional programs of
State and Federal agencies responsible for pollution control, recrea-
tion, and fish and wildlife conservation could be developed as sup-
plemental beneficial features to the general plan of development.

132, Additional information. Additional informsticn on recom-
mended and alternative proJjects, called for in Senate Resolution 148,
85th Congress, adopted January 28, 1958, is contained in attachment
No. 1 to this report.

SECTION XIT - CONCLUSIONS -

133. The general plan of development presented in this report
is designed to meet the water~resource needs of the basin over a
long-range period. This plan 1s presented for approval as a general
framework, or guide.

134. The four principal reservcirs, Falls and Wilson Mills on the
feuse River, Buckhorn on Contentnea Creek, and Beulahtown on Little
River, would provide the major storage capacity for flood control gnd-
water supply for the Neuse River basin. No significant amount of
storage for these purposes exists at the present time. The releases
from the proposed reservoirs during lcw-flow periods would, if adequate
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sewage treatment were provided by local interests, afford water-quality
control which would enhance the use of streams for water supply, fishing,
and recreation. The water areas of the reservoirs would provide excel-
lent recreation areas saccessible to the general publiec.

135. The four main reservoirs would be supplemented by nine smaller
reservoirs which would provide additional flood control, water supply,
water-quality control,and other uses as the needs dictate. It is con-
templated that soil-conservation measures under the Department of Agri-
culture would be extended throughout much of the basin and would be a
benefit to the streams as well as the land.

136. The Falls project is the most important project of the general
plan and 1s the only project in the plan for which the immediate need
is firmly esteblished. The next projects should follow as the needs de=-
velop. Falls rescrvolr will meet the most immedlate and urgent needs
for flood control, water-quelity control, water supply for Raleigh, and
recreation, as well as being a source for local municipal water supply
which is needed now. The Falls reservolr project would provide the
foundetion upon which the general plan could be efficiently and expe-
ditiously devzloped, and shculd be constructed as quickly as possible.

137. The vater-resource development of the Neuse River bvasin
should be continued. A long-range progrem of development will neces-
sarily require future review and reevaluation to keep it in phase -
with the ever-changing economic¢ activities of the bvasin.

SECTION XIII -~ RECOMMENDATIONS
138. 'The District Engineer recommends:

a. That the general plan of development of the Neuse River
basin, &s presented herein, be approved as a guide for immediate and
future development of the besin's water resources.

b. That the Falls project on Neuse River in North Carolina
be authorized for construction in the interest of flood control, water
supply, water-quality control, recreation, and other purposes, in gen~
eral accordance with the plans outlined in this report; at an estimated
cost of $18,600,000 for construction and $120,000 annually for opera-
tion, maintenance, and replacements; provided thet, before construvction
is initiated, locel interests agree to:

(1) Prevent encroazhment on downstream channels that would
interfere with the operation of the reservoir; and

(2) Pay the United States, in accordance with the Water
Supply Act of 1958, as asmended, the entire amount of construction cost
allocated to weter supply, presently estimated at $1,455,000, and the
entire amount of operation, maintenance, and replacement costs allocated
to water supply, presently estimated at $10,000 annually, the final



amounts to be determined after actual costs are known. The net cost
to the United States is estimated at $17,145,000 for construction and
$110,000 annually for operation, maintenance, and replacements.

Y
J. S. GRYGIEL

Colonel, Corps of Engineers
District Engineer
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[First endorsement]

SADER (31 Dec 63) .
SUBJECT: Neuse River Basin, North Carolina; Survey Report

U. S. Army Engr Div, South Atlantic, Atlanta, Ga., 2 January 1964
TO: Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, Washington, D. C.
Concur in the recommendations of the District Engineer.

s/ A. C. Welling

A. C. WELLING
Major General, USA
Division Engineer
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%"‘Kﬁ}"‘/ - UNITED STATES
l'.-\-f’_ =" DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
n i FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

~ BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE

PEACHTREE-SEVENTH BUILDING
ATLANTA 23, GEORGIA

November 25, 1963

CE-MA-tn

District Engineer
U. 8. Army, Corps of Engineers
Wilmington, North Carolina

Dear 8ir:

In accordance with our letter of June 19, 1962, we are providing pre-
liminary deta relative to proposed reservoir sites and future fish and
wildlife needs in the Neuse River Basin, North Carolina. Our studies
wvere made in cooperation with the North Carolina Wildlife Resources
Commission and are based on project data transmitted by your letters
of Noverber 5, 1962, and January 9, 1963.

The water development plan you are considering will include all or
combinations of 14 reservoirs located on the Neuse River and tributary
streams for purposes of flood control, power, water supply, low-flow
augnentation and recreation (plate 1). This letter does not constitute
ouwr project report as required by Section 2 of the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.).

The Bureau's project report will be submitted when sufficient data

are available to permit a detailed evaluation of your final plan.

We have confined our studies to the 10 counties lying primarily in

the basin above New Bern, North Carolina. Information presented herein
does not include consideration of possible project effects on estuarine
or anadromous fishery resources. The importance of quality and quantity
of downstream flows to these resources was mentioned in our report,
dated June 26, 1957. Reliable land-use projections are available only
to the year 1975, therefore, anticipated fish and wildlife habitat is
calculated as a constant beyond this date.

Fishery resources in the basin are composed primarily of warm-water
species such as largemouth bass, other sunfishes, catfishes, carp,

end suckers. Anadromous species such as striped bass and shad are
present seasonally in the lower segments of Neuse River and tributaries.
The stream fishery consists of 8,500 surface acres and small impound-
ments provide an additional 15,000 acres. The United States Soil
Conservation Service has predicted that by 1975 the total surface area



of small impoundments will be 30,200 acres. It is estimated that the

total fresh-water fishery habitat available in 1975 will have the pro-

?uctive tential to support an estimated 3.4 million man-days of fishing
table l).

The construction and operation of any combination of the considered reser-
voirs will increase and diversify fish habitat, although the reservoirs
will contain essentially the same species as do the present habitats.
Effects of individual reservoirs on fishery resources are shown in table 2,
Downstream areas were excluded from consideration, owing to lack of informa-
tion necessary to determine project effects. Consideration should be given
in project planning to the release of water in sufficient qQuantity and
quality to prevent adverse effects in these areas.

