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HI STOR I OF Ti lE CAREY ACT 

PART I: THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE CAREY ACT ON THE FEDERAL LEVEL 

The Carey Act was born out or neces::>Lty when Lite in the 1890's the 
land rush i n the western Um ted State s .tal tered Almo.H all of the land 
with an available source of water had been recla1rned and was under 
vation . The lands settled by the earliest settlers cl os e5t to the 
natural waterways, and it soon became ev1dent that the lands ly1ng further-
est from the streams could be pur under cu ltlvation only if expen., lve 1'.o..Ci-
gation and works were construc t ed . The Homestead Act and the 
Desert Land Law had been in effect f or many years but ne i ther offered the 
necessary format for wide scale r ec lamation project s . The i ngred1ents for 
reclamation were present, water and federal arid land, but tivo th 1 ngs were 
lacking; cons truction works to un i te the water with the land, and some way 
to f i nance these lr:dgation works , The \'/estern s tates ·wer·e an11.1ous to have 
the vast amounts of federal 1 ands patented to the of the respec-
t ive states, and were pre s::.ing Congres:; for ::.orne type oi act.ion , ( 1) 

Feeling he had a solution to the problem, Sena1.or Carey fr om Wyoming 
introduced two amendment::. on July 16, 1894 to the Sundry C1vi i. Appt·opriations 
Bill incorporating his proposals to irrigate and reclaim these lands . (2) 
During Senate debate on the p·roposed amendments Senator Carey stated : 

"There must be something dane in the ar'id States and Te!'r•i -
tories . 1 do not the Treasu!'y of the Stated 
be in a condition for some years t::.; come wheN:: the G:Jvernrneat 
would be wi l.Ung to appr>opriate money for the of 
land:J in the a..Y'id States and Terri tot'ies " i .5 ' 

Little opposition was ofreced t o the amendment s in ej ther the 
House of Representarives or the Senate . The act to wh1;h they 
was offiCially entttl ed, "An ac.:t making fvr> sundr·:1 CttJi i e:.c-
penses of the fiacal year cl u.r1e 30, l89(1 ani for• :: t.her· The 
Act was passed on Jun& 30 . 189o!! and appcvved on A1:gu:.r Us, l89<l i4) The 
tex t of the original act appe acJ a:. 

"SECTION 4 That tu aid r.he ucCJr,.eb tn 
rnation of the d;:;eef't land ther<::tn , artd th ti: 6t:; t nv.:..t...t:.m 
and sa le thereo f in smalL c,r-aota tv e-he .itC:i'etat•b 
of the lnterw!' Wt th t.h€: appt.Jval o f' rhc. Pt"ed i.::l.·:mr.·, be, and hf:r•e:by 
is , authorized and empowered, 1-<pon [A '.Ip<::t' aj t h::: S ta'te 
·to contract and agr>ee, f'rom tuna eu:..!h uf the. 
i n which there may be st tua ted bnds a3 dejz.aed by 
entitled 11An Act 'Cu pr•ovid2 fvl' tht:; sa le c..,f df:;:;,:;rc. land 1-.Y' :Jer•-catn 
States and Terr•itories 11, appr>oiJ·ed Mat'ch r:h:..rd, etyht.c:en hui'l.dr•ed and 
seventy-seven, and the :Jmaad.atot•y ther·e.Jf:> appt':Jved 
eighteen hundr>ed and ninety -one, bindt-ng the Um.ted Stact<s t . .) d,Jnate , rar nt to t he St;a.le f r•ee of C .:JSC fu .(' s wr•vey Of' pr·Z-•:JB such 

sert lcmCIS; not exceedtng one milLio,_ c.wr'.::s :.n ea-.:h Sta.te J .:18 the 
State may cause to be 'tl"r>i&ac.ed, r-eolaimed , and n.;l l.eas 
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than twenty acres of each one hundred and sixty-acre tract culti-
vated by actual settlersJ within ten years next after the passage 
of this as thoroughly as is required of citizens who may enter 
under the said desert land law. 

