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Description of Proposed Action. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Mississippi 
Valley Division, New Orleans District (CEMVN) proposes to approve five potential borrow 
areas to be used under the Government Furnished borrow material program to supply levee 
building material to the CEMVN projects in the New Orleans Metropolitan Area.  The proposed 
borrow areas are located in Jefferson and Plaquemines Parishes, Louisiana.  Upon approval of 
these five sites, any suitable materials found at them could be utilized to complete levee or 
floodwall projects for the proposed Greater New Orleans Hurricane and Storm Damage Risk 
Reduction System (GNOHSDRRS). 
 
Draft IER # 22, which detailed the impacts of the proposed actions, was released for public 
review on 1 April 2008.  Stakeholders had until 30 April 2008, to comment on the document.  
Comments were received from governmental agencies and citizens (appendix B).  A series of 
public meetings discussing proposed GNOHSDRRS projects, including proposed borrow sites, 
has been held since March 2007.  Two public meetings were held at the request of stakeholders 
on 12 February 2008, and 24 April 2008, to discuss the proposed Westbank I borrow area 
(appendix B). 
 
Factors Considered in Determination.  The CEMVN has assessed the impacts of the proposed 
action on significant resources in the proposed project area, including jurisdictional wetlands, 
non-jurisdictional bottomland hardwood forest (BLH), non-wetland/upland resources, prime and 
unique farmland, fisheries, wildlife, threatened and endangered (T&E) species, cultural 
resources, recreational resources, noise quality, air quality, water quality, transportation, 
aesthetics, environmental justice, and socioeconomic resources.  Data gaps in the transportation 
analysis are being addressed through a study, and will be discussed in future IERs when the 
information becomes available. 
 
Mitigation.  It has been determined that the proposed action would not impact any jurisdictional 
wetlands.  The proposed action would impact approximately 118.54 AAHUs of non-
jurisdictional BLH, the mitigation of which would be addressed in future IERs. 
 
All non-jurisdictional BLH forest impacts were assessed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) and the CEMVN under the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act, 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, and Section 906 (b) of the Water Resources Development 
Act of 1986.  The impacts for the proposed action are shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1: BLH AAHUs of Mitigation Needed 

Proposed Borrow Sites Parish Non-Wet BLH 
impacted (acres) AAHUs needed

Brad Buras Plaquemines (9, non-BLH) 0 
Tabony Plaquemines 86.93 28.9 

Westbank F Jefferson 148 85 
Westbank I Jefferson 9.76 4.64 
Westbank N Plaquemines 0 0 

 
Total 

 
 244.69 

 
118.54 

 
Note: Mitigation values may decrease because of further geotechnical evaluation of proposed 
borrow areas (i.e., acreage with unsuitable soils will not be impacted). 

 
Mitigation IERs will be prepared documenting and compiling the unavoidable impacts discussed 
in each IER.  The mitigation IERs will implement compensatory mitigation as early as possible.  
All mitigation activities will be consistent with standards and policies established in the Clean 
Water Act Section 404 and the appropriate USACE policies and regulations governing this 
activity. 
 
Environmental Design Commitments.  It is recommended that, where practical, the proposed 
borrow areas be designed and constructed with gradual side slopes, irregular shapes, islands, and 
aesthetic improvements.   
 
The CEMVN is coordinating with the USFWS to implement the recommendations laid out in the 
borrow selection Planning-Aid Letter (letter dated 7 August 2006, appendix D), programmatic 
Coordination Act Report (CAR) (letter dated 26 November 2007, appendix D), and the IER # 22 
CAR (letter dated 3 March 2008, appendix D).  The CARs recommendations, and the CEMVN’s 
responses, are found on pg. 51-56 of IER # 22.   
 
The Louisiana State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) requests that if any unrecorded 
cultural resources are determined to exist within the proposed borrow areas, then no work will 
proceed in the area containing these cultural resources until a CEMVN staff archeologist has 
been notified and final coordination with the SHPO and interested Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officers has been completed. 
 
Agency & Public Involvement.  Governmental agencies, non-governmental organizations, and 
citizens were engaged throughout the preparation of IER # 22.  Agency staff from the USFWS, 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Geologic 
Survey, National Park Service, Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality, Louisiana 
Department of Natural Resources, and Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LaDWF) 
are part of an interagency team that has and will continue to have input throughout the 
GNOHSDRRS planning process (appendix C).  

 
There have been over 60 public meetings since March 2007 about proposed GNOHSDRRS 
work.  Borrow issues have been discussed at most meetings, and a “borrow handout” has been 
available at all meetings since July 2007.  The CEMVN sends out public notices in local 
newspapers, news releases (routinely picked up by television and newspapers in stories and 
scrolls), and mail notifications to stakeholders for each public meeting.  In addition, 
www.nolaenvironmental.gov was set up to provide information to the public regarding proposed 
GNOHSDRRS work.  The CEMVN also maintains a list of interested stakeholders that are 



notified by e-mail of the meetings.  Public meetings will continue throughout the planning 
process. 
 
Draft IER # 22 Public Review Period 

1. Agency Comments 
a. NMFS 

1. Concurrence of no significant impact to essential fish habitat, letter dated 
8 April 2008 

b. LaDWF 
1. Concurrence of no significant impact to wetlands, letter dated 30 April 

2008 
2. Public Comments 

a. Westbank I Petition, 463 signatories: petition received 24 April 2008 
b. Mr. Robert Greata:  e-mail dated 28 April 2008 
c. Mr. N. Buckner Barkley, Jr., Marrero Land & Improvement Association, Ltd.: 

letter dated 29 April 2008 
 
The following two public meetings were held at the request of stakeholders to discuss the 
proposed Westbank I borrow area (appendix B). 

 
Public Meeting, Bridge City, Louisiana: 12 February 2008 
      Verbal Comments (found in appendix B) 

1. Representative Robert Billiot, Louisiana House of Representatives (District 83) 
2. Timothy Bres, Bridge City, Louisiana 
3. Larry Walker, Westwego, Louisiana 
4. N. Buckner Barkley, President, Marrero Land Company 
5. Jeanie Rentz, Bridge City, Bridge City, Louisiana 
6. Judy Folse, Bridge City, Louisiana 
7. Carlos Montaforta, Nine Mile Point, Louisiana 
8. Jerry Spohrer, Executive Director, West Jefferson Levee District 
9. Lynn Hulin, Bridge City, Louisiana 
10. Samuel Steins, Mosquito Control, Inc. 
11. Roberta Grace, Bridge City, Louisiana 
12. Monsignor Luminais, Holy Guardian Angels Catholic Church, Bridge City, Louisiana 
13. Steve Alvarez, Nine Mile Point 
14. Carol Adams, Nine Mile Point, Louisiana 
15. Robert Sela, citizen, address unknown 
16. Wes Kungel, Staffer, Senator Mary Landrieu’s office 
17. Councilman Elton Lagasse, Jefferson Parish Government, District 2 
18. Various unidentified citizens 

 
Public Meeting, Bridge City, Louisiana: 24 April 2008 
      Verbal Comments (found in appendix B) 

1. Mitchell Mark, Westwego, Louisiana 
2. Steve Alvarez, Nine Mile Point 
3. Gary Bourgeois, citizen, address unknown 
4. Jeanie Rentz, Bridge City, Louisiana 
5. Edie Tranchina, Nine Mile Point, Louisiana 
6. Vincent Vastolla, citizen, address unknown 
7. Austin Frey, Bridge City, Louisiana 
8. Beverly Child, Bridge City, Louisiana 
9. Monsignor Luminais, Holy Guardian Angels Catholic Church, Bridge City, Louisiana 
10. Richard Rivers, Nine Mile Point, Louisiana 



-.
 

11. Lynn Hulin, Bridge City, Louisiana 
12. Carol Adams, Bridge City, Louisiana 
13. Larry Walker, Nine Mile Point, Louisiana 
14. Laverne Rouse, Nine Mile Point, Louisiana 
15. Various unidentified citizens 

Decision. The CEMVJ~ Environmental Planning and Compliance Branch has assessed the 
potential impacts on the human environment of the proposed action described in this IER, and 
has performed a review of the comments received during the public review periods for the draft 
IER. Furthermore, all practicable means to avoid or minimize adverse environmental effects 
have been incorporated into the recommended plan. It has been determined that the proposed 
borrow areas do not contain any jurisdictional wetlands. The compensatory mitigation for 
impacts to approximately 118.54 AAHUs of non-jurisdictional BLH will be addressed in a 
separate IER specifically written for mitigation implementation. The public interest of the 
Greater New Orleans area will be best served by implementing the selected plan as described in 
IER # 22 in accordance with the environmental considerations discussed previously. 

The CEMVN will prepare a Comprehensive Environmental Document (CED) that may contain 
additional information related to IER # 22 that becomes available after the execution of the final 
IER. The CED will provide a final mitigation plan, a comprehensive cumulative impacts 
analysis, and any additional information that addresses outstanding data gaps in the IERs. 

I have reviewed IER # 22, and have considered agency recommendations and comments 
received from the public during the scoping phase and comment periods. I find the 
recommended plan fully addresses the objectives as set forth by the Administration and Congress 

, 4thin the 3rd 
, and 5th Supplemental Appropriations. 

The plan is justified, in accordance with environmental statutes, and it is in the public interest to 
construct the actions as described in this document. 

jot~o~ }llrfjJ
Date \ Alvin B. Lee 

Colonel, U.S. Army 
District Commander 
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CEMVN-DD 23 May 08 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

SUBJECT: Assumption of Command by Authority of AR 600-20, Paragraph 2-5 

During the absence of the commander, the undersigned assumes command of the U. S. Army 
Engineer District, Mississippi Valley Division, New Orleans District, effective 23 May 08 at 
1530 hrs. through 30 May 08. 

