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LMNPD-F (23 Mar 81)
SUBJECT: Lake Pontchartrain, LA, and Vicinity Hurricane Protection Project

DA, New Orleans District, Corps of Engineers, PO Box 60267,
New Orleans, LA 70160 25 Sep 81

TO: Commander, Lower Mississippi Valley Division, ATTN: LMVPD-P
In accordance with paragraphé 4 and 5 of the 2nd Ind, dated 23 Jul 81, a Plan

of Study (P0S) for supplementing the Environmental Impact Statement of the
subject project is inclosed for your approval.

k&/ .t‘ M
1 Incl C ES E. DEWEESE
‘wd all incl LTC, CE
Added 1 incl Acting Commander
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LMNPD-F (23 Mar 81)
SUBJECT: Lake Pontchartrain, LA, and Vicinity Hurricane Protection Project

DA, New Orleans District, Corps of Engineers, PO Box 60267,
New Orleans, LA 70160 25 Sep 81

TO: Commander, Lower Mississippi Valley Division, ATTN: LMVPD-P
In accordance with paragraphé 4 and 5 of the 2nd Ind, dated 23 Jul 81, a Plan

of Study (POS) for supplementing the Fnvironmental Impact Statement of the
subject project is inclosed for your approval.

1 Incl
‘wd all incl LTC, CE
Added 1 1incl Acting Commander
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LISPOSITION FORM .

9 Oct 81
] For use of this form, see AR 340-15; thé proponent agency is TAGO.
"REFERENCE OR OFFICE SYMBOL SUBJECT
LMVPD-P Lake Pontchartrain, LA, and Vicinity Hurricane
Protection Project Plan of Study
TO C/Eng Div (3 cy) . FROM C/Plng Div DATE 2 Oct 81 CMT 1
4~ C/Con Ops Div Robbins/ea/5835
C/Real Est Div , ﬁﬂ/
C/PDO '
Counsel

Please review the subject material and furnish your comments by 9 October 1981.

‘l Incl
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CF w incl (for review):
Asst C/Plng Div

C/Econ & Soc Anal Br
C/Env Anal Br

C/Plan Form Br

C/Urb St Br
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LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN, LOUISIANA, AND VICINITY HURRICANE PROTECTION PROJECT -
COMBINED PHASE I TYPE GENERAL DESIGN MEMORANDUM AND REVISED ENVIRONMENTAL

- IMPACT STATEMENT - PLAN OF STUDY

This Plan of Study (POS) for a Phase I Type GDM report including a

revised environmental impact statement (EIS) has been prepared in response

‘to LMVPD-P (LMV 23 Mar 81) 2nd Ind (23 Jul 81) regarding subject project.

Data has been presented in sufficient scope and detail to summarize and

. justify the work necessary to revise .the current ETIS (plaéed on file with

CEQ on 8 Jan 75) in response to the modified US Fifth District Court Order

" of 30 Dec 77.
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1. Project Authorization Data

a. The Lake Pontchartraih, Louislana, and Vicinity Hurricane Protec-—
tion project Qas authorizeq'for construction on 27 October 1965 by Public
Law 89~298, the Flood Control Act of 1965 (House Document 231/89/1). The
final environmental impact statement (EIS) was filed with the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) on 9 Jan 75. On 30 Dec 77, the Honorable Judge
Charles Schwartz of the US Sth District Court, ruling on combined suits
which had been filed against the project, held that the final EIS was
legally inadequate and enjoined further construction of several project
features until such time as the EIS deficiencies were rectified. Judge
Schwartz subsequently modified the original injunction 1n separate actions
on 8, 10, and 27 March 1978, As modified, the injunction stops any
construction of the barrier features of the authorized plan at the Rigolets
~and at Chef Menteur Pass untii the final EIS 1is' revised to the
satisfication of the court while allowing construction of other project

features to proceed. L

b. To adequately respond to the specifics of the court's ruling
effectively requires preparation of a new EIS and Phase I GDM. Revised EIS
studies have been underway for soume time, but a Notice of Intent to Prepare

an EIS Supplement has not yet been published.

c. Two types of concepts form the basis for all alternatives being
~ considered; they are: building barrler structures such as those authorized
in tandem with construction of levees and floodwalls (barriér plans), or
’simply building levees and floodwélls (high level plans). Alternatives
conslist of varying lévee alinements, degrees of protection, and types of
constructlion.. Any of the alternatives which are price competitive with the
authorlzed plan and provide Standard Project Hurricane (SPH) protection
could be approved by the Chief of Engineers wunder his discretionary

authority as design changes (based on a reading of Corps' regulations).

d. Current data on project justification 1s contained in incl 1.