"Before the application of arzy State is allowed or any contract 
of agreement is executed or any segregation of any of the land from 
the public domain is ordered by the Secretary of the the 
State shall file a map of the said land proposed to be irrigated 
which shall exhibit a plan showing the mode of the contemplated irri-
gation and which plan shall be sufficient to thoroughly irrigate 
and reclaim said land and prepare it to raise ordinary agricultural 
crops and shall also show the source of the water to be used for irri-
gation and and the Secretary of the Interior may make 
necessary regulations for the reservation of the lands applied for 
by the States to date from the date of the filing of the map and plan 
of but such reservation shall be of no force whatever if 
such map and plan of irrigation shall not be approved. That any State 
contracting under this section is hereby authorized to make all neces-
sary contracts to cause the sai d lands to be and to in-
duce their settlement and cultivation in accordance with and subject 
to the provisions of this section; but the State shall not be author-
ized to lease any of said lands or to use or dispose of the same 
in any way except to secure their cultivation 
and settlement. 

fast as any State may furnish satisfactory proof according to 
such rules and regulations as may be prescribed by the Secr etary of 
the that any of said lands are reclaimed and oc-
cupied by actual patents shall be issued to the State or its 
assigns for said lands so reclaimed and settled: that said 
States shall not sell or dispose of more than one hundred and sixty 
acres of said lands to one personJ and any surplus of money de -
rived by any State from t e saie of said lands in excess of the cost 
of their shall be held as a trus t fund for and be applied 
to the reclamation of other desert lands in such State·. That to en-
able the Secretary of the Interior to examine any of the lands that 
may be selected under the provis ions of this there is here-
by appropr iated out of any moneys in the Treasury J not otherwise 

one thousand do Uars. " 

The act as originally enacted envisioned that the separate states 
which accepted the Carey Act would operate as construction companies and 
build the diversion works, but it soon appeared that the treasury of most 
of these states was in no better financial condition than the Treasury of 
the United States. Nany of the state constitutions prohibited states from 
obtaining the necessary financial credit for such undertakings . (5) The 
power given to a state to make any contract necessary to cause the recla-
mation of the lands could have possibly been construed to enable the states 
to contract with outs'ide interests; however, private enterprise felt that 
irrigation projects would be too risky unless there was a way to guaran-
tee that their investment would be adequately protected . To rectify this 
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situation the Carey Act Has amended in 1896 to crJ;g,t e a lien on the .lands 
reclaimed for the cost of the construction, necessary expens es, and in-
terest from the date of r eclamation unt i l it was di s posed of to actual 
settlers . (6 ) The amendment also provided that the lands could be pat-
ented to the stat es when "· . an ampZe suppZy of water is actuaHy 
fUrni shed in a substantiaZ ditch or or by artesian wel Zs or r es-
ervoirs , to reclaim a particu lar tract or tracts of such . . . 
without r egard t o set tlement Ol' cuUivation. " ( 7) The lands would then be 
held in trust by the state until the entryman had recl aimed the land . (8) 

After this amendment the Carey Act presented a unique scheme never • 
before attempted in the United Stat e s . Private enterprise would construct 
the irrigation works under state supervision and ini tially finance these 
projects by mortgaging its equity in the projecL, issuing bonds, or assign-
ing its contracts the se ttlers for the purchase of water rights. The 
ultimate profit would be derived from the sale of perpetual water rights 
to settlers on the project . After the settler had reclaimed the portion 
of this acreage established by statute, he could apply through the state 
to the Department of Interior for a patent to the lands. When the diver-
sion works were completed by the construction company and accepted by the 
state, the project, including title to the irrigation works, would be turn-
ed over to an operating company composed of the entrymen on the project . 
One of the most important characteristics of the Act was that it required 
reclamation by irrigation, occupation, and cultivation before a patent 
would be issued; unless, as provided by the 1896 amendment, sufficient 
water was available in substantial ditches or reservoirs to reclaim the 
lands. 

To implement the Carey Act three contracts were contemplated. The 
first would be between the federal government and the state which proposed 
the project . The second would be between the state and the construction 
company, and the third contract would be between the construction company 
and the settlers on the project . 

Generally the federal government and the state covenanted that the 
federal government would convey to the state the lands free from costs 
whenever an ample supply of water was furnished to reclaim the lands , pro-
vided the lands were reclaimed within the statutory period. The state 
would agree not to use the land in any way other than to secure the recla-
mation, cultivation, and settlement of the Carey land in 160 acre tracts 
to actual settlers . The state would have the power to make any contract 
necessary to secure the reclamation of the lands; in no case 
could the state contract in such manner as to make the federal government 
liable on the contract. 