Wildlife resources are comprised of farm and forest game, migratory birds
and fur animals. The flood plains of the Neuse River and tributary streams
contain the most diversified and productive wildlife habitat in the basin.
Present wildlife habitat in the basin consists of 1.90 million acres of
woodland and 1.26 million acres of crop, pasture, and other farm lands.

The North Carolina Conservation Needs Committeel predicts a reduction

of approximately 30,000 acres in these land-use categories by 1975.

In view of these expected changes, it is estimated that remaining wild-
life habitat will have the productive potential to support 1.88 million
man-days of hunting annually (table 1).

Development of the considered reservoir sites will inundate wildlife
habitat and reduce hunting opportunities. These damages are evaluated
in man-day losses (table 3). The data do not include possible effects
on downstream flood plain wildlife habitat resulting from changes in
overflow regimen.

Our study indicates that considered project development will have the
general effect of increasing and diversifying fishery resources and
decreasing wildlife resources. Future fishing and hunting needs will
meet and surpass the productive potential of the fish and wildlife
habitat. (table 1). Therefore, in formulating any water resource develop-
ment plan, we urge that careful and adequate consideration be given to
conservation and development of fish and wildlife resources.

When sufficient project data are available, this Bureau will reevaluate
effects on fish and wildlife resources and uake appropriate recommenda-

tions. Your final plan should define anticipated streamflow regulations
and resulting land-use changes to facilitate our studies.

1/ North Carolina Soil end Water Conservation Needs Inventory -- February 1962
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- This letter has been reviewed by the North Carolina Wildlife Resources
Commission and Department of Conservation and Development. Coplies of
thoir letters of concurrence are attached. >

The opportunity to provide you with comments at this phue of your
project planning is appmum

Sincerely yours,

Ma.gm’/

Walter A. Gresh
Regional Director

Attachments 2
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TABLE 1

mmmmmmmmmmm,
- KEUSE RIVER BASIN, NORTH CAROLINA ‘

(Millions)
L I — R
1950 1975 ' ~ 2010 2060
Item Fishing Hunting Fishing Hunt Fishing Humting Eunti.ng

__ Man-days ‘ lhn-dgy%mi Man-days lhn—da;a
Esbitet Potential® | - o B "j’,f
Without the Procject 2.03 1.89 3.0 1.88 3.40 1.88 3».1;0 188
Needs | 1,47 .80 2.00 _ 1.08 _3.46  1.86 6.08 328
Surplus or Deficit | £.56  £1.09 Ao f.80 -06  f.e 2.68  -1:k

1/ Based on available land-use changes projected for 1975.



ESTIMATED AVERAGE ANNUAL FISHERY VALUES y
FOR CONSIDERED RESERVOIRS, NEUSE RIVER BASIN, N. C.

Vithout the ?rojoct With the Project
Reservoirs Acres  Man-days Va%ue?l/ Aores  Man-days v;;mé/
Falls 860 35,600 | 41,100 10,800 227,300 227,300
Buckhorn 10 3,300 6,000 4,000 45,800 145,800
Wiggins Mill 90 5,600 11,000 2,100 41,300 41,300
Bakers Mill 120 5,300 10,600 1,900 37,900 37,900
Beulahtown 30 1,300 1,900 2,250  U45,700  U45,700
Stantonsburg 4o 2,500 L, 900 2,100 34,800  3k,800
Great Swamp 10 600 800 860 20,500 20,500
Nahunte Swamp 20 500 500 800 20,000 20,000
Black Creek 10 600 600 620 15,200 15,200
Little Buffalo 3 70 70 690 11,800 11,800
Aycock Swvamp 6 100 100 300 5,400 5,400
Wilson Mills 780 35,300 35,600 3,200 54,800 54,800
‘| Hil1sboro 30 2,000 k4,000 2,980 28,700 28,700
| Orange 20 1,000 1,200 1,200 17,000 17,000

_1_/ Values,;: based on 50-year project analysis, pertain to reservoirs only and

exclude tallwater areas.

!

2/ Monetary expressions of noncommercial use of fish and wildlife resources
are based on the "Interim Schedule of Values for Recreational Aspects of
Fish and Wildlife," adopted by the Inter-Agency Committee on Water Rescurces
on October 18, 1960,
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TABLE 3

ESTIMATED AVERAGE ANNUAL WILDLIFE LOSSES
FOR INDIVIDUAL RESERVOIR SITES

NEUSE RIVER BASIN, N, C.%/

Habitat “Hanting

Reservoirs Affected Effort Lost
~Acres “Wan-2ays |

Falls - 21,300 7,200
Buckhorn 5,800 - ‘ 2,500
Wiggins Mi1l 4,200 \ 1,100
Bakers Mill 4,100 1,000
Beulahtown ' 5,800 1,500
Stantonsburg y 5,500 1,000
Great Swamp 2,300 . 500
Nahunta Swamp 2,200 400
Black éreek 2,200 Loo
Little Buffalo 1, 100 Loo
Aycock Swamp 700 200
Wilson Mills 7,600 2,600
Hillsboro - 4,200 2,300
Orange 2,500 1,100

1/ Values, based on 50-year project analysis, pertain to inundated
reservoir areas and exclude effects on downstream flood plain

areas.
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RALEICH, N. C. 27¢02

-

°. :n:o.::rouu. snarav November 12 » 1963 uv::‘:‘."::m:c Q';:lun
8. K. BEAL, Re® OAR PHIL W. BLLIS, NOLLY SPaiNGS
T N (¥ 1] WALTER LAMBKETH, JR., CHARLOTTE
TOM U. CAMERON, Ra'iroas QOCAR LEDFORD, FRANKLIN
ROBERY M. CARN, W/.!iACK LEE L. PFOWERS, LAKE LURE
CHESTEM §. DAVIS, "HisTON.-SALEN JAY WAGSONER, GnanAn

/7

[ir« walter a. Gresh, Regional Director
Lureau of Sport Fisheries and wildlife
Peachtree-Seventh building

_atlanta 23, Georgia

Dear #Mr. Gresh:

Reference is wmade to Jr. watson's letter of October 29, 1963, enclosing
a preliminsry draft of a letter report to be forwarded to the District
Engineer, U. S. aArmy Corps of Engineers, relative to the propoaed Neuse
River Bas;n P:o;act.