2. Statement of Controversial Issues and Areas of Concern.

a. With regards to the authorized plan, there is wide-spread concern
that construction and operation of the proposed barrier complexes at the
Rigolets and Chef WMenteur Pass would result in significant long term
environmental degradation of Lake Pontchartrain as a result of altering
tidal exchange. The‘environmental impact analyses of these proposed struc-—
tures in the existing EIS were specifically found to be inadequate by the
court. Since the injunction, we have contracted with WES, Louisiana State
University (LSU), and the University of New Orleans (UNO) to perform exten—
sive studies focusing on the lake's tidal exchange mechanisms. We also
contracted separately with LSU to perform baseline environmental studies of
the main body of the lake; these studies are essentially complete. WES

studies of tidal prisms and the proposed structures' effects upon same are

- essentially complete. The LSU and UNO tidal transport contracts were

broken down into two phases; phase I, which is complete, consisted of study
design and phase II was to consist of a l~year sampling program and
subsequent data analyses. LSU was responsible for physical and Biological
transport and UNO for chemical traunsport. LSU's contract has been
terminated and the district has requested permlssion to terminate the UNO
contract. Phase II work can be contracted Lf future study results warrant
such action, 1l.e., 1if results indicate that we would likely recommend a
barrier type plan. It should also be noted that navigation interests were

opposed to the barriet plan because they percelved that the proposed

- complex at the Rigolets would limit the slze of future navigation.

b. The existing levee allnement Iin the New Orleans East area incloses
about 19,000 acres of wetlauds. Envirenmental interests are opposed to
development of these wetlands. In our origlnal economic analyses, we
clalmed enhaﬁcement benefits (now called location benefits) for future
development. Using current criterfa, we do not claim location benefits for
development of the 1Inclosed wetlands, unor do we need such benefits to
Justify the existing levee alinement; however, the district recently
received a permit application from New Orleans East Inc. to develop 9,800

acres, much of which is wetlands. They have been advised that we cannot
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act upon the application unti1 they prepare an EIS, which they are doing,
Their EIs Preparation ig scheduled for completion ip about 2 years. It 1is

the district's position that fFuture development {n New Orleans REast are

¢. We have received requests fronm environmental interests to inves-

d. The "original 'authorizing document specified g 50%/50% cost
allocation of the Seabrook Complex, a feature of the MR~-GO Project, between
the hurricane Protection project and the navigation Project., The cost

sharing wag specified because the Seabrook Complex would serve several

functions; 1t could be Operated as g barrier complex for “hurricane

protection (thus benefiting the hurricane protection project), it could be
operated to reduce hazardous currents (a benefit to MR-GO navigation), and
1t could be operated to control salinities in the lake (mitigation for

MR~-GO) . Under a barrier plan recommendation scenario, ng change in the

- Seabrook Complex's status 1g contemplated. However, 1f 4 high level plan

were recommended, then we foresee recommending deferment of the Seabrook
Complex for two reasons, cost sharing and feasibility. The Seabrook
Complex wouid not be needed for hurricane protection; therefore,, 1f we
recommend a high~level plan, we foresee recommending changing the
authorized cogrt sharing for Seabrook to 100 percent MR-GO funding at the

same time by Sseparate report. Also, there ls a cheaper alternative to

eliminating currents hazardous to navigation, i.e., relocation of a

restrictive rallroad bridge; thus, the incremental costs of building and
operating the complex would be attributable to its mitigation function.
The feasibility of the incremental lnvestments and operational procedures
for environmental enhancement/restoration will not have been determined at

the conclusion of any "fast track" schedule, so our recommendations would



be to defer constructlion until adequate feasibility studies could be funded

and performed under the MR-CO project.

e. There. 1s an unresolved {ssue with regards to the three main
outfall canals in New Orleans which empty Into Lake Pontchartrain along the
reach known as the New Orleans Lakefront. Return levees flank these
gravity drainage canals for a considerable distance inland from the lake,
tying into 1ift pump stations at the head of the canals. Since the time of
project authorization, it has bheen determinéd‘that the return levees are
Inadequate in terms of both grade and stability. Five basic alternatives
have been formulated to address the problem of deficlent return levees for
both high-level and barrier type plans. The economics of the alternatives

are similar for either plan, i.e., choosing the same type solution for both

plané would not affect plan selection.

(1) The first solution would involve raising and strengthening the

return levees to assure SPH protection without concern for the number of

“house relocations necessary. At current price levels, this solution would

cost about $200,000,000.

(2) The second solution would be the same as the first except that all
house relocations would be avoided. This solution would cost about

$250,000,000.

(3) A third solution WOuld involve bullding floodgates at the mouths
of the outfall canals which could be closed when lake levels threaten the
integrity of the return levees. During such times, pumping capacity would
be zero and Interior rainfall flooding would be somewhat greater. However,
closure operations of the Floodgates would occur infrequently and generally
be of short‘duration, also, such operations would occur during times of
high lake levels when the capacities of the exlsting pumping stations would
already be greatly reduced. Therefore, increased annualized residual flood
damages due to closure of the floodgntes would be minor in dollar terms.

The costs of the floodgates 1s cstimated to be $20,000,000.
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(4) A fourth solution would be the same ag the third solution except
that auxillary pumping stations would be provided at the lake with bypass
lines to allow continued pﬁmping when the floodgates were closed. ' The
estimated cost of these rimprovements 1ig estimated at $120,000,000
($20,000,000 for floodgates and .$100,000,000 for pumping stations);
however, the $100,000,000 cost estimate for the pumping stationsg may be
very low. Further, the New Orleans Sewerage and Water Board and our own
engineering staff have serious concerns that this solution will work

because of potential surging problems between stations.