In its contract with the state the construction company would gener-
ally present proof that a valid water r i ght exi sted or that one was in the 
process of being perfected . This contract would set out in detail what 
needed to be done by the company involved In constructing the irrigation 
works, such as: specifications for construction of the irrigation works, 
sale of water rights to the settlers, capacities, ri ghts-of-way , and other 
particulars . This contract formed the gu1de l i nes fo r the deve lopment of 
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the Carey Act project . When the conditions of this contract were executed , 
the project was generally ready to be turned over to the operating company. 
The state could effectively ensure that the diversion works were adequately 
constructed according to contract specifications by refusing to accept the 
contract until the state officia l s were satisfied . 

The contract between the construction company and the settlers would 
set out the cond1tions surrounding the sale of water righ t s to the sett l ers 
and the amount of water to be delivered to the lands . It would also inc l ude 
the terms for turning the project over to the settlers, and the establish-
ment of the settlers' operating company. 

The Carey Act empowered the states to supervise the construction of 
the diversion works, and ensure that the lands would be reclaimed. Part of 
the state's responsibility in administrating the Carey Act was providing 
the Department of Interior w1th a map of the project before allowing actual 
construction to commence . This map had to be f1led by the state before the 
segregation was approved; showing the lands proposed to be irrigated, the 
method of Irrigation. and the source of \vater to be used for the project. (9) 
The lands selected had to be arid lands in character as defined by the 
Desert Land Law . (10) The state had to see that the lands were reclaimed, 
settled, and put under cultivation . 

The Carey Act provided that the state would have 10 years after the 
w1thdrawal in which to reclaim the lands segregated from the public domain. 
An amendment passed In 1901 allmved for a hve year extension of time at 
the d1s cre t ion of the Secretar} of Interior . (11) 

After the segregation was allo\-Jed the company had three years in which 
tv commence construct1on; however, an extension of three years could be 
granted .. (12) \'/hen the construction was finished or when sufficient water 
was made available to reclaim a portion of the segregation, the construction 
company could pet1tion the state for a public land opening on the project . 

The Act required that after the end of the fifteen year period, as-
suming an extension had been granted, one-eighth of the land entered upon 
by the entryman had to be recla1med . The maximum amount of land that could 
be settled by any one person was one hundred and sixty acres . After the 
entryman had reclaimed his land the state would is s ue a f1nal certificate 
to the entryman and request a patent from the federal government, which 
w.:mld be conveyed to the entryman upon receipt . Any money the state re-
ceived as a result of the Carey Act had to be placed in a trust fund and 
used for the rec lamation of other desert lands or for operating expenses . 

In 1910 an 1mportant amendment to the Carey Act \vas enacted author-
l.Zlng the temporary withdrawal of lands for one year for the purpose of 
making studies and surveys in order to determine if the proposed project 
would be feasible . (13) If the plan or proposed construction of the irri-
gatl.on \vorks s eems pl aus1 b le, the proposers could then ask for a permanent 
segregat1on of the land . If the request for a permanent segregation was 
not made within the one year period , the lands reverted back to the public 
domain . 
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In 19.11 an attempt was made to make wateT -read1. l y avail ab 'ie for some 
of the more destitute Carey Act pr-ojects , Congt·es;:, passed a statute author-
izing the sale of surplus water by the Bureau of to any Carey Act 
project. (14) 

In 1920 congressional attention o;htfted to t:he problems of entrymen 
forced off a Carey Act project > Usually the ma1n factors behind a reduction 
of area and entrymen was the lack of water or funds to complete the project. 
To relieve this situation Congress allowed an entryman forced off a project 
to perfect his title under another land law if he acted within ninety d::.ys 
The entryman could qualify for· this provision only 1.f he "had established 
aatuaZ bona fide residence or had made and permanent irrrpr>ovements" 
on the lands . (15) 

Few additional legislative changes were made by Congress until 1954 . 
During the int erim period a number of regulations were promul-
gated by the Depaitment of Interior . The latest developments of the Carey 
Act will be considered in the section dealing w1th the Act's current status . 
For the most part, after the passage of the Carty A(t in 1894, s tatutory de-
velopment rested with the s ·tates - - --- -- -- ---·- --- ·--·-----·-- ·---·-.. -------- ·--· -·· ·- .... ---
PART II: THE DEVELOPMENT OF STATE LAW 