We are in 5eneral agreemant with the wording ot the draft.
. : ‘ : Very truly ydufu,

9/,1,}.&; G (

Euglene Z. 3chwall
- Assistant Director



mm\mlmor
CONQ!RVATIC)N AND DEVELOPMENT
RALEIGH, N. C. -

DIVISION OF
COMMERCIAL FISHERIES

ﬁuu:u:\aoc‘;u:::::nu November 14, 1963

Mr. C. W, Watson, Acting Chief
Division of Technical Services

U. S, Department of the Interior
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife
Peachtree-Seventh Building

Atlanta 23, Georgia

Dear Mr. Watsons

I concur, in generzi, with fhe text of the broposed report
on the Neuse River Basin project,

I would like, however, to reserve final comments until more
data are avaitable., I am particularly interested in the change
in quality and quantity of downstream flows as a result of the
proposed structures. We are particularly concerned about the
possible influence that the rate of fiow may have upon anadromous
fish downstream from the dams,

Sincerely,
j&'n.;/ (’ (_»“’. .

" David A. Adams

LS
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NEUSE RIVER EBASTN, NORIH CAROLIFA-

informaetice called.for by .
Senate Resolution 148, 85th Congress, lst session
. Adcpted 28 January 1958

GENERAL

(1) Local interests requested that 2 study be malde of the
Neuse River basin to determine the vest method of zonserving and
developing the water resources of the basin with regard to flood
control, water supply, low-fiow augmeata ion. ra:reation, nd/or.
other needs that may arise.

(2) The projsct recomnended for initial ccrstrastion is a dam
and reservoir at the Falls site cn the leuse River, about 10 miles
northeast of Raleigh, N. C. The project would prcvide storage for
flood control, water suppliv, ani low . flow avpmentaticn, and would
afford recreational oppcrtunitiss :n anid adjacent o tne reservolir.

(3) There is no al:errative damsite in the Neuse River basin
that could take the plaze of the Falls site from the standpoint of
amount of storage capacity, topcgraphy, geology of the area, eco-
nomic aspects, and abiliuy to fuifill present and future reeds.

RECOMMENDED PLAN OF IMPROVEMENI

(4) Project description.

8. General. TIThz Neuse Ziver, which is iformed by the con-
fluence of the Eno and Flat Rivers, drains ail or part of 16 counties
in northeastvern Nerth Carciina. 1Lz wiver fiows generally southeast
for e distance of 222 miles and awotizs irtc Pamlice Scaad, about 34
miles below New Bern, N, C. Ths Neuee River vasin has & total area
of 5,710 square niles, <f whi:zh 760 siuare miles lie ahove the Falls
site, The principel tribularies to Neuse Ruver belcw the Falls site
are Little River, Contentrea Creek, ard Irert River. Little River
has 2 leung:th of anpﬂOVima* =1y 69 r*leu ard a drainage area of 323
square miles. Conitentrnea Crez2k has 2 u“th of lyp;oximat 1y 82.5
miles and a 0riinage area &f 849 gquare id . Zvert River, which
enters the leuse Fiver resr New Rerr, 1. 7., nas 2 Lengith of about
80 miles and a drsinage area of stout 319 squere ciles.

Located on Neuse

b. Fallis prclelt. The Fall:s damsize 1 W
River, in Wake County, Nozth Carollua, zbout L rile above tne towmn
of Falls and about 10 nilezs northzast of Raleaph N. ¢, A dam built
at this site would form =z esa;fOAr lyiny, prein: 1ﬂall within the
Neuse River velley in the counties o Weks and Inrhaw. lhe project
area would lie in e rzgicu of v0111'" nillis and ievp;y eroded valleys
known es the Piedmont Flateau, and 15 notad Tor gocd foundations for
desas. The resarvol: would ;vnv*ae steruges 0F 245,000 acre«feet in
the flood contrsl pool, 82,000 acre.faoct fer low. low <urmmentation,

.
le

7



and 45,000 acre-feet for water supply; 38,000 acre-feet would be re-
served for sedimentation, making a total of 408,000 acre-feet in the
reservoir. The conservation pool would contain 165,000 acre-feet.

(5) Proaect costs and benefits. The cost of .the Falls project
was based on estimates using 1963 cost levels. Annual charges were
computed using interest on the Federal investment of 3 percent and
an economic life of 100 years. Table 1 shows a summary of first costs,
annual charges, and benefit-to-cost ratios for the Falls project for
both a 50-year and 100-year economic life.

. (6) Intangible benefits. Based on experience at other Corps
of Engineers projects, certain benefits would accrue from the Falls
reservoir which are hard to evaluate ‘in monetary terms. Among these
are the conservation of soil, water, and forest resources downstream
from the project. New industries would be attracted w the aree and
others would be created, not only because of the assured water sup-
ply, but also for worker recreational opportunities which would be
provided by the extensive water arzas. The in-migration of workers
needed by new industries would also increase the demand foir egricul-
tural products which are grown in the area. There would be an in-
crease in land values in the vicinity of the reservoir.

(7) Future needs. The Falls project would provide for the
maejor foreseeable water~-use needs of the general area, This plan
could be expanded to care for other needs that might arise in the
future with the additional construction of other reservoirs which
would take care of some of the demands which would presently be taken
care of by the Falls project.

(8) Allocation of costs. Table 2 summarizes the allocation
of the Federal cost for the Falls reservoir, based on the separable-
cost remaining-benefits method, priority-of-use method, and incremental-
cost method for the 50-year and 100~-year economic ‘project lives. The
earliest date of completion for the Falls project is expected to be
during the year of 1970.