(5) A fifth solution would involve relocating the existing pumping
stations to the lake; however, the cost of improving gravity drainage to
the relocated stations, 1i.e., necessary improvements of the eXisting
outfall canals would be much more expensive than raising and strengthening

return levees only, so these costs in tandem with the cost of pump station

. relocations were assumed to be prohibitive and estimates were not

developed.

(6) Several of the alternatives involve large increases in project
costs and those lnvolving construction of pumping stations would be
classified as modifications to drainage works (a local responsibility);
except for the third solution, floodgates only, any of the other solutions
would result in a substantial increase 1in costs to the New Orleans Levee
Board, the 1local assuror, and in fact, any of the solutions involving
pumping stationg might weli result in the levee board having to bear more

than a 30 percent share of a substantially iIncreased project cost in New

... 0rleans.

(7) The. politically senslitive nature of the outfall canals problem
would seem to dictate that resolution of the issue will require close

coordination and exchange between Corps and New Orleans Levee Board

~.decision makerg.

f. There are several 1legal, technical, and planning problems

associated with construction of the St. Charles Parish Levee feature of the

":project.



(1) The authorized project provides for construction of a levee along
the lakefront 1In St. Charles Parich. In the early 70's before the court
suit, this feature was indefinitely deferred because of concern regarding
the environmental 1mpacts upon the large area of wetlands whicelhh the
proposed levee would inclose and the fact that the State of Louisiana had
included two streams in the area under its Natural and Scenic. Rivers Act
whose natural drainage would be blocked by construction of the lakefront

alinement.

(2) Subsequent to our decision to defer construction, we were sued to

force us to construct the authorized levee by landowner interests. The

US 5th District Court delayed ruling on this suit pending filing of our
revised EIS mandated by the 30 Dec 77 court injunction. Also, we do not

have Section 404 approved from EPA for construction of this feature.

(3) Since the court injunction, we have designed and costed three
levee alinements for St. Charles Parish‘for both barrier and high 1level
design concepts. At the time the project was authorized, the St. Charles
Parish levee was primarily justified by virtue of projected future

development of wetlands which would be inclosed (location benefits). As

‘previously discussed, under current criteria we cannot clalm the vast

majority of these benefits. As a result, preliminary data indicates that

" no levee alinement, for any degree of protection, 1s presently justified.

However, of the three alinements considered, the "best,"” for any plan,

would follow the existing St. Charles/Jefferson return levee and then run
generally parallel to and just north of Airiine Highway, tylng into the

east gulde levee of the Bounnet Carre Spillway to the west.
(4) There ave several other polnts of iInterest regarding this 1ssue:
(a) The President of the St. Charles Parish Police Jury has heen

informally briefed on the results of our preliminary studies and informed

that he will be kept abreast of any future findings and/or decisions

concerning this fcature.



(b) A decision to indefinitely defer construction of this feature

1s within the discretionary author*ty of the Chief of Engineers.

(c) Such a decislon would dictate ‘a need to improve and extend the

existing return levee to prevent flanking of the Jefferson Parish Lakefront

levee.

g. The authorized Mandeville Seawall feature, whose purpose is
erosion control, is not incrementally justified under either maln design
concept. Further we do not have local assurances for this feature.
However, the town of Mandeville has expressed the intention of getting
funds and providing local assurances. The possibility exists that the
-seawall construction (primarily rehabilitation work) will be complete prior

to filing of the final revised EIS.

h. An issue raised in the court suit which was not addressed (the
court held its right to rule on the matter in abeyauce pending final
revision of the EIS) was the ability of local sponsors, specifically the
New Orleans Levee Board to meet their cost sharing responsibilities. How
to address possible modifications of local assurances or analyses of local
sponsors' abillitles to pay are subjects which will require ongoing

coordination between local sponsors, aud district and division staffs.

1. 1Inclosure 2 contains additional information concerning issues

identified during coordination of the LIS.

. 3. Discussion of Completion = Time Completion:

a. The extreme risk to human 1ife 1in the absence of adequate

hurricane protection for the metropolltan New Orleans area dictates that we

... complete our revised E1S studies in the most timely manner possible.

b. The degree of study effort to produce an adequate EIS depends to a
large extent upon the recommended plan. Of the two basic design concepts

under consideration, the barrier concept poses the most study problems and



the high-level concept poses the least study problems with regards to
environmental impact analyses. Siuce our englneering and economic‘studies
are well along and pose, 1in themselves, i.e., disregarding their relation-
ships to barrier impact analyées, no esoteric study problems, our course of
actlon with régards to enviroumental studies will control the overall study
completion date (ecritical path). Our Phase I tidal transport study
contracts with LSU and UNO have defined the extent of studies (phase II)
which would be necessary in order to adequately analyze environmental
impacts analyses for a recommended barrier concept plan. A recommended
high level concept plan'would, In the district's opinlon, require a lesser
degree of environmental impact .analyses than for any barrier concept

alternative.

c. While we are not in a position to make any tentative
recommendations with régards to plan selection, the preliminary data
indicates that on the basis of'overall feasibility, a high level design
concept 1s competitive with a barrier design concept. 'Further, strictly
based upon a reading of Corps regulations, it appears that if a,highvlevel
design concept were to be recommended; 1t could be implemented under the
discretionary authority of the Chief of Engineers, 1.e., such a declsion
would not delay project implementation. This point needs clarification

ﬁith OCE counsel.