Almost irrunediately after the passage of the Caay Act, many- state 
legislatures in the western Un1ted States enacted laws accepting the con-
ditions of the federal grant . Altogether twelve western states accepted 
the Carey Act: Arizona$ Califo1nia, Col orado, Idaho, Nevadap New 
MexicoJ South Dakota , Utah, Washington, and Wyoming , (16) Most of 
the legislatures in these states enacted s1milar proilsions to adminis te r 
the Carey Act. These laws can best be analyzed by examining the relation 
of the parties concerned with a Carey Act project; the state, the construc-
tion and operating company, and the ennymen . For purposes of this repc ::- t 
the ldaho Code will be referred to in analyzing the procedures followed 
the administration of the Carey Act . 

A. THE STATE 

The Carey Act envisioned the acting as an agent or trustee in 
the administration of the Ac:c . In supervising the bu1lding of: the irriga-
tion works, the state acts as an agent, sareguarding the interest of the 
settler . (17) The relation of the federal government to the state in the 
reclamation of desert lands is based on the theory that the federal govern-
ment owns the lands and Congress is invested Wl.th the power of disposing of 
the same; while the state has been given jurisdiction to provide for the 
appropriation and beneficial use of the water in the state which necessarily 
includes a use for the reclamation of such lands. (18) Under the Idaho Code 
the entire plan of reclamation is one oyer whjch the state has complete 
supervision and control. (19) 

The first step in a Carey Act project is the proposal to the State 
Reclamation Engineer by a person or a company planning to build the neces-
sary irrigation works to water the land .. Th1. :. p-roposal can either be for 
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This writer is unable to expla1n the discrepancies between the tables 
presented in Golze's report and the information provided by the Commissioner 
of Public Lands for Wyoming . Reproduced below is the table located on page 
19 of Golze ' s book: 

Total Area 
Applied for Total Area Total Area 

State by State Segregated Patented 

Arizona 31,226 30 13, 745 , 16 -·------
Colorado 461,717 39 284, 65 3 . 97 3 7) 706.47 
Idaho 3 1819 . 181. 34_ 1 , 335 , 787 , 59 629 , 724 , 8'7 
Montana 609 , 826 . 46 246,698 . 97 92 , 280 . 00 
Nevada 185 ,445 85 36,808 59 1,578 . 60 
New ~1exico 10,204 68 7,604 78 4 , 743 , 33 
Or egon 791,61 5 27 388,876 8 7 73,442 08 
Utah 606,704 00 141, 814 , 94 37,239 . 98 
Washington 155,649 . 39 ------- . ~ - ··-- -

Wyoming 1 , 796,2~ 09a 1,441,869 l7 198,530 96 

Total 8,467,834 77 3,897,860 04b 1,075,246 29c 

a . Of this amount, apphcation for 3,883.25 ac.res in \Vyomng 1vere s t ill pend
ing June 30 , 1949 . 

b , Of this total, 74 1 519 . 18 acres were st1 U seg.cegated .June 30 , 1949 as 
foll ows: 14 , 135 . 03 acres 1n Idaho and 60,384 . 15 a~res tn WyomLng 

c . Does not include 99 , 985 . 47 asres reconveyed as f0tlows: Idaho 65 ,940 . 65 
acres, Montana 10 , 264 03 acres , Oregon 14, 8J3 56 acres , and \Vy)m~ng 8 , 937 . 23 
acres . 

PART IV : SUMMARY OF THE CAREY ACT IN IDAHO 

Acres Segregat ed : 
Acres Patented: 

2 ,983 , 404' ... -
618,000 

Comments: Idaho was the most successful Catey Act state 

* The amount a lso includes tempo£ary wi thdrawals 

The State of Idaho accepted the Ca.cey Ac t ~n 189.5 , the second scat e 
to do s o after Wyoming (79) The on g1na l Ca.cey Act and a subsequent bill 
allotted Idaho tjsl million acres of desert land to develop through large 
scale irrigation projects (SO) 

) 
) 

