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reconnected to the Columbia River for the first _
time in 60 years. To make this happen the Two reasons the prO_jECt may not have happened

team overcame significant agency challenges.

Challenge 1 Challenge 2

The Project removed a USACE levee protecting a five-mile-long segment of Washington US A : :
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however, they rescinded support after reviewing the 30% design plans with concerns of ColumBIa Rlyer and Gibbons Creek flood risk reduction
new risks to SR-14. would remain for at least 50 years.

Meeting USACE Requirements:
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Figure 1. Diagram of as-constructed (1971) Gibbons Creek channel at the SR-14 bridge compared the channel cross-section surveyed in 2015 showing the severely reduced capacity requiring regular dredging to maintain.
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Solutions:
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