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o servation,,;study, and ‘enjoyment of -aquatic 1ife in the ‘immediate vicinity of our
Nation’s Capital. Therefore, the Bureau feels that every effort should be made to
~protect these esthetically valuable resources.” : iy S

- effort ‘should be made to protect this feeding area a‘gains’ti destruction by either
filling or dr‘edging. These shallow ‘open waters, together with adjacent marshes,

~aquatie life in the vicinity of our Nation’s Capital.”

10, 1967, wrote Golonel Frank W. Rbed, District Fngineer, 0.8 Army Corps of

" would adversely afﬁeétfﬁ,sh and wildlife, park and recreation yalues in the area,

We conclude that the ecological factors of shallow coductive waters, adja-
cent marshes, and abundant food supply conibine to make Hunting Cr‘eek an

attractive areda for waterfowl and other water-oriented wildlife. The combina--
tion of ‘ava"l‘abl"e wildlife and publicaceess provides ancoppor‘tunity for the ob-

To the Fish and Wwildlife Qervice's letter was attached 2 well—documented,ref '
port by Francis M. Uhler, piologist, Ppatuxent wyildlife Re'searchCenten;jl?‘ederal
Bureau of Sport ‘Fisheries ;and'Wildlife, who has been studyingwaterfowl in the -
Hunting Creek Estuary for 40 years: . R T ST
~ «Because of the jmportance as 2 diving duck feeding &Y und of/this;s‘ha]low,‘ o
open water'section»in‘ the embayment at the mouth of Big Hunting Creek, every. .

compose an unsurpassed opportunity for cOmservation, enaoyment,_ahd study of
7 ; ey S yo : :

O National Park Service objects—The National park Service also protested

*the proposed fll. The Park Qervice is now developing the bo-acre tract at Jomes -

Point into a recreational pa-rkf. Plans for’[the park include & nature walk along the

~estuary. If the Hunting Creek fill is permitted, and the pmpoéed'high rise apart-.
ments built, the principal outlook for this walk would be toward a line of apart-

. ment houses. In addition, an unattractive, stagnant Jbackwat’ér‘ would be created

between the fill and Jones Point. , : o
4, The permits are refused.——»(}ongressmenfMoss, Saylor, and Reuss, apprised of
the proposed fill in the sumimer of 1964, vigorously pr()tested to both the Corps of
Fngineers and the Departmen’c‘of the Interior. The protest of the Fish and Wild-
life Service, the National Parks,ex"vice,_and the Congressmen appears to have
peen effective, for on December 9, 1964, the Corps of Engineers wrote the. Con-
gressmen,informing them that it was taking no further action to approve the
requested permits. : i . i o RS
5. The Cain switch of october 10, 19'67,+—'I‘h.e;j'application,then‘ rested for
almost 3 years. In August—September, 1967, the applicants sud enly began aggres-

sive activities to revive the permit applications. Out of the blue, Assistant Secre- :

tary of the Interior for Fish and wildlife and parks Stanley A. Cain on October

Engineers District,»Baltimore. Agsistant Secretary Cain’s letter stated}that; Sl
«Ip yesponse to public notices dated March 24, 1964, NABOP-P (Hunting -
Towers Operating Go., Inc.), and NABOP-P ‘(Hoffman, Howard P, Association, .

“Inc.), the National Park Service and the Bureau of sport Tisheries and wildlife

advised the Corps of BEngineers of their opposition to the gtiinting of the requested

permits on the grounds that the construction of the ‘proposed pulkhead and

and might adversely affect the riparian rights of the United States as owner of
the area in Alexandria, Va., known as Jones Point. Revised app ications.fﬁled in

July, 1964, which reduced the area of theproposed fill were reviewad‘ by the

“However, since that time we have reconsidereﬁd; our interests in this matter.,lﬁ S
the light of,exifst‘ing' conditions in the area, we have con ln‘ded,that the granting s
of the applications would not significantly affect recreation or conservation values
in the Hunting Creek area. Accordingly, We withdraw the objections interp:osed
to the granting of the permits in accordancewit‘h the revised ~applications.”, g

ond paragraph three times talks about “yve’ havingﬁchanged our rggui‘xjements .
about Hunting Creek, and age” finding that the proposed fill won’t hurt conser-'
vation values. This clearly implies that the“f‘we” includes the National Park
~ contrary : both the National Park Qervice and the Bureau of Sport Tisheries and
Wildlife,yto their eternal credit, stuckto their guns. T 5 ' T
‘Congress had made it crystal clear that it wanted. the judgment a8 to whether

a pmplo‘swed fill affects wildlife to be made not by paolitiqal functionaries guch as

Assistant Qecretary Cain, put by the career men of the U.8. Fish and wildlife
gervice. Thus, the Fish and wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 (16 U.8.0. 662(a))
provides that: L . S T ' , o

- game two purea’ _'s; of thiS‘Dep&rtment and were opposed on the same basis as the

Assistant Secretary Cain’s letter is, to say the least, disingenuous. Tts sec- ‘

gervice and the Bureat of Sport Fisheries and wildlife. The fact is just to the