From 1895 t o 1930 s1xty-five proJ e-ts were proposed to the State of 
Idaho, far more than any othe r state . In one prOJeCt aLone, more acres were 
patented to the State of Idaho than \ve re patented to the second most s uccess
ful state under the Carey Ac t , Wyoming, under all then proJects , (81) Not 
every project was a success i n Idaho, one amb1t1ous under~aking 1n ~o lved over 
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200,000 acres, over two million do llars expended, and forty acres were e~ent
ually patented to a lone settler . (82) In the brief histories of the projects 
that follow , particular emphasis has been placed on acreage in the project, 
acreage patented, and problems incurred in construction, f i nancing, and ad
ministration of the Carey Act 

A. HISTORY OF THE IDAHO CAREY ACT .PROJECTS (83) 

Carey Act Number: 
Location: (See Figure 1) 
Acres Segregated: 
Acres Patented: 
Estimated Cost: 
Final Cost: 
Conunents: 

MIERICAN FALLS PROJECT 

l 
Power and Bingham Counties 

57,241.90 
50,498 16 

$251,986 . 75 
$886 , 301.00 

A successful project 

The American Falls proJect was one of the first of sixty-hve projects 
in the State of Idaho . The first proposal to irrigate and reclaim these 
lands was made to the State Land Board on December 14, 1895 . 

The project got off to a faulty start, the first two requests for 
segregation of federal l and were denied. In 1899 the construction company 
had its segregation approved for 57,241 . 90 acres of desert land , 

In 1901 a contract between the American Falls Canal and Pmver Company, 
the original cons truction company, and the State of Idaho was entered into and 
construction started . The company's original proposal called for a gravity 
irrigation system with a water supply from the Snake River . Most of the acre
age in the project was to be located in Power and Bingham counties, with the 
proposed point of diversion in Bingham County . The initial estimated cost 
of the irrigation system was placed at $25 l, 986 .. 75 . The construction company 
felt that perpetual water rights could be sold to settlers for as little as 
ten dollars per acre , 

By 1905 two things had happened to the project . The cost of the project 
had been grossly underestimated, and had jumped from the original estimate to 
$886,301.00 and the works were still not completed . The second problem logi ·
cally resulted from the first . The amount the company sought to charge the 
entrymen for perpetual water rights was inadequate and the company was far in
to debt . In 1905 the American Falls Canal and Power Company went into the 
hands of a receiver and all of the company's intere5 t in the project was pur
chased by the American Falls Canal Security Company . By 1914 the first Carey 
Act construction company was declared a voluntary bankrupt . 

After the American Falls Canal Securities Company had taken over the 
project the price for water per acre was increased from the original ten 
dollars per acre to forty dollars per acre . A shortage of water had devel
oped and an agreement was entered into between American Falls Canal Security 
Company and the United States Bureau of Reclamation allowing the Carey Act 
project to purchase surplus water from Jackson Reservoir . As the project 
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neared completion another company was formed by American Fal l s Canal Security 
Company, the Rockford Canal Company \vhich built and oper ated the pumping sys
tem portion of the American Falls Project . 

In 1910 the contract between the State of Idaho and the company was 
considered fulfilled and the project was turned over to the current opera
ting company, the Aberdeen-Springfield Canal Company. M1en the project was 
completed over 86 miles of main cana l and 54 miles of l aterals had been 
constructed and 50,498.16 acres of land had been patented to the state. Ap
proximately 7,000 acres of land left from the original segregation had to be 
relinquished back to the federal government due to the infeasibility of irri
gating and reclaiming it. Since the completion of the project additional 
laterals have been constructed, bringing the total to 100 miles. TI1ere are 
currently 63,000 shares being assessed by the Aberdeen-Springfield Canal Com
pany. 

BIG LOST RIVER IRRIGATION PROJECT 

Carey Act Number: 
Location: (See Figure 2) 
Acres Segregated: 
Acres Patented: 
Estimated Cost: 
Final Cost : 
Comments : 

7 
Blaine, Bingham, Fremont and Custer Counties 

83,648 . 75 
15,526 . 11 

$2,100,000.00 
$3,500 , 000.00 

Only 8,000 acres may have been actually reclaimed 

In 1906 a proposal was filed \vith the State Land Board to irrigate 
lands in Blaine, Bingham and Fremont counties from a reservoir located in 
Custer County . The Big Lost River Project was the seventh such project to 
be proposed in Idaho. The \vater supply was to come from the Big Los t River 
and Ante l ope Creek. A total of 83,648.75 acres ~>•ere eventually segregated . 
The proposal called for a gravity system using canals, laterals, and a dam 
constructed above ~lackay, Idaho. The original estimate placed the .cost of 
construction at $2,100,000.00, with water rights selling for twenty-five 
dollars per acre. Both of these estimates soon proved to be inadequate and 
the cost \vas increased to $3,500,000 . 00 and the price for water raised to 
forty dollars per acre . 