~~ 
Lieutenant Colonel, EN 
Commanding 
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1. Introduction 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Mississippi Valley Division, New Orleans 
District (CEMVN), has prepared this Individual Environmental Report # 22 (IER # 22) to 
evaluate the potential impacts associated with the possible excavation of five 
Government Furnished borrow areas.  The proposed action areas are located in 
southeastern Louisiana (Figures 1 - 6). The term “borrow” is used in the fields of 
construction and engineering to describe material that is dug in one location for use at 
another location. CEMVN is proposing to use suitable borrow material for construction 
of the proposed Greater New Orleans Hurricane and Storm Damage Risk Reduction 
System (GNOHSDRRS).    
 
IER # 22 has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) of 1969 and the Council on Environmental Quality’s Regulations (40 CFR 
§1500-1508), as reflected in the USACE Engineering Regulation, ER 200-2-2.  The 
execution of an IER, in lieu of a traditional Environmental Assessment (EA) or 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), is provided for  in ER 200-2-2, Environmental 
Quality (33 CFR §230) Procedures for Implementing the NEPA and pursuant to the 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA Implementation Regulations (40 CFR 
§1506.11). The Alternative Arrangements can be found at www.nolaenvironmental.gov, 
and are herein incorporated by reference. 
 
CEMVN implemented Alternative Arrangements on 13 March 2007 under the provisions 
of the Council on Environmental Quality Regulations for Implementing the NEPA (40 
CFR §1506.11). This process was implemented in order to expeditiously complete 
environmental analysis for any changes to the authorized GNOHSDRRS, formerly 
known as the Hurricane Protection System (HPS), authorized and funded by Congress 
and the Administration.  The proposed actions are located in southeastern Louisiana and 
are part of the Federal effort to rebuild and complete construction of the Hurricane and 
Storm Damage Reduction System in the New Orleans Metropolitan Area as a result of 
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita.   
 
Draft IER # 22 was distributed for a 30-day public review and comment period on 1 April 
2008.  Comments were received from governmental agencies and citizens.  Two public 
meetings were held at the request of stakeholders on 12 February 2008, and 24 April 
2008, to discuss the proposed Westbank I borrow area.  All verbal and written comments 
can be found in Appendix B.  The District Commander’s decision on the proposed action 
is documented in the Decision Record. 
 
A total of five potential Government Furnished borrow areas investigated by the CEMVN 
Borrow Project Delivery Team (PDT) are discussed in this IER.  The goal of the PDT is 
to acquire suitable borrow material needed for GNOHSDRRS improvements. Over 
100,000,000 cubic yards of suitable material is estimated to be required to improve 
Federal and non-Federal levee and floodwall projects.  Borrow areas investigated in this 
IER could potentially provide approximately 6,062,000 cubic yards of suitable material 
for levee and floodwall projects.   
 
Due to the importance of providing safety to the citizens of southeastern Louisiana, and 
the amount of borrow needed to supply levee projects for the GNOHSDRRS, multiple 
borrow IERs are being prepared.  
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1.1 Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action 
The purpose of the proposed action is to identify borrow areas that contain suitable 
material that can be excavated to supply Federal GNOHSDRRS levee and floodwall 
projects. The completed GNOHSDRRS would lower the risk of harm to citizens and 
damage to infrastructure during a storm event. The safety of people in the region is the 
highest priority of CEMVN. The proposed action resulted from the need to provide a 
total of over 100,000,000 cubic yards of suitable clay for GNOHSDRRS projects that 
include the completion and improvement of hurricane protection levees in southeastern 
Louisiana. Additional borrow IERs will be completed until the borrow need has been 
met. Raising levee elevations and the completion of levees requires the excavation of 
material from borrow areas necessary for project construction to ensure authorized level 
of flood protection for local communities.  
 
The term “100-year level of protection,” as it is used throughout this document, refers to 
a level of protection which reduces the risk of hurricane surge and wave driven flooding 
that the New Orleans Metropolitan Area has a 1% chance of experiencing each year.  

1.2 Authority for the Proposed Action 
The authority for the proposed action was provided as part of a number of hurricane 
protection projects spanning southeastern Louisiana, including the Lake Pontchartrain 
and Vicinity (LPV) Hurricane Protection Project and the West Bank and Vicinity (WBV) 
Hurricane Protection Project. Congress and the Administration granted a series of 
supplemental appropriations acts following Hurricanes Katrina and Rita to repair and 
upgrade the project systems damaged by the storms.  The supplemental appropriations 
acts gave additional authority to the USACE to construct GNOHSDRRS projects. 
 
The LPV project was authorized under the Flood Control Act of 1965 (Public Law [P.L.] 
89-298, Title II, Sec. 204) which amended, authorized a “project for hurricane protection 
on Lake Pontchartrain, Louisiana ... substantially in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in House Document 231, Eighty-ninth 
Congress.”  The original statutory authorization for the LPV Project was amended by the 
Water Resources Development Acts (WRDA) of 1974 (P.L. 93-251, Title I, Sec. 92); 
1986 (P.L. 99-662, Title VIII, Sec. 805); 1990 (P.L. 101-640, Sec. 116); 1992 (P.L. 102-
580, Sec. 102); 1996 (P.L. 104-303, Sec. 325); 1999 (P.L. 106-53, Sec. 324); and 2000 
(P.L. 106-541, Sec. 432).  
 
The WBV project was authorized under the WRDA, as cited above. The Westwego to 
Harvey Canal Hurricane Protection Project was authorized by the WRDA of 1986.  The 
WRDA of 1996 modified the project and added the Lake Cataouatche Project and the 
East of Harvey Canal Project.  The WRDA of 1999 combined the three projects into one 
project under the current name. 
 
The Department of Defense, Emergency Supplemental Appropriations to Address 
Hurricanes in the Gulf of Mexico, and Pandemic Influenza Act of 2006 (3rd 
Supplemental - P.L. 109-148, Chapter 3, Construction, and Flood Control and Coastal 
Emergencies) authorized accelerated completion of the project and restoration of project 
features to design elevations at 100% Federal cost.  The Emergency Supplemental 
Appropriations Act for Defense, the Global War on Terror, and Hurricane Recovery of 
2006 (4th Supplemental - P.L. 109-234, Title II, Chapter 3, Construction, and Flood 
Control and Coastal Emergencies) authorizes construction of a 100-year level of 
protection; the replacement or reinforcement of floodwalls; the construction of permanent 
closures at the outfall canals; the improvement of the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal 
(IHNC); and the construction of levee armoring at critical locations. Additional 
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Supplemental Appropriations include the U.S. Troop Readiness, Veterans' Care, Katrina 
Recovery, and Iraq Accountability Appropriations Act, 2007 H.R. 2206 (pg. 41-44) Title 
IV, Chapter 3, Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies, (5th Supplemental), General 
Provisions, Sec. 4302. 

1.3 Prior Reports 
A number of studies and reports on water resources development in the proposed project 
area have been prepared by the USACE, other Federal, State, and Local agencies, 
research institutes, and individuals, and are herein incorporated by reference. Pertinent 
studies, reports and projects are discussed below: 
 
Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity Hurricane Protection Project 
 

• On 14 March 2008, CEMVN signed a Decision Record on IER # 11 (Tier 1) 
entitled "Improved Protection on the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal, Orleans and 
St. Bernard Parishes, Louisiana." The document was prepared to evaluate 
potential impacts associated with building navigable and structural barriers to 
prevent storm surge from entering the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal from Lake 
Pontchartrain and/or the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway-Mississippi River Gulf 
Outlet-Lake Borgne complex. A Tier 2 document discussing alignment 
alternatives and designs of the navigable and structural barriers, and the impacts 
associated with exact footprints, is being completed. 

 
• On 21 February 2008, CEMVN signed a Decision Record on IER # 18 entitled 

“Government Furnished Borrow Material, Jefferson, Orleans, Plaquemines, St. 
Charles, and St. Bernard Parishes, Louisiana.” The document was prepared to 
evaluate the potential impacts associated with the actions taken by the USACE as 
a result of excavating borrow areas for use in construction of the GNOHSDRRS. 

 
• In 14 February 2008, CEMVN signed a Decision Record on IER # 19 entitled 

“Pre-Approved Contractor Furnished Borrow Material, Jefferson, Orleans, St. 
Bernard, Iberville, and Plaquemines Parishes, Louisiana, and Hancock County, 
Mississippi.” The document was prepared to evaluate the potential impacts 
associated with the actions taken by commercial contractors as a result of 
excavating borrow areas for use in construction of the GNOHSDRRS. 

 
• In July 2006, CEMVN signed a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) on an 

EA # 433 entitled, “USACE Response to Hurricanes Katrina & Rita in 
Louisiana.”  The document was prepared to evaluate the potential impacts 
associated with the actions taken by the USACE as a result of Hurricanes Katrina 
and Rita. 

 
• On 30 October 1998, CEMVN signed a FONSI on EA # 279 entitled “Lake 

Pontchartrain Lakefront, Breakwaters, Pump Stations 2 and 3.” The report 
evaluated the impacts associated with providing fronting protection for outfall 
canals and pump stations. It was determined that the action would not 
significantly impact resources in the immediate area. 

 
• On 2 October 1998, CEMVN signed a FONSI on EA # 282 entitled “LPV, 

Jefferson Parish Lakefront Levee, Landside Runoff Control: Alternate Borrow.” 
The report investigated the impacts of obtaining borrow material from an urban 
area in Jefferson Parish. No significant impacts to resources in the immediate area 
were expected. 
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• On 2 July 1992, CEMVN signed a FONSI on EA # 169 entitled “LPV, Hurricane 

Protection Project, East Jefferson Parish Levee System, Jefferson Parish, 
Louisiana, Gap Closure.” The report addressed the construction of a floodwall in 
Jefferson Parish to close a “gap” in the levee system. The area was previously 
levied and under forced drainage, and it was determined that the action would not 
significantly impact the already disturbed area. 