d. Several study scenarios are possible, ranging from a complete
"state of the art” analygis of all alternatives (maximum study time and
effort) to a fast track analysis focusing on high-level alternatives with
analysis of Dbarrler alternatives' tidal transport impacts Ilimited to
examination aud use of existing data (minimum study time and effort).
Regardless of what study scenario is followed, our capabilities will allow
us to switch to any study mode within the range of reasonable study
scenarfos should future study results dlctate. It should be noted that any
switch from one study scenarlo to another will result in some additional
study slippage, the amount of which will be dependent upon the degree and
timing of change 1n study effort. 1t should be noted that a “two-track"”

approach could be used; that 1Is, two study scenarios could be pursued



simultaneously to keep study optious open. Such an approach would, of
course, requlre a greater commltfment of study resources than pursuing a
single study scenario. Also, if a declsion were made to select a barrier
plan, then it would be necessary to complete one of the transport study

scenarios.

e. Inclosure 3 discusses the estimated study effort under several

different study scenarios.

4. Recommendations

~a. The amount of study effort, study completion time, and time to
complete the project are highly dependent upon the final recommended
plan. The main unknown factor regarding plan selection at this time 1is
public reaction to the plans. An early public meeting would appear to be
the most logical vehicle for getting a quick reading of the public's
"views. A fast track schedule, which would focus analyses on a high-level
plan and analyze a bartier plan using available data offers the potentially
shortest course of action for study completion. This study effort should
result in a final revised EIS being piaced on file with EPA in November
1983. It is recognized that future study results may dictate an increase
iﬁ_ study time and effort; however, pursuing a fast track study effort

appears to be a justified calculated risk at this time.

b. It is recommended that we pursue a fast track study effort (as
described in inclosures 3, 4, and 5) at this time, hold a public meeting in
mid~November 1981, and, based on the results of that meeting, make a firm

decision concerning future study direction in mid-December 1981.

a ), N>, ( ™
/ N ( i e 3 A
( {U QLJ C_As( J‘-Q-Q/“)"Q
CHARLES E. DEWEESE

LTC, CE

Acting Commander and District Engineer
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wazmﬂ Mississippi quHm%
New Orleans

Division:
Districe:

1. Name of Study.

2. Authorization.
the Lake

Pontekartrain, Loulsiana, and

feature of the proj=ct.

3. Summarized Financial Data:
Total Estinated Cost - $70
Allocation Through FY81 11
Budget Estimate TYE2 1
Proposaed Allccation FY783 1
Balance Requirad After FY83 5

4. Description of Study Area and Nature

CONSTRUCTION

Public Law 298-Section 204,
Vicinity hurricane protection
the reccacendations of the Chief of Engin

reconmendation of the Secretary of the Army In that
c

O
-

w1 O oy g

. S . 6 August 1931
STATEMENT OF JUSTIFICATION

SENERAL - FY 1982

Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity (Hurricane Protection) - 09350

89th Congress, 1st Session, approved 27 October 1965, authorized
project substantially in accordance with
ecrs in liouse Document No. 231, Eighty-Ninth Congress, ewxwcept that the

document shall apply with respect to the Seabroolk Lock
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Problem. The "Lake Pontchartrain, Louisiana, and Vicinity” hurricane

protection project is locatad in
area corprises the lowland and water a
shores of Lake Borgne to the Pleistocene
locked tidal

besin approximately 640 squa
raphy of the arca. It connects with les
Souad to the Gulf of Mexico on the east.

St. Bernard, St. Charles,
Crleans ecast of the tiississippi River.
normal lake level.

southeastern

and St.-Tammany.
Much of the developed area in
Stages attending a standard project hurricane
protective works by several feet and cause ponding as
would cause enormous damage to private and public property,

b

Louisiana in the gene2ral vicinity of New Orleans. The project
as from the Mississippi River alluvial ridge and the west and north
Scarpment to the north and west. Lake Pontchartrain, a shzllow land-—
re miles in area and averaglng 12 feet 1in depth, dominates the topog~-
r Lake Maurepas to the west and through Lake Borgne and Mississippi
Project works will be located in the parishes of Orleans, Jefferson,
The project area includes all of the metropolitan area of New
Hew Orleans and Jefferson Parish is below
sould cause overtopping of all existing
in some developed areas. This inundation
disruption of business and community 1ife, and

deep as 16 feet

réquire a larger expenditure of public and private funds for evacuation and subsequent rehabilitation of local

residents.

oanmSm Status and Work to be Performed in FY 82.

In addition to ongoing construction work, preparation of

- most of the input for the draft

H/

revised EIS is tentatively scheduled for

e

accomplishmeunts.
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‘Work to be Done in FY33. 1In addition to ongoing construction sonxh a final public meeting is tentatively
scheduled for the second quarter of FY83 and subuission of the revised draft revision of the EIS to LUVD 1is

- tentatively scheduled for the end of the 3rd quarter of FY83.