' 

The first company organized to construct this project \vas the Big Lost \ ... v 
River Land and Irrigation Company. This company seemed to cause nothing but 
problems for the State Land Board, and the Carey Act files contain many orders 
from the State Land Board to the company to cease false advertising as to the 
opening of lands in order to sell more water rights or on other matters. In 
1908 all the money the company had received from the sale of water rights had 
to be filed \vi th the state to protect the settlers . These funds were released 
to the company only after they had filed a $25,000.00 bond with the state . By 
1909 the Big Lost River Land and Irrigation Company went defunct and the proj-
ect \vas assigned to G. S. Speer \vho in turn assigned it to the second con- ~ 
struction company on the project, the Big Lost River Irrigation Company. ·t~~ 

The Big Lost River Irrigation Company only lasted a few years on the 
project. By 1910 they were also in financial trouble , and the principal 
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FIG 2 

BIG LOST RIVER 

IRRIGATION PROJECT 

BUTTE COUNTY 

rau PUt 11 A sw:nc\1 or ru: uu 
OiiiiQTULLf SOOIEO.UED1 IT DOt::S MOT 
I'IZC ESSU:ILJ CORRESPOKD TO THE AREA 
PAT~TtD 
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contractor on the project, Corey Brothers Construction Company, had by 
th1s time filed a mechanic's l1en on the project for $500,000.00 . The con
tractor foreclosed this lien and the project was sold at the receiver's sale 
to the Utah Construction Company, the third and last company on the proj
ect . 

By this time it was known that the acreage segregated for the project 
far exceeded the water supply . In 1916 a contract was entered 1nto between 
the State of Idaho and the Utah Construction Company in which the cost of 
completing the project was placed at $1,600,000 . 00 . The company also per
suaded the state to raise the water charges to sixty - five dollars per acre. · 
The new contract provided for construction of the proJect in units, the first 
unit was the upper land, known as Era Flats and the Area tracts aggregating · 
about 22,000 acres . It was felt that by building the project in units, \vhile 
in the meantime conducting investigations on the available water supply, the 
State Reclamation Engineer and the State Land Board could restrict the acre
age sold by certifying conservatively the amount of land for which water · 
could be made available . This seems to have been the best technique devised 
to deal with segregations . 

Much of the controversy on the Big Lost River Project was over the dam 
constructed above Mackay, Idaho . The residents of Mackay felt that the dam 
was poorly constructed and that a spillway was desperately needed or the town 
could be destroyed by the 44,000 acre feet of water stored behind the dam. 
The controversy became so heated that an attempt was made to destroy the dam 
with explosives . The company in charge of the project at this time, the Big 
Lost River Irrigation Company, was unable financially to construct the spi 11 -
way even though they were ordered to do so by the State Land Board . In 1911 
the Idaho Legislature appropriated $10,000 . 00 to construct a spillway . Just 
after it was completed there was a record runoff which would have probably 
destroyed the dam and the town of Mackay had it not been ·for the existence of 
the spillway . 

In 1921 the General Land Office cancelled the rema1n1ng portion of the 
lands that had been segregated, but not included in the Utah Construction's 
first unit . By 1923 the state accepted the first unit' as completed and ready 
to be turned over to the settlers . It was not until 1936 that the settlers 
through the Gem State Water Company took over the project. When the project 
was finished over 15,000 acres had been patented to the State of Idaho . The 
main canal was 32 miles long and laterals constituted 40 miles. The project 
is currently operated by the Big Lost River Irrigation Project . 

Carey Act Number: 
Location: 
Acres Segregated: 
Acres Patented: 
Estimated Cost: 
Final Cost: 
Comments: 

BIRCH CREEK IRRIGATION COMPANY PROJECT 

20 

32 
Clark and Butte Count1es 

Temporary \vi thdra\val 18,605 . 28 
None 

$550,000 . 00 
Estimated at $30,000 . 00 

Project never sanct1oned 
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