 
• On 22 February 1991, CEMVN signed a FONSI on EA # 164 entitled “LPV 

Hurricane Protection – Alternate Borrow Area for the St. Charles Parish Reach.” 
The report addressed the impacts associated with the use of borrow material from 
the Mississippi River on the left descending back in front of the Bonnet Carré 
Spillway Forebay for LPV construction. 

 
• On 30 August 1990, CEMVN signed a FONSI on EA # 163 entitled “LPV 

Hurricane Protection – Alternate Borrow Area for Jefferson Parish Lakefront 
Levee, Reach III.” The report addressed the impacts associated with the use of a 
borrow area in Jefferson Parish for LPV construction. 

 
• On 2 July 1991 CEMVN signed a FONSI on EA # 133 entitled “LPV Hurricane 

Protection – Alternate Borrow at Highway 433, Slidell, Louisiana.” The report 
addressed the impacts associated with the excavation of a borrow area in Slidell, 
Louisiana for LPV construction. 

 
• On 12 September 1990, CEMVN signed a FONSI on EA # 105 entitled “LPV 

Hurricane Protection – South Point to Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, A. V. Keeler 
and Company Alternative Borrow Site.” The report addressed the impacts 
associated with the excavation of a borrow area in Slidell, Louisiana for LPV 
construction. 

 
• On 12 March 1990, CEMVN signed a FONSI on EA # 102 entitled “LPV 

Hurricane Protection – 17th Street Canal Hurricane Protection.” The report 
addressed the use alternative methods of providing flood protection for the 17th 
Street Outfall Canal in association with LPV activity. Impacts to resources were 
found to be minimal. 

 
• On 4 August 1989, CEMVN signed a FONSI on EA # 89 entitled “LPV 

Hurricane Protection, High Level Plan - Alternate Borrow Site 1C-2B.” The 
report addressed the impacts associated with the excavation of a borrow area 
along Chef Menteur Highway, Orleans Parish for LPV construction. The material 
was used in the construction of a levee west of the Inner Harbor Navigation 
Canal. 

 
• On 27 October 1988, CEMVN signed a FONSI on EA # 79 entitled “LPV 

Hurricane Protection – London Avenue Outfall Canal.” The report investigated 
the impacts of strengthening existing hurricane protection at the London Avenue 
Outfall Canal.  

 
• On 21 July 1988, CEMVN signed a FONSI on EA # 76 entitled “LPV Hurricane 

Protection – Orleans Avenue Outfall Canal.” The report investigated the impacts 
of strengthening existing hurricane protection at the Orleans Avenue Outfall 
Canal.  
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• On 26 February 1986, CEMVN signed a FONSI on EA # 52 entitled “LPV 
Hurricane Protection – Geohegan Canal.” The report addressed the impacts 
associated with the excavation of borrow material from an extension of the 
Geohegan Canal for LPV construction. 

 
• Supplemental Information Report (SIR) # 25 entitled “LPV Hurricane Protection 

– Chalmette Area Plan, Alternate Borrow Area 1C-2A” was signed by CEMVN 
on 12 June 1987. The report addressed the used of an alternate contractor 
furnished borrow area for LPV construction. 

 
• SIR # 27 entitled “LPV Hurricane Protection – Alternate Borrow Site for 

Chalmette Area Plan” was signed by CEMVN on 12 June 1987. The report 
addressed the used of an alternate contractor furnished borrow area for LPV 
construction. 

 
• SIR # 28 entitled “LPV Hurricane Protection – Alternate Borrow Site, Mayfield 

Pit” was signed by CEMVN on 12 June 1987. The report addressed the used of an 
alternate contractor furnished borrow area for LPV construction. 

 
• SIR # 29 entitled “LPV Hurricane Protection – South Point to GIWW Levee 

Enlargement” was signed by CEMVN on 12 June 1987. The report discussed the 
impacts associated with the enlargement of the GIWW. 

 
• SIR # 30 entitled “LPV Hurricane Protection Project, Jefferson Lakefront Levee” 

was signed by CEMVN on 7 October 1987. The report investigated impacts 
associated with changes in Jefferson Parish LPV levee design. 

 
• SIR # 17 entitled “LPV Hurricane Protection – New Orleans East Alternative 

Borrow, North of Chef Menteur Highway” was signed by CEMVN on 30 April 
1986. The report addressed the used of an alternate contractor furnished borrow 
area for LPV construction. 

 
• SIR # 22 entitled “LPV Hurricane Protection – Use of 17th Street Pumping Station 

Material for LPHP Levee” was signed by CEMVN on 5 August 1986. The report 
investigated the impacts of moving suitable borrow material from a levee at the 
17th Street Canal in the construction of a stretch of levee from the Inner Harbor 
Navigation Canal to the London Avenue Canal. 

 
• SIR # 10 entitled “LPV Hurricane Protection, Bonnet Carré Spillway Borrow” 

was signed by CEMVN on 3 September 1985. The report evaluated the impacts 
associated with using the Bonnet Carré Spillway as a borrow source for LPV 
construction, and found “no significant adverse effect on the human 
environment.”  

 
• In December 1984, a SIR to complement the Supplement to Final EIS on the LPV 

Hurricane Protection project was filed with the Environmental Protection Agency.  
 
• The Final EIS for the LPV Hurricane Protection Project, dated August 1974.  A 

Statement of Findings was signed by CEMVN on 2 December 1974. Final 
Supplement I to the EIS, dated July 1984, was followed by a Record of Decision 
(ROD), signed by CEMVN on 7 February 1985. Final Supplement II to the EIS, 
dated August 1994, was followed by a ROD signed by CEMVN on 3 November 
1994.  
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• A report entitled “Flood Control, Mississippi River and Tributaries,” published as 
House Document No. 90, 70th Congress, 1st Session, submitted 18 December 1927 
resulted in authorization of a project by the Flood Control Act of 1928. The 
project provided comprehensive flood control for the lower Mississippi Valley 
below Cairo, Illinois. The Flood Control Act of 1944 authorized the USACE to 
construct, operate, and maintain water resources development projects. The Flood 
Control Acts have had an important impact on water and land resources in the 
proposed project area. 

 
West Bank and Vicinity Hurricane Protection Project 
 

• On 14 March 2008, CEMVN signed a Decision Record on IER # 11 (Tier 1) 
entitled "Improved Protection on the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal, Orleans and 
St. Bernard Parishes, Louisiana." The document was prepared to evaluate 
potential impacts associated with building navigable and structural barriers to 
prevent storm surge from entering the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal from Lake 
Pontchartrain and/or the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway-Mississippi River Gulf 
Outlet-Lake Borgne complex. A Tier 2 document discussing alignment 
alternatives and designs of the navigable and structural barriers, and the impacts 
associated with exact footprints, is being completed. 

 
• On 21 February 2008, CEMVN signed a Decision Record on IER # 18 entitled 

“Government Furnished Borrow Material, Jefferson, Orleans, Plaquemines, St. 
Charles, and St. Bernard Parishes, Louisiana.” The document was prepared to 
evaluate the potential impacts associated with the actions taken by the USACE as 
a result of excavating borrow areas for use in construction of the GNOHSDRRS. 

 
• In 14 February 2008, CEMVN signed a Decision Record on IER # 19 entitled 

“Pre-Approved Contractor Furnished Borrow Material, Jefferson, Orleans, St. 
Bernard, Iberville, and Plaquemines Parishes, Louisiana, and Hancock County, 
Mississippi.” The document was prepared to evaluate the potential impacts 
associated with the actions taken by commercial contractors as a result of 
excavating borrow areas for use in construction of the GNOHSDRRS. 

 
• In July 2006, CEMVN signed a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) on an 

EA # 433 entitled, “USACE Response to Hurricanes Katrina & Rita in 
Louisiana.”  The document was prepared to evaluate the potential impacts 
associated with the actions taken by the USACE as a result of Hurricanes Katrina 
and Rita. 

 
• On 23 August 2005, CEMVN signed a FONSI on EA # 422 entitled “Mississippi 

River Levees – West Bank Gaps, Concrete Slope Pavement Borrow Area 
Designation, St. Charles and Jefferson Parishes, Louisiana.” The report 
investigated the impacts of obtaining borrow material from various areas in 
Louisiana. 

 
• On 22 February 2005, CEMVN signed a FONSI on EA # 306A entitled “West 

Bank Hurricane Protection Project – East of the Harvey Canal, Floodwall 
Realignment and Change in Method of Sector Gate.” The report discussed the 
impacts related to the relocation of a proposed floodwall moved because of the 
aforementioned sector gate, as authorized by the LPV Project. 

 
• On 5 May, 2003, CEMVN signed a FONSI on EA # 337 entitled “Algiers Canal 

Alternative Borrow Site.”  
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• On 19 June, 2003, CEMVN signed a FONSI on EA # 373 entitled “Lake 

Cataouatche Levee Enlargement.” The report discussed the impacts related to 
improvements to a levee from Bayou Segnette State Park to Lake Cataouatche.  

 
• On 16 May 2002, CEMVN signed a FONSI on EA # 306 entitled “West Bank 

Hurricane Protection Project - Harvey Canal Sector Gate Site Relocation and 
Construction Method Change.” The report discussed the impacts related to the 
relocation of a proposed sector gate within the Harvey Canal, as authorized by the 
LPV Project. 

 
• On 30 August, 2000 CEMVN signed a FONSI on EA # 320 entitled “West Bank 

Hurricane Protection Features.” The report evaluated the impacts associated with 
borrow sources and construction options to complete the Westwego to Harvey 
Canal Hurricane Protection Project. 

 
• On 18 August 1998, CEMVN signed a FONSI on EA # 258 entitled “Mississippi 

River Levee Maintenance - Plaquemines West Bank Second Lift, Fort Jackson 
Borrow Site.”  

 
• The Final EIS for the WBV, East of Harvey Canal, Hurricane Protection Project 

was completed in August 1994. A ROD was signed by CEMVN in September 
1998. 

 
• The Final EIS for the WBV, Lake Cataouatche, Hurricane Protection Project was 

completed.  A ROD was signed by CEMVN in September 1998.  
 