7. ' Change in Scope and Cost During Past Year. The curreant Federal Cost Estimate of $700,000,000 is a decrease
of §1,000,000 from the latest estimate ($701,000,000) presented to Congress. This change includes increases of
$19,925,000 for higher price levels, $156,000 based on actual bid, $155,000 based on actual cost of completed
work, $3,531,000 bzased on design modifictaions, and $145,000 based on more detailed project cost estlnates.
These increases were offset by a decrease of $24,912,000 due to reanalysis of Federal cost sharing requircrments.

v

8. Other Ongolag Studies in the Area. The following studies are currently underway in the area.

a. Bayou Bonfouca

b. Lake Pontchartrain, Jefferson Parish
c¢.  Lake Pontchartrain, North Shore
d. Lake Pontchartrain, West Shore

e. 1lssissippi and Louisians Estuarine Areas

f. New Orleans-Baton Rouge lMetropolitan Area

9. Other Pertinent Information. Funds to initiate preconstruction planning were appropriated in FY66 and for
construction in FY&7.

Save Our Wetlands, Inc., filed suit on 8 December 1975 in United States District Court for the Eastern District
of Louisiana against the New Orleans District Engineer, the Secretary of the Aruy, the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency and the President of the Orleans Levee Board. The Clio Sportsman's League
Jolned the suit on 21 June 1976. The St. Tammany Parish Police Jury joined sult on 30 March 1977. The suit
alleges the following: (1) that a regional cumulative Environmental Impact Statement should be accomplished
pricr to proceeding with the project; (2) that the Corps has not complied with the conditions of final approval
of the Environumental Protection Agency of Section 404 requirements of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act;
(3) that the Corps has not coapletely eliminated the St. Charles Parish lakefront levee as required by the
Environmental Protection Agency. The suit also seeks to have the New Orleans East lakefront levee removed and
to have three openings for tidal interchange provided under the Southern Railroad embankment.

The Goverament moved to dismiss the lawsuit based on an unexcusable delay in forwarding a claim and the conten—
tion that the allegations of the plaintiffs were not liable ro trial in a court of justice under the Natlonal
Enviroamental Policy Act. A hearing was held on 5 November 1976 and the court denied the moticn on 7 December
1976. In. addition, a hearing was held on 15 December 1976 on the Orleans Levee District's {a codefendant)
wotlon to dismiss issues regarding assurances for the project. The court then denied the motion. : :

2
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On 30 December 1977, Judge Charles Schwartz of the Federal District Court in New Orleans issued an onmmﬁ

enjoining any. further construction of the Chef Menteur and Rigolets Complexs, New Orleans East area (east- of
Paris Road) and the Chalmette area of the project until a revised environmental statement has been prepared.

On 8, 10, and 27 March 1978, Judge Schwartz lifted the injunction on the New Orleans East area (east of Paris
Road) ard on 10 March 1978 he lifted the injuntion on the Chalwette area plan.

A group of individuals in S

t S on 12 April 1977 asking that the court direct the Corps
Lo construct the St. Charles Parish p
a t

O
G

m

]
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e ortion of the p which has been deferred. At a 17 May 1978 hearing,
Judge Charles Schwarts declared that the suit was premature and deferred further consideration until comnletion
o 13 k :
of the revised Eavironmertal Impact Statexzent.

8sippi River levez. The combinad effact of
ide a closed loop of flood protection around tha Chalmette
nt of hurricane protectiocn for adjacent land zrea.

2. Chalmetts Area. Hdurricane protection for the Chalmette area is provided by a. levee and flcodwall
the

s

a hurricane
protection aad the Mississ Pr
area. The Chalmette ares protection is comp

TOj Frotec the remaining project areas (New Orleans East, Citrus, Mew Crleans
West of TiiC, Jefferson Parish Zast of Mississippi River, and St. Charles Parish East of Mississippi River) can
be accomplished cither with a “barrier™ coancept of protection or with "high level™ levees znd floodwalls. Under
the Barrier Plan, porci Tangipahoa Parishes bordering Lake Pontchartrain receive a degree

e of protection cannot be achieved under the high level plan.

(1) Barrier Plan. The barrier concept provides for a system of controlsg at the Rigolets, Chef ifenteur,
and Seabreok inlets to ilake rontchartrain which limit the tidal rise in Lake Pontchartrain in event of a hurri-
cane. Proteciive works bordering the lake are designed accordingly and do not have to be as vwm¢mmwm@cmwmmwm

the hurricane surgce was permitted to enter the lake. Reaches of protection directly affected include
St. Charles and Jeilferson Parishes, Orleans Lakefront, and the eastern side of New Orleans East. Reaches of

protection not affscted
levee, and the New 0rl
irrespective of the bar

by the presence of the barriers are the east and west banks of the IENC, the Citrus back
ens East back levesa. The repzirs presently authorized for the Mandeville Seawall are
ier plan. :

(2) High Level Plan. Under this plan the hurricane surge is permitted to enter Lake Pontchartrain and -
protective work bordering the lake are designed accordingly. Except for a portion of the New Orleans East
back levee, protective works bordering the lake are designed for the standard project hurricane.

11. Capability. 7o be added.
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.mormmchm omavwmnwom vumnm..w The

Completion Funding Schedule

FY 1984 - $21,900,000
FY 1985 - 21,500,000
FY 1986 ~ 20,200,000
FY 1987 -~ 17,000,000

‘Balance to Complete $470,036,000

13.

14.

™ €

iransfers.

FY 1981: \None.
Antlcipated: None.
FY 1682: ©None.

Anticipated: YNone.