TABLE 1

Summery.of fivst cdets, 'snnual charges, benefits,

and benefit-to-cost ratios -for the Falls project

values in thousands of dollars

e L

1

Y

B Item . -

I50~year project
- '|'economic life

100-year project
économic life

First. costs

Ganastruction cost

Interest during construction

Initial invgstment

"Present worth of futur: additions

for recreational facilities
Total ecohomic investment

Annual charges
Interest
Amortization

.Operation and maintenance

Major replacements

Economic cost of future
additions

Economic cost of land
Total annual charges
Annual benefits
Fiood contfol ,
Local water supply
Low-flow augmentation
Recreation:
General
Fishing
Total annual bpenefits

Benefit-to~cost ratio ,

800
$19,400

470
$19,870

$ 582
172
100

20

18

70
$ 962

$ 520
102
140

1,146
116

$ 2,024
2.1

418,600

$18,600
800
$19,400

600
$20,000

$ 582
32

100

20

18

(%
$ 822

$ 56k
112
195

1,690
171

$ 2,732
3.3

)]
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TABLE 2

Sumpary of allocated costs for the Falls project

(values in thousands of dollars)

82

Local |Low-~flow
Flood | water Jaugmen- |[Recrea-
Iten control | supply|tation tion Total
Allocated cost based on separable~costs remaining-benefits method of
allocations: -
50-year economic life

First cost 11,029 | 1,431 | 2,195 3,945 118,600
Interest during construction W73 61 ol 172 800
Economic cost of land 37 L 6 23 70
Present worth of future

additions 18 18
Investment W7 58 89 160 754
Operation, maintenance, and

major replacements 15 10 15 8o 120
Total annual economic charges 499 T2 110 261 962

100=-year economic life

First cost 11,725 | 1,455 | 2,4ak 2,996 |18,600
Interest during construction 503 62 1.0k 131 800
Economic cost of land 39 b 7 20 70
Present worth of future

additions 18 18
Investment 387 L8 80 99 61k
Operation, maintenance, and

major replacements 23 10 20 a7 120
Total annual economic charges 4ko 62 107 20k 822



TABLE 2--Continued

Summary of allocated costs for the Falls project

gvalues in thousands of dollars!

Item

Flood
control

Local
vater

Low=flow
ugmen-

supply {tation

Recrea-
tion

Total

Allocated cost based on priority-of-use method of allocations:

50-~year economlc life

Mrst cost
Interest during construction
Economic cost of land

Present worth of future
additions

Investment

Operation, maintenance, and
ma jor replacements

Total annual economic charges

11,720
502
]

k75

Ls
561

149
6

1

L

11

1,430
62

6

13
T

100-~-year economic life

First cost
Interest during construction
Economic cost of land

Present worth of future
additions

Investment

Operation, maintenance, and
major replacements

Total annual economic cost

47-829 O-65—-8

15,118
6u8
52

499

5k
605

182
8

1

11

879
37

29

11
Ly

5,301
230

22

18

215

58

313

2,k21
107

13

- -18

51
162

18,600
800
70

18
754

120
962

18,600
800
70

18
614

120
822




TABLE 2~-Continued

- Summary of allocated costs for the Falls project
values in thousands of dollars

Tocal |Low-fiow
Flood |water |augmen- |Recrea-
Jtem controljsupply [tation jtion Total
Allocated cost based on incremental-cost method:
50~year economic life

First cost 11;,136‘ 1,085 1,900 1,479| 18,600
Interest during construction 606 L7 Bi 66 800
Economic cost of land 59 1 10 70
Present worth of future

additions 18 18
Investment 573 L 7 60 T5h
Operation, maintenance, and

major replacements 61 b4 8 L7 120
Total annual economic cost 693 49 85 135 962

100-year econghic life

First cost 14%,150| 1,122 1,908] 1,420| 18,600
Interest during construction 606 L8 82 5h 800
Economie cost of land 58 1 1 10 T0
Present worth of future

additions 18 18
Investment LTl 37 63|  u7| 61k
Operation, maintenance, and | :
major replacements 60 L 8 L8 120
Total annual economic cost 585 42 72 123 822

. _




ATTACEMENT NO. 2
Letter from City of Raleigh, North Carolina



CITY OF RALEIGH
NCRTH CAROLINA
March 9, 196/

Col. J. S. Grygiel; District Engineer

U, S, Army Engineer District, Wilmington
P, O, Box 1890 '
Wilmington, North Carolina 28402 -

Dear Colonel Grygilel:

Reference 1s made to the repbrts g}-the Wilmington District and the
South Atlantic Division on the lleuse River Basin dated 31 December
1963 and 2 January 1964, respectively.

The City of Raleigh is cognizant of the recommendation in the report
that local interests (the City of Raleigh) agree to pay the United
States in accordance with the Water Supply Act of 1958, as amended:
the entire amount of construction costs allocated to water supply
presently estimated at $1,455,000 and the entire amount of operation,
maintenance and replacements costs allocated to water supply presently
estimated at $10,000, annually, the final amounts to be determined
after actual costs are known,

The report states that the cost allocation is based on allocating

45,000 acre~feet of storage in the Falls Reservoir to water supply
which is estimated to provide a water supply of about 100 million

gallons per day.

If the Falls Reservoir is authorized and funded by the Congress, it
is the intention of the City of Raleigh to furnish assurances that
the City will participate in the project in accordance with the
recommendation of the District and Division Engineers.

Sincerely yours,
s/ W. H. Carper

W. H., Carper
City Manager

WHC s gwe
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RECREATION RESOURCES - U. S. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
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I. INTRODUCTLION

A.  AUTHORITY
This report has been prepared in response to a request of August 9,
1962 from U. S. Army Engineer District, Vilmington. Participation

by the Bureau of Outdoor/Recreation‘in the preparation of this report:
is authorized ;y Section 2.g. of PL 88-29, May 28, 1963. Participation
by the National Park Service in the preparation of this report is

authorized by the Park, Parkway and Recreation Area Study Act of

June 23, 1936,

B. PURPOSE

The purpose- of this report is to present a preliminary appraisal of the
recreation aspects of the proposed Falls, Wilson Mills, Beulahtown aund
Buckhorn Reservoirs, including their impact upon existing and potential
recreation resources, estimated monetary recreation benefits and develop-
m??t costs, and general material which may be useful to the District

Engineer in further planning and programing for the wise utilization

of the recreation values of the project areas,

C. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECTS

Falls and Wilson Mills Reservoirs are proposed multipurpose projects

on the Neuse¢ River in Wake and Johnston Counties, North Carolina.

Beulahtown Reservoir is a proposed multipurpose project on a tributary

of the Neuse River, namely Little River and its tributaries.

Nn



Buckhorn Reservoir is a proposed multipurpose project on a tributary

of the Neuse River, namely Contentnea Creek and its tributaries.