• In December 1996, the USACE completed a post-authorization change study 
entitled, “Westwego to Harvey Canal, Louisiana Hurricane Protection Project 
Lake Cataouatche Area, EIS.”  The study investigated the feasibility of providing 
hurricane surge protection to that portion of the west bank of the Mississippi 
River in Jefferson Parish between Bayou Segnette and the St. Charles Parish line.  
A Standard Project Hurricane (SPH) level of protection was recommended along 
the alignment followed by the existing non-Federal levee.  The project was 
authorized by Section 101 (b) of the WRDA of 1996, Public Law 104-303, 
subject to the completion of a final report of the Chief of Engineers, which was 
signed on 23 December 1996. 

 
• On 12 January, 1994, CEMVN signed a FONSI on an EA # 198 entitled, “West 

Bank of the Mississippi River in the Vicinity of New Orleans, LA, Hurricane 
Protection Project, Westwego to Harvey Canal, Jefferson Parish, Louisiana, 
Proposed Alternate Borrow Sources and Construction Options.”  The report 
evaluated the impacts associated with borrow sources and construction options to 
complete the Westwego to Harvey Canal Hurricane Protection Levee. 

 
• In August 1994, CEMVN completed a feasibility report entitled “WBV (East of 

the Harvey Canal).” The study investigated the feasibility of providing hurricane 
surge protection to that portion of the west bank of metropolitan New Orleans 
from the Harvey Canal eastwards to the Mississippi River.  The final report 
recommended that the existing West Bank Hurricane Project, Jefferson Parish, 
Louisiana, authorized by the WRDA of 1986 (P.L. 99-662), approved November 
17 1986, be modified to provide additional hurricane protection east of the 
Harvey Canal.  The report also recommended that the level of protection for the 
area east of the Algiers Canal deviate from the National Economic Development 
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Plan’s level of protection and provide protection for the SPH.  The Division 
Engineer’s Notice was issued on 1 September 1994.  The Chief of Engineer’s 
report was issued on 1 May 1995.  Preconstruction, engineering, and design was 
initiated in late 1994 and is continuing.  The WRDA of 1996 authorized the 
project. 

 
• On 20 March 1992, CEMVN signed a FONSI on EA # 165 entitled “Westwego to 

Harvey Canal Disposal Site.”  
 

• In February 1992, the USACE completed a reconnaissance study entitled “West 
Bank Hurricane Protection, Lake Cataouatche, Louisiana.”  The study 
investigated the feasibility of providing hurricane surge protection to that portion 
of the west bank of the Mississippi River in Jefferson Parish, between Bayou 
Segnette and the St. Charles Parish line.  The study found a 100-year level of 
protection to be economically justified based on constructing a combination levee/ 
sheetpile wall along the alignment followed by the existing non-Federal levee.  
Due to potential impacts to the Westwego to Harvey Canal project, the study is 
proceeding as a post-authorization change. 

 
• On 3 June 1991, CEMVN signed a FONSI on EA # 136 entitled “West Bank 

Additional Borrow Site between Hwy 45 and Estelle PS.” 
 

• On 15 March 1990, CEMVN signed a FONSI on EA # 121 entitled “West Bank 
Westwego to Harvey Changes to EIS.” The report addressed the impacts 
associated with the use of borrow material from Fort Jackson for LPV 
construction. The material was used for constructing the second life for the 
Plaquemines West Bank levee upgrade, as part of LPV construction. 

 
• In December 1986, the USACE completed a Feasibility Report and EIS entitled, 

“West Bank of the Mississippi River in the Vicinity of New Orleans, La.” The 
report investigated the feasibility of providing hurricane surge protection to that 
portion of the west bank of the Mississippi River in Jefferson Parish between the 
Harvey Canal and Westwego, and down to the vicinity of Crown Point, 
Louisiana.  The report recommended implementing a plan that would provide 
SPH level of protection to an area on the west bank between Westwego and the 
Harvey Canal north of Crown Point.  The project was authorized by the WRDA 
of 1986 (P.L. 99-662).  Construction of the project was initiated in early 1991. 

1.4 Integration with other Interim Environmental Reports 
In addition to this IER, CEMVN is preparing a draft Comprehensive Environmental 
Document (CED) that will describe the work completed and remaining to be constructed.  
The purpose of the draft CED will be to document the work completed by the CEMVN 
on a system-wide scale.  The draft CED will describe the integration of individual IERs 
into a systematic planning effort.  Overall cumulative impacts, a finalized mitigation 
plan, and future operations and maintenance requirements will also be included. 
Additionally, the draft CED will contain updated information for any IER that had 
incomplete or unavailable data at the time it was posted for public review. 
 
The draft CED will be available for a 60-day public review period.  The document will be 
posted on www.nolaenvironmental.gov or can be requested by contacting CEMVN.  A 
notice of availability will be mailed/e-mailed to interested parties advising them of the 
availability of the draft CED for review.  Additionally, a notice will be placed in national 
and local newspapers.  Upon completion of the 60-day review period all comments will 
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be compiled and appropriately addressed.  Upon resolution of any comments received, a 
final CED will be prepared, signed by the District Commander, and made available to 
any stakeholders requesting a copy. 

1.5 Public Concerns 
The public has had the opportunity to give input about proposed GNOHSDRRS work 
throughout the planning process through a number of outlets (i.e., public meetings, 
written comments, www.nolaenvironmental.gov). IER # 18 and IER # 19 were the first in 
a series of IERs investigating the impacts of borrow excavation related to the 
GNOHSDRRS. Final IER # 18 and Final IER # 19 contain public comments regarding 
borrow issues. These documents are available at www.nolaenvironmental.gov, or upon 
request. 
 
According to the results of focus groups held by Unified New Orleans Plan (UNOP) the 
public places very high priority on storm protection.  The public wants a 100-year or 
higher level of protection from storm events.  Borrow excavation is an integral part of 
upgrading hurricane protection in the New Orleans Metropolitan Area. The public is 
concerned about safety issues during and after the borrow area is excavated. Some 
members of the public feel that the borrow areas should be backfilled; CEMVN is 
currently looking into the feasibility of backfilling utilized borrow areas.  The cost for 
backfilling a borrow area with sand could vary from $5-$10 per cubic yard for 
hydraulically pumped material to $15-$25 per cubic yard for trucked material.  The 
public is concerned about impacting wetlands; CEMVN is currently avoiding all 
jurisdictional wetlands as other reasonable alternatives are being investigated (see Section 
2.1).  The public is concerned about truck haulers causing traffic congestion. The public 
is concerned about safety issues during and after the borrow area is excavated.  
Landowners are concerned about the free use of their privately-owned property. 
 
Verbal comments received during the 12 February 2008, Westbank I public meeting are 
found in Appendix B. 

1.6 Data Gaps and Uncertainties 
Transportation impacts and routes for the delivery of borrow material have not been 
determined, as it currently is uncertain to which GNOHSDRRS construction sites each 
proposed borrow area would provide material.  Large quantities of material would be 
delivered to GNOHSDRRS construction sites, as well as to other ongoing flood 
protection projects in the area.  This could have localized short-term impacts to 
transportation corridors that can not be quantified at this time.  CEMVN is completing a 
transportation study to determine any impacts associated with the transporting of material 
to construction sites.  This analysis will be discussed in future IERs once it is completed. 
 
CEMVN is studying the feasibility of backfilling Government Furnished borrow areas 
after excavation.  Information will be discussed in future IERs once it becomes available. 
 
Some construction schedules are changing or not known at this time.  

2. Alternatives 

2.1 Alternatives Development and Preliminary Screening Criteria 
NEPA requires that in analyzing alternatives to a proposed action a Federal agency 
consider an alternative of “No Action.”  Likewise, Section 73 of the WRDA of 1974 (PL 
93-251) requires Federal agencies to give consideration to non-structural measures to 
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reduce or prevent flood damage.  Because this IER deals with Government Furnished 
borrow material there are no non-structural alternatives.  Non-structural alternatives will 
be evaluated in the IERs dealing directly with the construction of the GNOHSDRRS 
projects. 
 
CEMVN is pursuing three avenues of obtaining the estimated amount of borrow material 
needed for GNOHSDRRS construction. The three avenues that are being pursued by 
CEMVN to obtain borrow material are Government Furnished (the Government acquires 
rights to property), Pre-Approved Contractor Furnished (a CEMVN levee construction 
contractor works in partnership with a landowner to provide suitable pre-approved 
borrow material from the landowner’s property), and Supply Contract (a landowner or 
corporation delivers a pre-specified amount of suitable borrow material to a designated 
location for use by a CEMVN levee construction contractor). Two of the avenues being 
pursued (Pre-Approved Contactor Furnished and Supply Contract) allow a private 
individual or corporation to propose a site where borrow material could come from.  It is 
possible that some of the Government Furnished, Contractor Furnished, and Supply 
Contract sources of borrow material may come from anywhere in the United States, not 
just from within the Greater New Orleans Metropolitan Area. IER # 18 discussed 
Government Furnished borrow alternatives. This IER discusses potential Government 
Furnished borrow areas. Approved Pre-Approved Contractor Furnished borrow areas 
were discussed in IER # 19 and IER # 23. An additional IER(s) will discuss potential 
Supply Contract alternatives. Additional borrow IERs will be prepared as future potential 
Government Furnished and Pre-Approved Contractor Furnished borrow areas are 
identified. 
 
The US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) supports CEMVN’s prioritization selection 
of potential borrow areas in the following order: existing commercial pits, upland 
sources, previously disturbed/manipulated wetlands within a levee system, and low-
quality wetlands outside a levee system (Appendix D).  USFWS recommended that prior 
to utilizing borrow sites every effort should be made to reduce impacts by using sheetpile 
and/or floodwalls to increase levee heights, wherever feasible. The USFWS also 
recommended the following protocol be adopted and utilized to identify borrow sources 
in descending order of priority:  
 

1. “Permitted commercial sources, authorized borrow sources for which 
environmental clearance and mitigation have been completed, or non-functional 
levees after newly constructed adjacent levees are providing equal protection. 