Interested Senators and Reprasentatives.

entire
1991. This reflects no change over the last co

Senator J. Bennett Johnston
Senator Russell B. Long

Robert L. Livingston (1lst District)
Lindy Bogzs (2nd District)

Billy Tauzin (3rd Districer)

Henson Moore (6th Distriect)

Gillis W. Long (3th District)

v@HOQmwn is mnmwmwnww scheduled for
mpletion date submitted to Congress.

completion in September of



Issues Identified in Coordination of Project EIS

a., Environmental Opposition. The known environmental opposition to

the Lake Pontchartrain, Louisiana and Vicinity Hurricane Protection project

is summarized helow:

(1) The Orleans Audubon Society opposes the disposal and ponding of
dredged material in the marshes along the Chef and Rigolets Passes, along
the MR-GO and in New Orleans East, and the proposed borrow area on Apple
Pie Ridge along US Highway 90. They believe these disposal and borrow
plans will destroy valuable marshland that Louisiana cannot afford to
lose. They also recommend that levees be built around populated areas only

| and elimination of the barrier plan. .

(2) The Louisiana Wildlife Federation recommends that the St. Charles
~Parish segment be eliminated from the project plan because it will
«-instigate further encroachment and deterioration of a rapidly dwindling and
fragile marsh ecosysten. They feel that the placing of the barrier
étructures as 'proposed on the Rigolets and Chef Menteur Pass may have
severe, . irreversible consequences on the delicate balance which
differentiates betwecen the fine iine which constitutes a fresh and a saline

marsh ecosystem.

(3) The Slerra Club; Delta Chapter believes that wetlands represent
economic, environmental and recreational values which are far more
important to the public interest than the claimed benefits from developing
such lands for increased taxes. For this reason they recommend that the
project should be used to protect existing settlement, and not to encourage
intensive development in one of the large flood plains between the

Misslssippl River and the Gulf of iexico.

(4) The lonnet  Carre lod  and  Gun Club and the §t. Charles
Environmental Council oppose the St. Charles Parish levee segment as it is
now proposed. They favor a hurrlcane protection levee generally along
Alrline Uighway (US Nwy 61) din St. Charles Parish. They believe this
alinement would be environmentally acceptable and would still protect the

presently developed arcas Iu St. Charles Parish.
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(5) The Clio Sportman's League of New Orleans position is that they
favor hurricane protection but oppose the “"so-called" policy of unnecessary
private land enhancement ‘at the expense of the publié and the
environment. :They opine that the barriers with its borrow, disposal and
ponding areas and accompanying future developments will play a leading role
in the destruction of Lake Pountchartrain and eventually, the entire

Maurepass, Pontchartrain, Catherine and Borgne estuary system.

(6) The Sst. Tammany Environmental Council is of the opinion that the
acknowledged and potential adverse environmental and economic impact of the
Lake Pontchartrain, Louisiana and Vicinity hurricane protection plan far
outweigh the benefits our population may receive 11 the form of hurricane

protection.

- (7) The st. Tammany Sportsman's League is opposed to the "Floodgates"

~at the Rigolets because they say it will destroy the interplay between the

lake and the marshes, which supplies 50 percent of all nutrients that feed
the flora and fauna in Lake Pontchartrain. “"The loss of these’nutrients

will result in the death of the lake,” they opine.

(8) The Environmental Defense Fund has expressed concern regarding the

whole project, more specifially the New Orleans East Area. They consider

the wetlands in the New Orleans East Area are still viable and could be

restored to a high level of productivity given appropriate redesign of the
levees, provision for tidal flows and water circulation and strigent

regulation of dredge, fill and drainage activities in accordance with the

Corps' regulations and wetland policy.

b. Other Enviroumental Opinions.

(1) The US Fish and Wildlife Service and the Natlonal Marine Fisheries

. Serivce have fully cooperated 1in developing a plan for hurricane protection

for the metropolitan area of New Orleans that will alleviate, to the
fullest extent feasible, any project Impacts on the fish and wildlife

resources 1in ‘area. Both have opposed the St. Charles Parish levee, as



presently proposed, and have made speclfic recommendations In the other
~ segments of - the project to help minimize the destructive features of the

project.

(2) The Environmental Protection Agency has also fully cooperated in
helping us to develop an environmental feasible plan. In their review of
the statement of findings for the plans for placement of dredged material
for this project they stated that tidal interchange should be allowed into
the New Orleans East area until developed areas are threatened and that the
“Seabrook Lock should be constructed as soon as possible in order to reduce

saltwater intrusion into Lake Pontchartrain.

(3) The Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries Commission expressed concern
regarding damages to productive oyster beds near the Chef Menteur Barrier
-Structure. In the spirit of full cooperation, they have requested that the
~design of the ponding areas and wing walls for the Chef structure be
coordinated with them and that a periodic review and evaluation regarding
the éffedts of the other project works on fish and wildlife resources be
scheduled during the entire construction period. - This will insure the
minimum destruction of the Ffish and wildlife resources. They have stated
that the Seabrook Complex will provide the capability" for mahaging

salinities within the lake.