D, INVESTIGATION

Field investigation of the reservoir sites was made during the period
February - September 1963 by representatives of the Southeast Region,:

National Park Service,



II. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. IT HAS BEEN FOUND THAT:

.. fﬁeré is no large body of Water in thé immediate vieinity of
the pfoposed réservéifs avéilable for«full‘publié\fecreation'use. B

2, The general area in which‘the proposed reservoirs aré located
is an area of increasing pbpulatioh, urbanization and industrialization.
Populétion pr&Jectidns furnished by éhe Unite& States‘Publié Health
Service indicate that population within the zones of influence of‘the
four proposed projects will ﬁore than double during the.period 1960~
2010 and will almost double again during fhe pefiod 2016—2060. |

3. On the Neuse River in particular, present stream conditions
are so variable and of such quality as to preclude éxtensive recreation
development and use,

4, No existiné recreation developments will be destroyed by
inundation. of the proposed reservo}r sites nor will any significant
scenic vﬁlues. |

5. Access to the proposed\réservoir sites is adequate over all
weather state énd federal highways and state secbndary roads. Inter=-
state 95 will run across the Neuse River Basin near Wilson and Smith-

field ahd will provide rapid north and souéh access, as will Interstate

85 which will pass near Durham.

B, IT 1S CONCLUDED THAT:

1. All four proposed reservoirs are suitable for planned recreation
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development and would add significantly to the recreation base of
the area.

2. Recreation needs in the zones of influence of the proposed
reservoirs will increase as population, urbanization and industriali-
zation increase.

3. The proposed reservoirs would be significant primarily as
day use areas for residents of the zones of inflﬁenCe and are not
expected to be significant vacation targets.

4, Because of their close proximity to each other, each of
the four reservoirs will complimenf the others and, to some extent,
compete with the others.

/

5, It is estimated that initial and optimum development of the

four proposed reservoirs will result in annual visitation as follows:

Average

Initial Annual

Annual Visitation
Reservoir Visitation 1970-2070
Falls 400, 000 2,000,000
Wilson Mills 150,000 500,000
Beulahtown 50,000 100,000
Buckhorn 200,000 600,000

6. With optimum development, the average annual net recreation
benefits are estimated to have a monetary value of $955,000 for Falls,
$163,500 for Wilson Mills, $21,500 for Beulahtown, and $248,000 for

Buckhorn.

7. These estimates of annual visitation and benefits are based
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on the assumptions that (1) the entire shoreline of each reservoir
will be publicly owned, (2) there will be an adequate acreage of
publicly owned land, (3) high quality visitor facilities will be
brovided in optimum quantity, (4) drawdown will be held to 5' or
less from May 15 to September 15 and (5) water quality will be

suitable for swimming and other water coatact activities,

C. IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT:

1. At least 7,500 acres of land on Falls, 2,000 acres on Wilsﬁn
Miils, 500 acres on Beulahtown and 2,5?9 acres on Buckhorn be purchased
for recreation purposes outside the 300-~foot strip above maximum flood
pool. This land should be acquired as a project cost.

2. Recreation facilities be provided for swimming, picnicking,
boating, hiking and camping.

3. Boating be prohibited in areas set aside for swimming, and that
reasonable power and speed limitations be set on motorized boats,
expecially in designated fishing areas.

4, During preconstrucg}on and construction periods, the Corps
maintain close liaison with public‘agencies, organizations, and
individuals interested in the recreation development and coordinate
objectives in the best interest of the public,

5, Shoreland use and reservoir zoning plans to protect the
.recreation inherent to this project be formulated through the

cooperative efforts of interested agencies,
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6. Land for recreation developments be acquired in blocks that
make possible good management practices,

7. Agencies of the State of North Carolina, the counties in which

the proposed reservoir sit lie, and the major cities in the zones of

influence be informed of any o rtunities to administer recreation
developments,
8. Comprehensive field work be accomplished with particular

AN

attention given to specific site locations for recreation facilities,



. % IEIl+. PROJECT DATA .

A. STATUS

All four projects are currently in the survey stage.

B. PURPOSE
Project purposes under consideration are as follows-
Falls: tlood control water supply, low flow regulation.

v}Wilson Mills: flood control, water supply, low 110w regulation

Beulahtown flood control, irrigation, municipal water supply.
Buckhorn: flood control, municipal water supply, 1rrigation,

low flow rezulation.

C. PROPOSED DAHS o

The Falls dam site is on the Néuse River in Wake County, North Carolina,
near the community of Falls. The concrete and earth dam wouldhbe

1045, feet long and 82 feet nlgh.' f

The Wilson uills dam site 13 on the- Nouse River in Wake and Johnsom

Counties North Carolina, about 7} mile and a half east of Wilson Mills,
North Carolina. The concrete and earth dam would be 3980,:eet»long and
87 feet high.

The Beulahtown dam site is on the Little River in Johnson County, . -

‘North Carollna, about two miles northeast of Micro, North Carolina. Tae

earth dam would be 10,480 feet long and 49 feet high.
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The Buckhorn dam site is on Contentnea Creek in Wilson County, horth

Carolina, about a mile northwest 6% Buckhorn Crossroads. The earth

dam would be 3610 feet long and 60 feet high.

D, POOL DATA

Ealls

Flood Pool (Maximum)
Censervation Pool (Full):.
Minimum Pool (Dead Storage)

Wilson Mills

Flood Pool (Maximum)
Conservation Pool (Full)
Minimum Pool (Dead Storage)

Beulahtown

Flood Pool (Maximum)
Conservation Pool (Full)
Minimum Pool (Dead Storage)

BuCRhorB

Flood Pool  (Maximum)
Conservation Pool (Full)
Minimum Pool (Dead Storage)

Elevation
Initial Ultimate
277.0, 277.0
247.,0 2563.0
232,5 232.5
Elevation
Initial Ultimate
189.7 189.7
155.4 159.6
145.0 145 .0
Elevatiqg
Initial Ultimate
184.6 184.6
159.0 165.5
153.0 153,0
Elevation
Initial Ultimate
175.4 175 .4
160.0 160.0
136.0 136.0

Water Area (Acres)

Initial Ultimate
22,800 22,800
10,800 14,200

3,600 3,600

Water Area (Acres)

Initial Ultimate
8,500 8,500
3,200 ‘3,800

1,900 1,900

Water Area (Acres)

Initial Ultimate
5,900 5,900
2,250 3,750

1,300 1,300

Water Area (Acres)

Initial Ultimate
6,000 6,000
4,000 4,000
1,110 1,110



E. OPERATION

The estimates of recreation use made in this report are based on

the assumption that drawdown during the season of heaviest use (May -
September) will not exceed five feet at any reservoir. I1f drawdown

exceeds five feet, recreation use will be adversely affected.