 
2. Areas under forced drainage that are protected from flooding by levees, and that 

are:  
 

a) non-forested (e.g., pastures, fallow fields, abandoned orchards, former urban 
areas and non-wetlands; 

 
b) wetland forests dominated by exotic tree species (i.e., Chinese tallow) or non-

forested wetlands (e.g. wetland pastures), excluding marshes; 
  

c) disturbed wetlands (e.g., hydrologically altered, artificially impounded). 
 

3. Sites that are outside a forced drainage system and levees, and that are: 
 

a) non-forested (e.g. pastures, fallow fields, abandoned orchards, former urban 
areas) and non-wetlands; 
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b) wetland forests dominated by exotic tree species (i.e., Chinese tallow) or non-
forested wetlands (e.g. wetland pastures), excluding marshes; 

 
c) disturbed wetlands (e.g., hydrologically altered, artificially impounded).” 

 
The USFWS is currently assisting CEMVN in meeting this protocol.  
 
The GNOHSDRRS includes the completion and raising of storm protection levees in 
southeastern Louisiana.  Raising levee elevations and completion of levees requires the 
excavation of material from borrow areas for use in project construction.  As part of the 
construction, numerous utilities, including electrical services, gas lines, telephone poles 
and lines, storm drainpipes, subdrain lines, and storm drain catch basins, would be 
avoided or relocated.  The access routes and land would be cleared using bulldozers and 
excavators.  Woody debris would be stockpiled on-site and placed in the pit once 
excavation is completed or in some cases the material may be removed to an approved 
landfill.  Silt fencing would be installed around the perimeter of the borrow area to 
control runoff as per Best Management Practices (BMPs). Contractors would implement 
Best Management Practices, including standard USACE storm water prevention 
requirements at all borrow area locations, as well as complying with all other Federal, 
State, and local laws, regulations, and ordinances.  It is the intent of CEMVN to not 
discharge any waters off site from a borrow area during excavation.  Should this become 
necessary, a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits would 
be obtained.  In most cases excavation of the borrow areas would commence from the 
back of the areas to the access road to provide adequate space for staging haul trucks and 
stockpiled material.  To make optimum use of available material, excavation shall begin 
at one end of the borrow area and be made continuous across the width of the areas to the 
required borrow depths to provide surface drainage to the low side of the borrow area as 
excavation proceeds.  During this process, the overburden (topsoil that lays on top of 
suitable borrow material) would be stockpiled. The excavation shall be long enough to 
provide the required quantity of material, and shall be accomplished in such manner that 
all available material within the required width to full depth will be utilized.  Upon 
completion of excavation, site restoration will include placing the stockpiled overburden 
back into the area and grading the slopes to the specified cross-section figure shown in 
the Plans and Specifications (P&S).  If additional overburden is available at the areas, it 
would be used to create gradual side slopes, islands, and smooth out corners within the 
borrow area to enhance wildlife and fishery habitat.  The Environmental Design 
Considerations for Main Stem Levee Borrow Areas Along the Lower Mississippi River 
Report 4: Part V (available at www.nolaenvironmental.gov), and CEMVN operating 
procedures will be referred to when designing the borrow areas.  However, the full depth 
of the borrow area could be excavated according to the P&S of the approved borrow area 
depths to minimize impacts to the human and natural environment. 

2.2 Description of the Alternatives 
Four alternatives were considered.  These included the No Action, the Proposed Action, 
Pre-Approved Contractor Furnished Borrow Material, and Supply Contract. 
 
No Action.  Under the No Action alternative the proposed borrow areas would not be 
used by CEMVN.  The borrow areas listed in the proposed action would not be 
excavated.  GNOHSDRRS levee and floodwall projects would be built to authorized 
levels using Government and Pre-Approved Contractor Furnished borrow sites described 
in IERs # 18 and # 19, or other sources as yet to be identified. 
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Proposed Action. The proposed action consists of excavating the five proposed borrow 
areas discussed in Section 2.3. For Government furnished borrow material, the 
Government acquires the rights to a property, from which suitable borrow material is 
used for construction of the GNOHSDRRS. 
 
Pre-Approved Contractor Furnished Borrow Material.  Pre-Approved Contractor 
Furnished borrow alternatives area options that are discussed in IERs # 19 and IER # 23, 
as well as future borrow IERs.  A CEMVN levee construction contractor would work in 
partnership with a landowner to provide suitable pre-approved borrow material from the 
landowner’s property. It is possible that some sources of Pre-Approved Contractor 
Furnished borrow material may come from anywhere in the United States. 
 
Supply Contract Borrow Material. Supply Contract borrow alternatives may be discussed 
in future IERs. The Supply Contract would allow a private individual(s) or corporation(s) 
to deliver a pre-specified amount of suitable borrow material from an area(s) anywhere in 
the United States where suitable borrow material could come from. The individual(s) or 
corporation(s) would deliver the borrow material to a designated location for use by a 
CEMVN construction contractor.   
 
Without knowing the exact location(s) of this area(s) it is impossible to know the effects 
excavation of this borrow material would have on significant resources discussed in this 
document. IER(s) relating to Supply Contract-furnished material will be released 
independent of IER # 22, and as such no further discussion of Supply Contract Borrow 
Material will be done in IER # 22. 

2.3 Proposed Action 
The proposed action (preferred alternative) consists of potentially excavating all suitable 
material from the proposed five borrow areas (Figure 1).  In order to meet the borrow 
needs of the GNOHSDRRS, personnel from CEMVN Project Management, Engineering, 
Real Estate, Office of Counsel, Relocations, and Environmental branches established the 
Borrow PDT.  This team worked closely with other CEMVN offices (Hurricane 
Protection Office, Protection and Restoration Office, and Regulatory Functions Branch) 
to accomplish its mission. The team’s goal is to locate and procure high quality clay 
borrow sources suitable for levee and floodwall construction in such a way as to be least 
damaging to both the natural and human environments within the proposed borrow areas. 
 
The team investigated and completed environmental coordination on the proposed 
borrow areas and is currently investigating others.  When an area was proposed for 
CEMVN borrow procurement, Real Estate personnel acquired right-of-entry to 
investigate the property.  A map of the site was forwarded to the Regulatory Functions 
Branch for a jurisdictional wetland determination.  The proposed borrow area was revised 
as necessary to avoid jurisdictional wetlands.  A CEMVN Archeologist completed a 
preliminary, in-office survey of mapped cultural resource sites to detect any obvious 
cultural resources within the proposed borrow area.  A CEMVN Biologist completed an 
in-office survey of aerial photos of the area to determine if the potential area raised 
Coastal Zone Management (CZM) issues based on location or if there were other obvious 
environmental issues that could be detected from aerial photography.  The Biologist also 
coordinated with the USFWS to ensure the proposed area would not adversely affect 
threatened or endangered (T&E) species or their critical habitat. 
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Figure 1: Proposed Borrow Areas 
1: Brad Buras / 2: Tabony / 3: Westbank F / 4: Westbank I / 5: Westbank N 

 
Once the team completed a preliminary site approval, a site visit was conducted.  The 
field team typically consisted of a Project Manager, Biologist, Geologist, Archeologist, 
and Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste (HTRW) Investigator.  The area was 
visually inspected for the presence of obvious HTRW issues and cultural resources.  If no 
HTRW concerns or cultural resources were observed, the area was cleared to proceed 
with geotechnical borings to identify soil characteristics.  
 
The proposed action consists of removing all suitable material from the following five 
borrow areas. Following GNOHSDRRS borrow protocol, excavation would have no 
effect on cultural resources, or threatened and endangered species or their critical habitat.  
All jurisdictional wetlands and HTRW issues would be avoided. 
 
• The Brad Buras area is located on the south side of Louisiana Highway 23 in 

Plaquemines Parish, Louisiana (Figure 2). The area is 9 acres of maintained pasture 
land.  

 
• The Tabony area is located on the east side of Louisiana Highway 15, in 

Plaquemines Parish, Louisiana (Figure 3). The area is 121.3 acres with a cell tower 
site and an existing borrow area that was excavated during Task Force Guardian.  

 
• The Westbank F area is located on the south side of U.S. Highway 90 in Jefferson 

Parish, Louisiana (Figure 4). The area is 52 acres with a 8.8-acre access corridor. 
Approximately 60.8 acres of BLH would be impacted.   

 
• The Westbank I area is located on the north side of Louisiana Highway 18 in 

Jefferson Parish, Louisiana (Figure 5). The total area is 33.7 acres in size 
compartmentalized into a 13.6 acre and 12.8 acre borrow area; a 5.8 acre stockpile 
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area; and 1.5 acre access. The proposed borrow area is located behind the            
Bridge City playground baseball field.  

 
• The Westbank N area is located on the south side of Walker Road, near Belle 

Chasse, Louisiana in Plaquemines Parish (Figure 6). The area was initially 
investigated as a 145 acre potential borrow area, but was reduced to 76 acres to 
leave a buffer between the proposed borrow area and the levee.  
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Figure 2: Proposed Brad Buras Borrow Area 
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Figure 3: Proposed Tabony Borrow Area 
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Figure 4: Proposed Westbank F Borrow Area 
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Figure 5: Proposed Westbank I Borrow Area 
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Figure 6: Proposed Westbank N Borrow Area 
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Some of the proposed borrow areas have a designated stockpile area.  If additional 
material is needed for levee construction, the stockpile areas may be utilized as a borrow 
source if suitable soils are present, as opposed to impacting new areas. 

2.4 Alternatives to the Proposed Action 
Other alternatives to the proposed action were considered, as described below. 
 
No Action.  Under the No Action alternative the proposed borrow areas would not be 
used by CEMVN.  The borrow areas listed in the proposed action would not be 
excavated.  The levees and floodwall projects would be built to authorized levels using 
Government and Contractor Furnished borrow sites described in IERs # 18 and # 19, or 
other sources as yet to be identified. 