(4) The EPA in their review of the 404 proceedings has requested us to
study whether the drainagé structures 1n the South Point to GIWW levee
should be changed with regards to their operation. They would like to see
“the structures remain open during normal tidal conditions to mnourish the
marsh in New Orleans Kast with the lake water. The Louisiana Wildlife
Federation and the US Fish and Wildlife Service are supportive of this
recommendation. "Coordinatlon wlth the Orleaus Levee District, Sewerage and
Water Board, Hosquito Control Board, and the City Planning Commission has
‘been completed. The respective agencles stated views on this recommenda-
tion are conflicting. We are not at thelr time 1in a position to recommend
any water management plan for the wetlands in the New Orleans Fast area.

Further, the exlsting levees were inftially constructed by local interests



before being incorporated into the project, and the hydrology of the area
was altered at that time. Therefore, it can be argued that developing
and/or implementing a water manapgement plan falls within the purview of

local authorities.

(5) The New Orleans City Planning Commission has requested us to study
the possibility of purchasing wetlands outside the protected area to
mitigate the loss of wetlands included in the project. Development of
inclosed wetlands 1s not a factor in the current economic Justification of
the project. Since such potential development would be accomplished by
private interests, any mitigation requirements should also be borne by the
development interests, not the Federal Government. The environmental
values of wetlands loét to direct construction will be determined during
the EIS studies with assistance from the US Fish and Wildlife Service.
Hdwever, any possible recommendations to purchase mitigation lands would
not be included in the Phase I report; bﬁt rather included in a separate
repért, as such recommendation would require additional legislatiye

authority to implement.

6. Status and Impact of Compliance “with Section 404, Federal - Water

Pollution Control Act of 1972. In response to a request from former

Congressman F. Ldward Hebert, the New Orleans District conducted a public

" meeting to discuss the entire project on 22 February 1975. A portion of

“this meeting was dedicated to a presentation of methods for the disposal of

dredged effluents for all ﬁortions of the project with the exception of the

St. Charles lakefront levee, as required by Section 404 of the Federal

- Water Pollution Act of 1972. The Statement of Findings on the meceting was

- forwarded to the Environmental Protection Agency on 22 August 1975 for

review and approval. Approval of the plan for the disposal of dredged

material was granted on 1 October 1975. However, even for the authorized

- plan, after 1 Oct 81, new guidelines will require additional
..investigations. Clarification of the status of the St. Charles Parish

Lakefront levee was provided to the FEnvironmental Protection Agency to

indicate compliance with the conditional approval. EPA has clarified thelr

position by stating that deauthorization of the levee 1s not essential to



. meeting thelr condition. Furthermore, EPA stated that it was not thelr
intent to require the elimination of hurricane protection studies in

St. Charles Parish.
Discussion of Estimated Phase I GDM Type Study Effort

The revised EIS studies have been undertaken as a result of the

modified 30 Dec 77 court injunction. Pertinent portions of the injunction

are as follows:

H...It 'is clear from the evidence in this case that the
final environmental impact study for the Lake Pontchartrain,
Louilsiana, énd Vicinity Hurricane Protection Project prepared by
the United States Army Corps of Engineers dated August 1974 does

: not‘comply with the requirements of Title 43 United.States Code
L Section 4332 which provides in pertinent part: - ... all agencies
ﬁ,f?:‘ ' in the Federal Government shall - wutilize a systematic,
e - interdiséiplinary approach in decision making ... 1nclude in
every recommendation or report or proposals for legislation ...
a detalled statement by the responsible official on the
environmental impact of the proposed action ... alternatives to
the proposed action.... as written the EIS actually precludes
both public and  governmental parties from the opportunity to
fairly and adequately analyze ... the proposed plan and any
alternatives Eo it...; the court's opinion 1s limited strictly
to the finding that the envirenmental impact statement of
August, 1974 for the project was legally inadequate. | Upon
e - proper compliance‘ with the law with regard to the inpact

statement this Injunction will be dissolved and any hurricane

plan thus properly presented will be allowed to proceed ...

Significant changes in physical and economlc conditions and Federal
and Corps water resource planning procedures have occurred since the

project's 1initial authorization. These changes, coupled with the court's
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mandate effectively dictate preparation of a new plan formulation document

(Phase I GDM type report) and EIS based on current conditilons.

The study’ effort to produce such a study document basically falls into
four categories: enginee}ing studies, economlc studies, environmental

studies, and plan formulation studies.

Engineering studies are well advanced. Foundation studies, hydraulic
studies, and design and cost studies for a full range of alternatives have
essentially been accomplished with the exception of certain items, notably
the New Orleans outfall canals. - Future study efforts will consist
primarily of refining and updating design and cost estimates and providing
lnput for the DEIS. These studies are not now nor expected to be on the

study's critical path.

Economic studies are also well advanced. Benefit/loss analyses are
complete with the exception of computing yearly costs and area redevelop-
ment benefits, which are dependent upon engineering input, aund fecreation
and fish and wildlife benefiﬁ/loss computations, which are dependent upon
environmental 1nput. Economics Branch 1s currently complling and verifying,
data from completed benefit analyses and has initiated preparation of the
economic appendix for the DEIS. Preliminary data indicates any alternative
under consideration will be overwhelming economically justified on an
overall basis; however, some  separable project features way not bé

 incrementally justified. These studies should not be critical.