F. PRESENT STREAM FLOW

Although no figures were obtained on stream flow, observation indicates

the flow of each stream is quite variable.

47-829 O-65—9



IV, GENERAL DESCRIPTION

A, LOCATION

The Falls reservoir site is located along the Neuse River in Wake,
Granville, and Durham Counties, North Caroliﬁa. It extends from
the community of Falls, nbrth of Raleigh, up into the Eno and Flat

Rivers, northeast of Durham.

The Wilson Mills reservoir site is8 lofated along the Neuse 'River

in Wake and Johnston Counties, North Carolina and extends from a
point east of Wilson Mills algost to the Falls reservoir site,.

The Beulahtown reservoir site is located in Johnston County, North
Carolina along the Little River and Long and Buffalo Creeks, From
a point about two miles northeast of Micro and about one-half-mile
below the junction of Buffalo Creek with Little River, it extends

northwestward about seven miles along Little River, about five miles

along Long Creek, and between four and five miles along Buffalo Creek,

The Buckhorn reservoir site is located in Johnston, Nash and Wilson
Counties, North Carolina, From a point about a mile northwest of
Buckhorn Cﬁpssroads in Wilson County, it extends northwestward almost
seven miles up Mocassin Creek, and from Mocassin Creek some distance

up Turkey Creek and its tributaries.

B. PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS

The Falls reservoir site and most of that part of the WilsonMills
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reservoir site in Wake County are in the eastern edge of the Piedmont.
The topography is typical of the eastern Picdmont, being for the most
part rolling, Most of the land around the Falls reservoir site is
wooded with second growth timber. Some w;oded areas are all pine, some
all hardwood, especially along the stream beds, and some mixed pine
and hardwood; Timber growths vary greatly in age. Some are.twenty
years or less, a few are almost mature. Although the greater part

of .land adjoining the reservoir site is wooded, there are some farms

and some residential areas,

The part of Wilson Mills reservoir site in Johnston County is in the

weétern edge of the Coastal Plain, Topography varies from fairly
rolling to fairly flat, Some of the land around the reservoir site
is wooded, but a greater portion is farmland, The wooded arehs vary
in age from young to fairly mature growths, and in composition from

‘pure pine to bottom hardwoods along stream courses..

The Beulahtown and Buckhorn reservoir sites are in the Coastal Plain

where the topography is generally flat. There are few wooded areas
adjacent to these reservoir sites since most of the land is farmed and

rather thickly settled.

C. CLIMATE *
The climate of the general area is moderate and favorable to a long

recreation season. Swimming, water skiing and similar activities may
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be comfortably engaged in from mid-May to mid-September, and boating,

fishing and land based activities for a considerably longer period.

Df HIGHWAY ACCESS

Highway access to all reservoir sites is excellent. Interstate 95
will pass within a few miles of the Wilson Mills, Beulahtown, and
Buckhorn reservoir sites. Interstate 85 crosses thé upper end.of the
Falls reservoir site. U. S. Highways. 70, 501, 64, 1, 301 and 15 all
provide access to the reservoir sites., A network of state highways

and secondary roads, most hardsurfaced, crisscrosses the entire area.

E. POPULATION
The zone of influence of each proposed reservoir is shown on the

following three maps.

For the purpose of eétimating recreation use, reservoirs of the size
and type of the Falls and Wilson Mills are usually considered to have
zones of influence of fifty miles However, the John H. Kerr Reservoir,
a major cohpeting water recreation resource, reduces the north portion
of the zone of influence of both the Falls and Wilson Mills Reservoirs;

White Lake, Lake Waccamaw, Jones Lake, and Singletary Lake reduce the

south portion of the zone of influence of Wilson Mills,

Because population data are available only for entire counties,
arbitrary mcdifications of the zones of influence for all reservoirs
have been imade along county lines Except for Granville County, about

a third of which is included, and Wake County in the cade of Beulalhtown
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and Buckhorn reservoirs, portionS‘of'couhtieé are not included ih the
zones of influence, However, the populitionfdf those portions of
included counties lying outside the zone of influence is at least

equal to the population of those portions of excluded counties lying

inside the zone 6f influence,

The population within the zones of influence is becoming more and more
urban, and this trend is expected to vontinue, Greatest population
increases have been, and will probably continue to be, in the urban
areas., The population for 1960 and population estimates for 2010

and 2060, made by the United States Public Health Service, are'given

below:

Population within zones of influence
Reservoir 1960 2010 2060
Falls 739,000 1,685,000 2,870,000
¥Wilson Mills 745,000 1,650,000 2,795,000
Beulahtown and 418,000 765,000 1,345,000

Buckhorn

F, ECONOMY—

The economy of the general area of the state in which the four reservoirs
are located is varied and, on the whole, on a fairly high level. In

the rural counties, agriculture is the backbone of the economy. In the
larger cities and towns, industry and trade are major economic factors.
In Raleigh, Durham;-and Chapel Hill, institutions of higher learning

have a considerable influence on the economy. The economy of the Raleigh

area is greatly influenced by the fact that it is the state capital.
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G. RELATED RECREATION AREAS ..

2
i

There are a number .of existing recreation areas within fifty miles of
the various reservoirs. These include:

John H, Kerr Reservoir

This major water recreation resource is less than fifty miles
from the proposed Falls Reservoir and withié about fifty miles of
the other three. 1Its size, the accommodations available, and other
factors make it a powerful competitor.

The City of Raleigh Reservoir Lakes

These offer fishing and one at least also offers boating, water
skiing, and land based activities such as picnicking and camping.

William B, Umstead and Reedy Creek State Parks

These parks are in Wake County. Facilities include those for
boating, fishing, picnicking, camping, organized group camping and
hiking.

Cliffs of Neuse State Park

This park is in Wayn2 County and within fifty miles of all of

the reservoirs except the Falls. It provides facilitites for swimming,

boating, fishing, camping, picnicking, and hiking.

Municipal Parks

All the major. cities and towns have park and recreation programs.
Swimming is the major water based recreation activity.