   
Pre-Approved Contractor Furnished Borrow Material.  Due to the large quantities of 
suitable clay material needed for the GNOHSDRRS projects, Pre-Approved Contractor 
Furnished borrow alternatives are options that will be discussed in IERs # 19 and IER # 
23, as well as future borrow IERs.   
 
Supply Contract Borrow Material. Due to the large quantities of suitable clay material 
needed for the GNOHSDRRS projects, Supply Contract borrow alternatives may be 
discussed in future IERs. IER(s) relating to Supply Contract-furnished material will be 
released independent of IER # 22, and as such no further discussion of Supply Contract 
Borrow Material will be done in IER # 22.  

2.5 Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration 
 
The following investigated areas were deemed unsuitable by CEMVN for GNOHSDRRS 
activities: 
 

• The Westbank G area located in Jefferson Parish discussed in IER # 18 will not 
be used for GNOHSDRRS levee or floodwall construction. Geotechnical analysis 
revealed unsuitable soil conditions at the site. 

 
• The Chauvin area is located on the north side of Louisiana Highway 23 in 

Plaquemines Parish, Louisiana. This 28 acres area of maintained pasture land was 
investigated, but declined due to geotechnical analysis. 

 
• The Rene Uzee area is located in Plaquemines Parish. This 20 acre area was 

investigated, but declined due to the presence of mixed wetlands throughout the 
property. The CEMVN may be forced to reconsider this area at some point in the 
future should there be an inadequate quantity of suitable borrow material for 
construction of the GNOHSDRRS, after it has exhausted its search for reasonable 
and practicable non-wetland sites. Refer to CEMVN selection prioritization of 
potential borrow areas (Section 2.1), and USFWS guidance (Appendix D). 

•  
 
• The Westbank B area is located in Jefferson Parish. The area was 163 acres and, 

according to the preliminary wetland determination, the area contained mixed 
wetland and upland areas, making it impractical to excavate without disturbing 
the wetlands. The CEMVN may be forced to reconsider this area at some point in 
the future should there be an inadequate quantity of suitable borrow material for 
construction of the GNOHSDRRS, after it has exhausted its search for reasonable 
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and practicable non-wetland sites. Refer to CEMVN selection prioritization of 
potential borrow areas (Section 2.1), and USFWS guidance (Appendix D). 

 
• The Lynn Dean area is located in St. Bernard Parish. This 50 acre area was 

investigated, and contained mixed wetland and upland areas, making it 
impractical to excavate without disturbing the wetlands. The CEMVN may be 
forced to reconsider this area at some point in the future should there be an 
inadequate quantity of suitable borrow material for construction of the 
GNOHSDRRS, after it has exhausted its search for reasonable and practicable 
non-wetland sites. Refer to CEMVN selection prioritization of potential borrow 
areas (Section 2.1), and USFWS guidance (Appendix D). 

 
• The Plaisance area is located in Jefferson Parish. This 8 acre area was 

investigated, but declined because the relatively small size of the property makes 
it infeasible to use the site as a source of Government Furnished borrow material.  

  

3. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

3.1 Environmental Setting 
The proposed borrow areas described in this report are located in Jefferson and 
Plaquemines Parishes. The study area is bounded to the north by Lake Pontchartrain, to 
the west by the town of Waggaman, and to the south into Lake Cataouatche and 
eventually marsh. The area is bordered on three sides by an extensive marsh system that 
provides a barrier between residences and infrastructure within these parishes, and the 
Gulf of Mexico. Louisiana’s coastal plain remains the largest expanse of coastal wetlands 
in the contiguous United States.  The proposed Westbank F area is located in urban areas 
of Jefferson Parish.  The proposed Westbank I and N are located in an industrial area of, 
respectively, Jefferson and Plaquemines parishes. The proposed Brad Buras and Tabony 
areas are located in rural areas of Plaquemines Parish.  
 
Fauna and Flora 
 
The Louisiana Coastal Plain area contains an extraordinary diversity of estuarine habitats 
that range from narrow natural levee and beach ridges to expanses of bottomland 
hardwood (BLH) forest, forested swamps and fresh, brackish, and saline marshes, and 
pasture lands.  The wetlands support various functions and values, including commercial 
fisheries harvesting of furbearers, recreational fishing and hunting, ecotourism, critical 
wildlife habitat (including threatened and endangered species), water quality 
improvement, navigation and waterborne commerce, flood control, and buffering 
protection from storms. 
 
Terrestrial animals that may inhabit some of the proposed borrow areas include nutria, 
muskrat, raccoon, mink, and otter, which are harvested for their furs.  White-tailed deer, 
feral hogs, rabbits, various small mammals, and a variety of birds, reptiles, amphibians, 
and mosquitos also occur in the study area.  Forests, wetlands, bottomland hardwood 
forests, and pastures may be found in some of the proposed borrow areas.  Agricultural 
crops grown in the vicinity of some of the proposed borrow areas include citrus fruits and 
truck crops.  
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Soils 
 
The term “borrow” is used in the fields of construction and engineering to describe 
material that is dug in one location for use at another location. The term “suitable” as it 
relates to borrow material discussed in this document is defined as meeting the following 
current criteria after placement as levee fill: 
 

• Soils classified as clays (CH or CL) are allowed as per the Unified Soils 
Classification System; 

• Soils with organic contents greater than 9% are not allowed; 
• Soils with plasticity indices (PI) less than 10 are not allowed; 
• Soils classified as Silts (ML) are not allowed; 
• Clays will not have more than 35% sand content. 

 
The USACE Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction System Design Guidelines, of 
which the soil standards previously discussed are a part, are reviewed and updated as 
necessary to ensure that the USACE is constructing the safest levees possible.  Changes 
to the guidelines are reviewed and approved by USACE experts at the local, regional and 
headquarters level; additional reviews are completed by academia and private individuals 
who are recognized experts in their fields.  Additionally, the guidelines being utilized by 
CEMVN have been reviewed by members of the Interagency Performance Evaluation 
Team (IPET).  The design guidelines may be updated from time to time to respond to 
new engineering analysis of improved technology, innovative processes, or new data.  An 
implementation plan for an external review is currently being finalized. 

Geotechnical borings were collected at each area to determine the suitability of the 
material for levee construction use.  The borings were spaced to adequately define the 
material in the area, but in no case spaced greater than 500 feet on center.  Borings along 
the proposed borrow area boundary were located no further than one-half of the boring 
spacing in the area or 250 feet, whichever was less.   

The soils were classified, logged, and recorded within seven days of obtaining the 
samples in the field.  The Unified Soil Classification System was used in classifying the 
soils.  A water content determination was made and recorded on all samples classified as 
fat clay (CH), lean clay (CL), and silt (ML) at one foot intervals (recommended) or two 
foot intervals (required).  For (CH), (CL), and (ML) soils, Atterberg Limits and Organic 
Content Testing (American Society of Testing and Materials [ASTM] D 2974, Method 
C), was required every five feet (minimum).  Samples with moisture contents at 70% or 
higher or having a Liquid Limit of 70 or higher were tested for organic content, as well as 
for a sample two feet above and two feet below that sample (2.5 feet also acceptable). 
Grain size distribution determinations including both sieve (#200 sieve required) and 
hydrometer testing was required for samples that classify as CL with a PI greater than 10 
for two or more consecutive feet, but not more than one test every five feet of sampling.  
 
The resulting classification, plasticity, water content, and organic content determinations 
and borrow area boring logs with GPS readings at the boring locations were analyzed for 
potential borrow use by CEMVN to determine the suitability of the soil.  Geotechnical 
testing and soil analysis is ongoing at some of the areas, so that it is possible that the area 
of suitable acreages may decrease as the results are finalized.  

3.2 Significant Resources 
This section contains a list of the significant resources located in the vicinity of the 
proposed action, and describes in detail those resources that would be impacted, directly 
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or indirectly, by the alternatives.  Direct impacts are those that are caused by the action 
taken and occur at the same time and place (40 CFR §1508.8(a)).  Indirect impacts are 
those that are caused by the action and are later in time or further removed in distance, 
but are still reasonably foreseeable (40 CFR §1508.8(b)).  Cumulative impacts are 
discussed in Section 4. 
 
The resources described in this section are those recognized as significant by laws, 
executive orders, regulations, and other standards of Federal, State, or regional agencies 
and organizations; technical or scientific agencies, groups, or individuals; and the general 
public.  Further detail on the significance of each of these resources can be found by 
contacting CEMVN or on www.nolaenvironmental.gov, which offers information on the 
ecological and human value of these resources, as well as the laws and regulations 
governing each resource.  Search for “Significant Resources Background Material” in the 
website’s digital library for additional information. Table 1 shows those significant 
resources found within the project area and notes whether they would be impacted by the 
proposed alternative. 

 
Table 1: Significant Resources in Project Study Area 

Significant Resource Impacted Not Impacted 
Jurisdictional Wetlands  X 

Non-Jurisdictional Bottomland 
Hardwood Forest X  

Non-Wetland Resources/Upland 
Resources X  

Prime and Unique Farmland X  
Fisheries  X 
Wildlife X  

Threatened and Endangered Species  X 
Cultural Resources  X 

Recreational Resources  X 
Noise X  

Air Quality X  
Water Quality  X 

Aesthetics  X 
Socioeconomics X  
Transportation X  

 
3.2.1 Jurisdictional Wetlands 
Existing Conditions 
The jurisdictional wetland habitat types in the proposed borrow areas may include pasture 
wetlands and cypress swamps. The jurisdictional wetlands contain hydrophytic 
vegetation, hydric soils, and hydrology indicators. Pasture wetlands are comprised of soft 
rushes, flat sedges, smartweed, alligator weed, and other wetland grasses. Cypress swamp 
areas are dominated by bald cypress and tupelo gum. The jurisdictional bottomland 
hardwood tree species include hackberry, Chinese tallow tree, pecan, American elm, live 
oak, water oak, green ash, bald cypress, black willow, box elder, and red maple. 
 