Preliminary Plan Tormulation Studies based on existing data were
Initially completed in early 1980. It is anticipated that Plan Formulation
Branch's priwary future study efforts will be study coordination, public
involvement, and report prepavation. Since these functions are dependent
upon input from other study eleménts, plan formulation should not be a

critical factor to the study schedule.

Environmental studies have posed the most study problems to date, and

© it is anticipated that these studies will continue to constitute the




critical study effort. The question as to how to approach tidal transport
analyses has lead up to develop five different environmental analyses study
scenarios which bhsically vreflect different levels of tidal transport

analyses effort (attachment 1).
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Discussion of Estimated Thase I GDM Type Study Effort

The revised EIS studies have been undertaken as a result of the
modified 30 Dec 77 court injunction. Pertinent portions of the injunction

are as follows:

.+.It is clear from the evidence in this case that the
final environmental ~impact study for the Lake Pontchartrain,
Louisiana, and Vicinity Hurricane Protection Project prepared by
the Unlted States Army Corps of Engineers dated August 1974 does
not comply with the requirements of Title 43 United States Code
Section 4332 which provides in pertinent part: ... all agenciles
in the Federal Government spall - utilize a systematic,
interdisciplinary approach in decision making ... include 1in
-every recommendation or report or proposals for legislation ...
a detailed statement by the responsible official on the
environmental impact of the proposed action ... alternatives té
the proposed action.... as written the EIS actually preclﬁdes
both public and govermmental parties from the opportunity to
fairly and adequately analyze ... the proposed plan and any
alternatives to it.... the court's opinion is limited strictly
to the finding that the environmental impact statement of
August, 1974 for the project was legally inadequate. Upon
proper compliance with the law with regard to the impact
statement this injunction will be dissolved and any hurricane

plan thus properly presented will be allowed to proceed ...

Significant changes in physical and economic conditions and Federal
and Corps water resource planning procedures have occurred since the
project's initial authorizatlon. These changes, coupled with the court's
mandate effectively dictate preparation of a new plan formulation document

(Phase 1 GDM type report) and EIS based on current conditions.
The study effort to produce such a study document basically falls into

four categories: ‘engineering studies, economic studies, environmental

studies, and plan formulation studies.
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DEPARTMENT 0OF THE ARMY ' ' 3710-XX
"NOTICE OF INTENT

To Prepare a Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Supplement

for the Lake Pontchartrain, TLouisiana and Vicinity Hurricane Protection

Project.
AGENCY: US Army Corps of Engineers, DOD, New Orleans Districtk
ACTION: Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS Supplement

SUMMARY: 1. Proposed Action. The proposed action to be analyzed in this

EIS Supplement is a plan for completion of the ongolng Lake Pontchartrain,
Louisiana, and Vicinity Hurricane Protection project. This plan would
consist of features to provide hurricane protection to the Greater
Metropelitan New Orleans Area while preserving enviromnmental values to the

maximum practicable extent. The action is being taken in response to a

- court Injunction issued on 30 December 1977, subsequently modified by three

separate actions during March of 1978, by the United States Fifth District

Court on the basis that the Final Environmental Impact Statment (FEIS)

prepared by the Corps 1n August 1974 is legally inadequate.

2. Reasonable Altcrnatives. The following actions are being considered in

an attempt to meet the above needs: construction of barrier structures at
Lake Pontchartrain's @ain tidal passes which could be operated to reduce
the bulld-up of lake stages during the approach of hurricanes in tandem
with construction of 1eveeé and floodwalls or construction of only levees

and floodwalls. Various levee alinements, providing various degrees of

. design protection are being considered, as is Justified for mitigatlon of

any adverse lmpacts.

3. Scoping Process.
ping

a. This study has a long hilstory of public involvement. Shortly
after the court Injunction, a Techaical Advisory Group (TAG) was formed to
assist in designing and monitorf{ng envlironmental studles. The TAG conslsts

of representatives of the main agencles which will be responsible for

rFoo e S
A B
L L N

f



.
reviewing the Draft EIS (DEIS) with respect to environmental values: the

US Fish and Wildlife Service,US Environmental Protection Agency, State of
Louisiana Wildlife and Tisherles Comalsslon, WNatlonal Marine Fisheries
Service, Dr. Eugene Cronln, a natlonally known estuarine ecologlst who i1sg
acting as a Corps consultadt 1s also on the TAG. Since study initiation,
representatives of the American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) and
representatives of local assuring agencies have been periodically informed
of study progress and developments. Also, close coordination has been
maintained with the US Fish and Wildlife Service. These i1nterests are

expected to maintain an active role in this study.

b. Significant issues to be analyzed in the EIS include: hurricane
protection of the Greater Metropolitan New Orleans Area, preservation of
natural resources in the study area, impacts of the proposed plan> on
' bioiogical, cultural, historical, social, economic, water quality, and

human resources, and project costs.

c. The US Fish and Wildlife Service will provide Planning Aid data
for the DEIS and a Coordivation Act Report for the FEIS.

d. The DEIS will be coordinated with all required Federal, state, and
local agencies, environmental groups, landowner groups, and: interested

Individuals.

4. A public meeting to present preliminary data concerning reasonable

alternatives ldentifiled to date 1is scheduled for November 1981.

5. The DEIS 1is scheduled to be made available to the public in Jaunuary
1983.



