OAHE' UNIT, MISSOURI RIVER BASIN' PROJECT 37

be maintained during those periods ‘when ' retirn flows fwould cause
the TDS to exceed the suggested standards.

his water can be provided at an incremerntal «cost of pumping
energy estimated to average $14,000 annually. This cost would be
allocated to all functions of the unit.

The Bureau of Reclamation and the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Administration will continue their cooperative studies during
preconstruction 1nveaho"1t1on~, to refine these hnchn(rs and develop
operating criteria and safeguards.

Total project and assm'ned costs for the initisl stage of the Oahe
unitare as follows:

Project costs $ 389, 000
Assigned cos :

Total cost - 234,038, 000
Less assigned costs and mo .
—45, 546, 000

188, 492, 000
r the mdil}«

project.
The al new money I'equired to complete the project is, as I said,
188,492,000.

The costs to June 30, 1965, include $2,897,000 for the existing James
Diversion Dam and investigation ¢ through fiscal vear 1 965.

As indicated in the S s August 29 transmittal of his feasi-
bility report—House Document No. 163 90th Congress—on the unit,
certain changes were made in the plan of deve]omnent that red d
the estimated costs.

Some of the principal supply works originally were sized to accom-
modate requirements for the ultimate stage of development This
proposal has now been dropped from the plfm, and facilities will be
built only to accommodate initial stage requirements, This reduces
the project cost by $11,417,000.

Senator McGovern. May ask'a question at that pomt ¢

The reduction in the size of these main canals to accommodate only
the first stage rather than the ultimate 495,000-acre project which
we all expect to be completed, in no way ]eoparch7es the ultimate com-
pletion of that project, does it?

Mr. Horow. 1 think not, Senator, not at all. I think that this
reserves options for the executive branch and the State of South
Dakota and was a good decision. It in no way indicates an
in the future with respect to the construction of the addit
of theunit. '

Senator McGovern. With or witheut the $11 million figure which
you quoted as representing the reduction in pro]oo‘r costs, the question
of moving ahead on completion of the ultimate project is not affected ?

Mr. Hovom. I think not.

Senator Mu~pr. I want to button that down a little more definitely,
if I may. I think my colleague brings out a oood point. The way this

it out of context, .mmebodv might get the
wrong img . You say that the proposal has now been dm}med I
am sure you meant the propowl that was dropped was to insert into