Private Developments

There are many privately owned lakes and ponds operated for
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public use in the general area of the 52?’ proposed reservoirs.
Most of these provide mainly fishing, but some also provide
swimming and a few are large enough to permit operation of motor

boats. , -



... V.  ANALYSIS OF RECREATION VALUES .. -

A. SCENIC AND RECREATION VALUES

1. Pro-Prolect Values

Scenic qnalitio; of the areas to be impounded are not out-
atanding. In the project area, the Neuse River is muddy and has a
widely varying volume of stream flow. Consequently, in its present
state it receives a low volume of recreation use. 80n6\gfnoein¢ is
done on it, but long cance trips down river are usually begun at-

Smithfield. There are no existing recreation developments within -

the proposed reservoir sites.

2. Post-Project Values

.The four proposed rcsorvoirs,wily provide a needed increase
in recreation water in the immediate project area, However, the full
recreation potential of these reservoirs will be realized only if

pollution is abated sufficiently to permit swimming.

The proposed Falls Reservoir, because of its size, shape, and the
characteristics of the land surrounding it would offer .the most recre-

ational value and would support the greatest volume of recreation use.

Recreation use of the proposed Wilson Mills Reservoir will be limited

by its long and narrow shape, Its size and shape will probably make it

necessary to enforce restrictions on the number of boats permitted on it

at any one time. There will also need to be restrictions on where and
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at what speeds boats may be operated. It is likely that optimum

iecreation use will be reached before 2010,

The proposed Beulahtown reservoir site will be surrounded for the most
part by open fields, will be relatively small in size, will be shallow,
and will when drawn down have a large expanse of bottom exposed. 'The
shallow water and small size will be drawbacks to boaters and skiers,
and the large expanse of reservoir bottom exposed when the water is
drawn down to conservation pool and below may seriously reduce recre-
ation values. Despite these adverse factors, this reservoir would

be a major recreation resource for those living within 20-25 miles of it

The land surrounding tﬁe proposed Buckhorn reservoir site $§ mostly
fiat and much of it 1s under cultivation or in pasture. However,
there is more wooded land around this reservoir site than around the
Beulahtown site. It is also better suited to boating and water skiing

than Beulahtown,

B. HISTORICAL VALUES

So far as could be determined during the course of the field reconnais-
sance, there are no historic sites within the four reservoir areas which

are of more than local importance,

C. ARCHEOLOGICAL VALUES /

Although specific detailed information on the number and extent of
archeological sites within the four reservoir areas is not available;
it is expected that such sites exist., Archeological survey and, if
necessary, salvage under the interagency archeological salvage brogram,

should precede inundation of the reservoirs.
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 VI. RECREATION DEVELOPMENT ASPECTS

All four reservdirs are suitable for planned recreatioh‘deQeiopnent.
Since they are so close together they can be considered as com-
plimentary to each other in meeting the total recreation demand of
the area, This same closeness also makes each reservoir to some
extent competitive with the other reservoirs. It must be emphasized
that the full rqcreation potential of the reservoirs can be realized
only if pollution is abated to the boint that the waters are suitable

for swimming,

The proposed Falls Reservoir, because of its closeness to the Raleigh
and Durham metropolitan areas, the comparatively large amount of land
suitable fo{'development for recreation use, and the size and shape
of the reservoir, would be the most important and valuable of the
four reservoirs for outdoor recreation use. It could be developed
for camping and a wide range of day use activities including swimming,
picnicking, hiking, nature study, boating and water skiing. If so

developed, it would be the principal day use and camping reservoir,

The volume of recreation use at the proposed Wilson Mills Reservoir

would be limited by its shape and size, About the same activities
could be provided for here as at the Falls Reservoir, but on a much

more limited scale,

Because of its characteristics and those of the land surrounding it,

the proposed Beulahtown reservoir has the lowest potential recreation
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value of the four rennrébiro; 1t appesirs suitable for limited .

day use development.

The proposed Buckhorn Reservoir is suited to fairly intensive
recreation use and could be developed for camping and day use

activities,
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VII. LAND ACQUISITION

It is assumed that land will be bought in fee to a line located

.300 feet horlzontally above tho maximum flood pool elevation.

In order to provide tor public uae and reasonable access to the
resarvoirs at appropriate sitel, 1t vill be necessary to buy in
fee selacted areas outaide tha 300~1oot strip., It 15 possible

that loue of the land requirunentl for recreation use nay bo ‘met

by the COrpl policy of acquisition and through severance

The following inpé show the'generai'lbéatiqn ofét;eui sgitable for
recreation development that should be pi's‘rc’h’aaed in fee, The. screages

shown ror each renervoir should be considered a niniuun and are as

followe: : Do IR
: . | ; S .
Falls . approxinately 7500 acres
Wilson Mills - ~‘approxinate1y 2000 acral*
‘Beulahtown - - upproxinately 500 acrea

Buckhorn e approxiuately 2500 acres.
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VIII. MONETARY EVALUATION OF RECREATION BENEFITS

A, INTRODUCTION B &gg”,

Primary benefits resulting from provision of recreation facilities
are intangible and are not subject to usual methods of measurement,
However, the need for comparison of recreational values with other
values for use in water-control project planning makes it necessary
to translate the beneficial and adverse effects of such projects on

recreation into monetary terms, insofar as possible..

Primary benefits from recreation coﬁéist of the personal welfare

gains accruing to the consumers of recreation services. To the

extent that these primary benefits of water-control projects can be
measured, they consist of the value of any increase in the amount of
recreational use expected as a result of the construction of water-
control projects, To provide a monetary measurement of these benefits,
the values are expressed in terms of estimated or derived values com-
parable to market values, since market prices are not available for a

monetary evaluation of increases or decreases in recreational use,

In adéition to the primary benefits, other benefits may arise from
increased values of adjacent lands and from such supporting activities
as motéls, camps and restaurants, which provide goods or services to
recreationists, There is some question, however, of the validity and
usefulness of figures derived to estimate secqndary benefits. The

calculations in this report, therefore, are limited to a determination
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of the monetary equivalent of the primary benefits attributable to

the project.