The CEMVN Regulatory Functions Branch delineated jurisdictional wetlands during 
initial investigations of potential borrow areas. Jurisdictional wetland areas will be 
avoided if the site is used as a source for suitable borrow material.  Five of the areas 
described in this document contain wetland areas. Three (Rene Uzee, Westbank B, and 
Lynn Dean) were eliminated from further consideration due to their ridge/swale 
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topography (e.g., mixed wetland/upland habitat). The excavation plans for Westbank N 
and Westbank F were revised to avoid jurisdictional wetland areas. Wetland acreages 
avoided are shown in Table 2. 
 
Discussion of Impacts  
 

No Action 
With implementation of this alternative, no direct or indirect impacts to jurisdictional 
wetlands through CEMVN actions would occur at the proposed borrow areas. 
GNOHSDRRS projects would be built to authorized levels using Government and 
Contractor Furnished borrow sites described in IERs # 18 and # 19, or other sources 
as yet to be identified. 
 
Proposed Action 
With implementation of the proposed action, no direct or indirect impact to 
jurisdictional wetlands at the proposed borrow areas would occur.  The jurisdictional 
wetland areas would be avoided (Table 2).  The remaining areas would be used as a 
borrow source. BMPs would be implemented to ensure no indirect impacts to the 
jurisdictional wetland areas. 
 

Table 2: Jurisdictional Wetland Acreage Avoided 
Proposed 
Borrow 

Area 
Parish 

Initial Area 
Investigated 

(acres) 

Jurisdictional 
Wetlands 

Present (acres) 

Jurisdictional 
Wetlands Avoided 

(acres) 

Size After 
Jurisdictional 

Wetland 
Avoidance (acres) 

Westbank 
N 

Plaquemines 76 7 7 69 

Westbank 
F 

Jefferson 155 3 3 152 

Lynn Dean St. Bernard 50 Mixed 50 Mixed 50 0 
Westbank 

B 
Jefferson 163 Mixed 163 Mixed 163 0 

Rene Uzee Plaquemines 20 Mixed 20 Mixed 20 0 
Mixed: Impractical to excavate without disturbing the wetlands 

 
3.2.2 Non-Jurisdictional Bottomland Hardwood Forest 
Existing Conditions 
Non-jurisdictional BLH forests are comprised of dominant species such as hackberry, 
Chinese tallow tree, pecan, American elm, live oak, water oak, green ash, bald cypress, 
black willow, box elder, and red maple. Some understory species include dewberry, 
lizard’s tail, and poison ivy. A variety of birds utilize these hardwoods for nesting, 
breeding, brooding, and as perches.  Hard mast (nuts) and soft mast (samaras, berries) 
provide a valuable nutritional food source for birds, mammals, and other wildlife species. 
Non-jurisdictional BLH forests lack one or more of the following criteria to be 
considered a Clean Water Act Section 404 wetland: hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, 
and/or wetland hydrology (USACE 1987). Manmade ditches, canals, and/or pumping 
stations are present at some of the proposed borrow areas. 
 

• The Tabony area includes 87 acres of forested area, comprised of red maple, box 
elder, pecan, Chinese tallow tree, hackberry, and live oaks.  
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• The Westbank F area includes 60.8 acres of forested non-wetlands.  The tree 
canopy is comprised of red maple, green ash, box elder, elm, bald cypress, 
hackberry, Chinese tallow tree, and water oak.  

 
• The Westbank I area contains 9.8 acres of black willow, Chinese tallow, red 

maple, and hackberry.  
 
Discussion of Impacts  
 

No Action 
With implementation of this alternative, there would be no direct or indirect impacts 
to BLH  through CEMVN actions at the proposed borrow areas. GNOHSDRRS 
projects would be built to authorized levels using Government and Contractor 
Furnished borrow sites described in IERs # 18 and # 19, or other sources as yet to be 
identified. 
 
Proposed Action 
With implementation of the proposed action, there would be direct and indirect 
impacts to BLH forest.  Mature trees would be cut down with the use of chainsaws or 
pushed down with bulldozers and excavators.  Saw logs could be sold to the mill and 
younger trees could be processed into pulp wood for paper products. Woody debris 
leftover would be cleaned up and all berms would be leveled to eliminate hydrologic 
impacts. Once excavated, the area would no longer be viable for silviculture 
practices, and some wildlife habitat would be removed. The area would be converted 
to ponds and small lakes if water is retained, or by vegetation and woody plants if 
water is not retained. It is expected that either type of area would attract a variety of 
wildlife including birds, reptiles, amphibians, and small mammals.  
 
This office has assessed the environmental impacts of the proposed action, and has 
determined that the proposed action would have unavoidable impacts to a total of 
244.69 acres and 118.54 Average Annualized Habitat Units (AAHUs) of non-
jurisdictional BLH. (Habitat Units represent a numerical combination of habitat 
quality [Habitat Suitability Index] and habitat quantity [acres] within a given area at 
a given point in time. Average Annual Habitat Units represent the average number of 
Habitat Units within any given year over the project life for a given area.) Mitigation 
for unavoidable impacts to non-jurisdictional BLH is discussed in Section 6, and will 
be described under a separate IER.     

 
3.2.3 Non-Wetland Resources/Upland Resources 
Existing Conditions 
Species identified in the non-wet pasture areas include Johnson grass, yellow bristle 
grass, annual sumpweed, arrow-leaf sida, vasey grass, Brazilian vervain, and eastern 
false-willow.  The scrub/shrub areas are comprised of Chinese tallow tree, eastern false-
willow, wax myrtle, giant ragweed, dew berry, elderberry, red mulberry, pepper vine, and 
dog-fennel. 

 
The areas listed below show representative vegetation found in the pasture and scrub/ 
shrub areas.    
 

• The Brad Buras area is approximately 9 acres of pasture land.  The herbaceous 
layer comprised of Johnson grass, dog fennel, and great ragweed.   

 
• The Tabony area contains approximately 84 acres of unmaintained pasture land. 

These areas are comprised of great ragweed, dewberry, Brazilian vervain, 
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peppervine, dog fennel, deer pea, golden rod, eastern false-willow, and Chinese 
tallow. 

 
• The Westbank N area is approximately 76 acres of pasture land. The herbaceous 

layer is comprised of golden rod, dog fennel, arrow-leaf sida, and Johnson grass.   
 

Discussion of Impacts  
 

No Action 
With implementation of this alternative, no direct or indirect impacts to non-wetland 
resources/upland resources through CEMVN actions would occur at the proposed 
borrow areas. GNOHSDRRS projects would be built to authorized levels using 
Government and Contractor Furnished borrow sites described in IERs # 18 and # 19, 
or other sources as yet to be identified. 
 
Proposed Action 
With implementation of the proposed action, non-wetland resources/upland 
resources would be cleared and excavated.  The borrow areas would likely be 
converted to ponds and small lakes. The pasture areas would no longer provide 
grasses for herbivores such as deer, rabbits, and cattle.  The thick scrub/shrub areas 
that provided cover for wildlife would be removed. Some scrub/shrub areas may 
redevelop around the borrow area perimeters in time. Borrow areas that remain dry 
would be expected to be colonized by vegetation and woody plants, which could 
offset some habitat loss.   

 
3.2.4 Prime and Unique Farmland 
Existing Conditions 
Three proposed borrow areas contain prime and unique soils according to the National 
Resources Conservation Service National Resource Conservation Service (Table 3).  

 
Table 3: Prime and Unique Farmland Soils Present 

Proposed 
Borrow Area Parish Soil map 

unit(s) 

Prime and 
Unique 

Farmland 
Present 

Acres of Prime 
and Unique 
Farmland 

Tabony Plaquemines Shriever clay Yes 171 

Harahan clayWestbank F Jefferson Shriever clay Yes 148 

Westbank I Jefferson Shriever clay Yes 34.5 
 
Discussion of Impacts  
 

No Action 
Without implementation of the proposed action, no direct or indirect impact to prime 
and unique farmlands would occur to the proposed borrow areas. GNOHSDRRS 
projects would be built to authorized levels using Government and Contractor 
Furnished borrow sites described in IERs # 18 and # 19, or other sources as yet to be 
identified. 
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Proposed Action 
With implementation of the proposed action, prime and unique farmlands would be 
cleared and excavated.  Removing soils from these proposed borrow areas would 
result in a permanent loss of prime and unique farmlands and the areas would no 
longer be available for farming. The proposed borrow areas would most likely fill 
with water and be converted to ponds or small lakes. Borrow areas that do not retain 
water would probably not be able to produce food and fiber crops.  The land would 
no longer provide grasses for herbivores such as deer, rabbits, or cattle.  

 
3.2.5 Fisheries 
Existing Conditions 
The proposed Tabony borrow area contains a small pond that may support fisheries. It is 
the only proposed borrow area that contains suitable fisheries habitat. 
 
Discussion of Impacts  
 

No Action 
Without implementation of the proposed action, no direct or indirect impact to 
fisheries would occur. GNOHSDRRS projects would be built to authorized  evels 
using Government and Contractor Furnished borrow sites described in IERs # 18 and 
# 19, or other sources as yet to be identified. 
 
Proposed Action 
With implementation of the proposed action, non-jurisdictional wetland and upland 
resources would be cleared and excavated.  The existing pond at the Tabony site 
would be drained, and fish mortality would occur. Dry land sites may be converted 
to ponds and small lakes.  The areas could provide fishery habitats if stocked by 
landowners, which would not be inconsistent with other land uses near the project 
area. Fish that may thrive in the borrow areas include mosquitofish, killifish, 
shortnose and spotted gar, redfin shad, bass, bluegill, and catfish. Landowners could 
enjoy benefits from fishing once the areas are established.   
 
If overburden is sufficient, sloped and fringe shallows may be created to provide 
shallows for both near edge and submergent vegetative growth. Overburden material 
would be used, to the maximum extent practicable, to create fringe wetlands and 
fishery habitats. 