The primary benefits evaluated in this report include those arising
from all reservoir recreation activities except hunting, fishing,

and sightseeing,

B. ANTICIPATED ANNUAL ATTENDANCE

Estimates of annual visitation are set forth in thé tables following
this section, and include all types of recreation pursuits except
hunting, fishing, and sightseeing. It should be noted that fhese
estimates are optimum use figures, based on what now seems to be

the carrying capacity of the lands and water acieage of each reservoir,

It is possible that the total recreation demand could exceed the
carrying capacity of the-reservoirs, thereby resulting in overuse,
This overuse would be detrimental to the recreation resource created

and cannot bhe classified as project benefits,

Present recreation use of the reservoir sites other than hunting and

fishing is negliéible and is not considered in benefit calculations,

The estimates assume that adequate land will be acquired, adequate
public use facilities will be provided and properly maintained, and
that the newly created recreation area wili be administered in such
a way that recreation values will not be destroyed through improper

shoreline uses or unrestricted conflicting uses of the water surface.
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ESTIMATED ANNUAL VISITATION

Attendance
Average
Reservoir Initial 1970-2070 -
Falls 400,000 2,000,000
Wilson Mills ’ 150,000 500,000
Beulahtown 50,000 100,000
Buckhorn 200,000 600,000

C. RECREATION DEVELOPMENT COSTS T

The following table enumerates cost involved to provide adequate

access to the shoreline and water surface, for domestic watef

supplies and sanitary facilities for the various water-related
activities such as swimming, boating, water skiing, camping, and
plcnicking. The annual equivalent of construction costs is amortized

at 2.5% interest over a 25~year period, the estimated life of recreation
facilities, The cost of acquiring land has not been included in these
estimates. It should be borne in mind that some of these costs should
be shared by other activities; for example, roads, launching ramps,
utility systems, and other facilities will be used by persons other

than the recreationists as defined in this report,

120



ESTIMATED RECREATION DEVELOPMENT COSTS AND BENEFITS

FALLS RESERVOIR -

_ AVERAGE
INITIAL 1970-2070
Cost of Facilitlies less Land 1,200,000 7,500,000 1/
Annual Equivalent of Construction Costs 54,800 135,000
Annual Operation and Maintenance Cost 90,000 600,000
Total Annual Cost . 154,800 735,000

Total Annual Benefits 305,500 1,690,000
1/ Estimated recreation development costs of $2,500,000 replaced
~ three times over 75-year period.

2/ Based on development costs of $2,500,000.

WILSON MILLS RESERVOIR

AVERAGE
; INITIAL 1970-2070
Gost of Fecilities Tess Tand 500,000 3,000,000 1/

Annual Equivalent ‘of Construction Costs 27,000 54,000
Annual Operation and Maintenance Cost 35,000 150,000
Total Annual Cost . _ 62,000 _ 204_000

Total Annual Benefits 111,500 367,500

_7 Estimated recreation development costs of $1,000,000 replaced
three times over 75-year period.
2/ Based on developmentcosts of $1,000,000.

BEULAHTOWN RESERVOIR

AVERAGE
INITIAL 1970-2070
Cost of Facilities less land . 200,000 1,500,000 1/
Annual Equivelent of Construction Costs 0,800 27,000
Annual Operation and Maintenance Cost 12,000 25,000
Total Annual Cost 22,800 52,000
Totaf Annual Benefits 35, 253 ?3 500 -

1/ Estimated recreation development costs of $500,000 replaced
three times over 75-year period.
3/ Based on development costs of $500,000,

BUCKHORN RESERVOIR

AVERAGE
INITIAL 1970-2070
Cost of Facilities less Land 500,000 3,000,000 1/
Annual Equivalent of Construction Costs 27,000 54,000
Annual Operation and Mnintenaqce Cost 45,000 150,000
Total Annual Cost 72,000 204,000
Total Annual Benefits Nl 140,200 452,000

1/ Estimated recreation development costs of $1,000,000 replaced
. three times over 75~-year period.
g/ Based on development costs of $1,000,000.
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D. RECREATION BENEFITS

‘ To obtain an estimate of primary tangible benefits, use is made of
unit benefit figures furnished by the Secretary of the Interior
to Chairman Waggf Aspinall of the House Interior and Insular Affairs
Committee in April 1963, These figures reflect estimated benefits
for various recreation activities, The following estimated benefit
values are net, allow for associated or induced costs, and have
been adjusted to the 1962 Consumer‘Price Index,

1. General Use of Grounds - sightseeing, picnicking,

swimming - $0,52
2, Boating, water skiing - $0,55

3. Camping - $0.50

In order to determine the monetary benefits from these activities,
the number of persons esEimated to engage in each activity annually
is multiplied by the appropriate price factor. From this total
benefit is then deducted the annual value of existing recreation
use of‘the project area, if any, which would be displaced by the
project. For the four projects covered by this report this value

is negligible. -

~.

Estimated recreation benefits for the four proposed reservoirs are

as follows:
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ESTIMATED ANNUAL RECREATION BENEFITS

FALLS RESERVOIR

Activity Days “Gross Benefits
Activity Value/Day Initial Average 1/ Initial Average 1/
General Use $0.52 400,000 2,000,000 $208,000 1,040,000
Boating and
water skiing $0.55 150,000 1,000,000 $ 82,500 $ 550,000
Camping $0.50 30,000 200,000 $ 15,000 $ 100,000
Totals $305,500 $1,690,000
WILSON MIiLS RESERVOIR
Activity Days Gross Benefits
Activity Value/Day TATTYaT Average 1/ Initial Average- 1/
General Use $0.52 150,000 500,000 ¢ 78,000 $ 260,000
Boating and
water skiing $0.55 50,000 150,000 $ 27,500 $ 82,500
Camping $0.50 12,000 50,000 $ 6,000 $ 25,000
Totals $111,500 $ 367,500
BEULAHTOWN RHESERVOIR
Activity Days Gross Benefits
Activity Value/Day Initial Average 1/ Initial Average 1/
General Use $0.52 50,000 100,000 & 26,000 § 52,000 »
Boating and '
water skiing $0.55 15,000 30,000 $ 8,250 $ 16,500
Camping $0.50 2,000 10,000 $ 1,000 $ 5,000
Totals $ 35,250 - $ 173,500
BUCKHORN RESERVOIR
Activity Days Gross Benefits
Activity Value/Day Initial Average 1/ Initial Average 1/
General Use $0.52 200,000 600,000  $104,000 § 312,000
Boating and
water skiing $0.55 60, 000 200, 000 $ 31,200 $ 110,000
Camping $0.50 10,000 60,000 $ 5,000 $ 30,000
Totals $140,200 $ 452,000

3/ Average annual benefits 1970-2070,

O
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