 
3.2.6 Wildlife 
Existing Conditions 
The study area contains a great variety of mammals, birds, reptiles, and amphibians.  
Species inhabiting the area include nutria, muskrat, mink, otter, raccoon, white-tailed 
deer, skunks, rabbits, squirrels, armadillos, and a variety of smaller mammals.  Wood 
ducks and some migratory waterfowl may be present during winter, especially in the 
proposed Brad Buras, Tabony, and Westbank N areas due to the close proximity of the 
sites to the Mississippi River, which is a major flyway. 
 
Non-game wading birds, shore birds, and sea birds including egrets, ibis, herons, 
sandpipers, willets, black-necked stilts, gulls, terns, skimmers, grebes, loons, cormorants, 
and white and brown pelicans are found in the project vicinity.  Various raptors such as 
barred owls, red-shouldered hawks, northern harriers (marsh hawks), American kestrel, 
and red-tailed hawks may be present.  Passerine birds in the areas include sparrows, 
vireos, warblers, mockingbirds, grackles, red-winged blackbirds, wrens, blue jays, 
cardinals, and crows.  Many of these birds are present primarily during periods of spring 
and fall migrations.  The areas may also provide habitat for the American alligator, 
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salamanders, toads, frogs, turtles, and several species of poisonous and nonpoisonous 
snakes. The existing ditches, canals, marshes, and Mississippi River batture currently 
provides suitable breeding habitat for various species of mosquitoes.  
 
The bald eagle is a raptor that is found in various areas throughout the United States and 
Canada as well as throughout the study area.  Bald eagles are Federally protected under 
the Bald Eagle Protection Act of 1940. The bald eagle feeds on fish, rabbits, waterfowl, 
seabirds, and carrion (Ehrlich et al. 1988).  The main basis of the bald eagle diet is fish, 
but they will feed on other items such as birds and carrion depending upon availability of 
the various foods.  Eagles require roosting and nesting habitat, which in Louisiana 
consists of large trees in fairly open stands (Anthony et al. 1982).  Bald eagles nest in 
Louisiana from October through mid-May.  Eagles typically nest in bald cypress trees 
near fresh to intermediate marshes or open water in the southeastern parishes.   
 
Discussion of Impacts  
 

No Action 
Without implementation of the proposed action, no direct or indirect impact to 
wildlife would occur to the proposed borrow areas. GNOHSDRRS projects would be 
built to authorized levels using Government and Contractor Furnished borrow sites 
described in IERs # 18 and # 19, or other sources as yet to be identified. 
 
Proposed Action 
With implementation of the proposed action, wildlife would be displaced when the 
areas are cleared and excavated.  The areas may be converted to ponds and small 
lakes that could provide wading bird, fish, and mosquito habitat.  At that time, some 
aquatic vegetation may colonize the shallow littoral edge of the areas, and wildlife 
(otters, alligators, raccoons, wading birds, and ducks) adapted to an aquatic 
environment would be expected to expand their range into the new waterbodies. A 
variety of plant species may colonize adjacent to the water that could provide 
important wildlife habitat utilized for nesting, feeding, and cover.  Any areas that 
remain dry would be expected to be colonized by vegetation and woody plants, 
which could offset some habitat loss. The dense vegetation could attract a variety of 
wildlife including birds, reptiles, amphibians, small mammals, and mosquitoes. 
While the borrow areas have the potential to become mosquito breeding areas, the 
amount of surface acres of water is considered to be small compared to surrounding 
wetlands.  However, local parish mosquito control programs, not CEMVN, are 
responsible for mosquito control. 

 
3.2.7 Threatened and Endangered Species 
Existing Conditions 
The brown pelican may be in the vicinity of the proposed borrow areas. It is a year-round 
resident that typically forages on fish throughout the study area.  In winter, spring, and 
summer, nests are built in mangrove trees or other shrubby vegetation, although 
occasional ground nesting may occur.  Small coastal islands and sand bars are typically 
used as loafing areas and nocturnal roosting areas.    
 
Discussion of Impacts  
 

No Action 
Without implementation of the proposed action no direct or indirect impacts to T&E 
species or their critical habitats would occur to the proposed borrow areas. 
GNOHSDRRS projects would be built to authorized levels using Government and 
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Contractor Furnished borrow sites described in IERs # 18 and # 19, or other sources 
as yet to be identified. 
 
Proposed Action 
The proposed action is not likely to adversely affect any T&E species or their critical 
habitats.  The endangered brown pelican may be present in the project vicinity. 
However, none were seen at the borrow areas described in this document. The 
USFWS concurred with the CEMVN that excavation of the proposed borrow areas 
would not be likely to adversely affect the brown pelican or other T&E species, or 
their critical habitat (Table 4). 
 

Table 4: USFWS T&E Concurrence 
Proposed Borrow 

Area USFWS Concurrence 
Brad Buras 28 June 2007 

Tabony 14 September 2007 
Westbank F 19 September 2007 
Westbank I 28 September 2007 
Westbank N 19 September 2007 

 
3.2.8 Cultural Resources 
Existing Conditions 
Cultural resources have been considered for each proposed borrow area (Table 5). The 
level of investigation varied depending on the probability of cultural resources being 
located within the project area. Investigations were geared toward identifying known and 
previously unrecorded historic properties within proposed borrow areas and the areas of 
potential effect (APE). Background research involving review of known resources within 
the area, investigating informant reports of cultural resources, and assessing the 
likelihood of cultural resources based on soil and geomorphologic data was completed for 
all proposed borrow areas. Investigations included reconnaissance or Phase I 
archaeological surveys for four of the five borrow areas (Harlan and Nolan 2007; Harlan 
and Smith 2007; Nolan et al. 2007;,Pokrant and Harlan 2007). Section 106 of the 
National Historic Act of 1966, as amended, consultation included correspondence with 
the Louisiana State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and federally recognized Tribes 
that have an interest in the region. 
 
The results of these investigations revealed that no known listed National Register of 
Historic Places properties or sites eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places exist within the proposed project locations or will be affected by the proposed 
development. 
 
Archeological surveys in the vicinity of the proposed borrow areas have identified both 
prehistoric and historic sites in the vicinity of the proposed action. When sites lie in the 
vicinity of the proposed action, they have been adequately buffered in order to prevent 
inadvertent damage to the sites. Therefore no sites are located within the proposed 
borrow area APE (Harlan and Nolan 2007, Harlan and Smith 2007; Nolan et al. 2007; , 
Wiseman et al. 1979).  Given the recent geologic development of the Mississippi delta 
and the age of deposits within the southeastern Louisiana, archaeological sites are not 
expected to date prior to the Poverty Point Phase (1700 – 500 B.C.)  (Wiseman 1979). 
Prehistoric sites, such as shell middens, hunting and gathering camps, habitation sites, 
villages and mounds sites, tend to be located on active and abandoned distributary 
channel levee complexes, major beach ridges, and on older stable portions of the delta, 
and in association with freshwater marshes.  Similarly, historic period sites, such as forts 
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plantations, and industrial features tend to be located on levees and along waterways. The 
dynamic nature of flooding and sedimentation from the Mississippi River has likely 
buried some archeological sites, and subsidence has likely inundated others. 
 
All of the proposed borrow areas are located, either partly or wholly, in drained 
backswamps. While backswamps were utilized for resource extraction during both 
prehistoric and historic periods, there is little evidence of occupation in this habitat. Thus 
the likelihood for the presence of undiscovered cultural sites within these project areas 
remains low. Portions of the proposed Westbank I and Westbank N borrow sites lie 
within natural levees, a landform that served as a focus of prehistoric and historic 
occupation. Intensive subsurface testing of these project areas failed to identify cultural 
resources in the APEs (Nolan et al. 2007; Harlan and Nolan 2007).  
 
Discussion of Impacts  
 

No Action 
Without implementation of the proposed action, no direct impacts to cultural 
resources are anticipated. Any undiscovered or unreported cultural resources or 
traditional cultural properties will likely remain intact and in their current state of 
preservation. The burial or subsidence of historic land surfaces will continue in the 
current pattern. There is no reason to believe that No Action will have any direct 
positive or negative impacts to cultural resources. GNOHSDRRS projects would be 
built to authorized levels using Government and Contractor Furnished borrow areas 
described in IERs # 18 and # 19, or other sources as yet to be identified. 
 
Proposed Action 
With implementation of the proposed action, any undiscovered cultural resources 
may be damaged during borrow excavation and construction operations. However, it 
is unlikely that such direct impacts would occur because steps have been taken to 
previously identify cultural resources within the proposed borrow areas.   
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Table 5.  Summary of Cultural Resource Investigations and Section 106 Consultation for Government Furnished Borrow 
Areas 
 

Proposed 
Borrow Area 

Cultural 
Resource 

Investigation 

CEMVN 
letter date SHPO Chitimacha 

Tribe of LA 

MS Band 
of Choctaw 

Indians 

Alabama 
Coushatta 

Tribe of TX 

Caddo 
Nation of 

OK 

Choctaw 
Nation of 

OK 

Coushatta 
Tribe of 

LA 

Jena Band 
of Choctaw 

Indians 

Quapaw 
Tribe of 

OK 

Seminole 
Nation of 

OK 

Seminole 
Tribe of 

FL 

Tunica-Biloxi 
Tribe of LA 

Brad Buras CEMVN 
Investigation 7/9/07 7/31/07 10/10/07* 7/10/07 10/10/07* 10/10/07* 10/10/07* 10/10/07* 10/10/07* 7/12/07 10/10/07* 10/10/07* 10/10/07* 

Tabony ESI, Phase I 
11/28/07 
1/24/08** 
3/6/08** 

3/10/08 12/27/207 12/28/07* 12/28/07* 12/28/07* 12/5/07 12/28/07* 12/28/07* 12/28/07* 12/28/07* 2/28/08* 12/28/07* 

Westbank F ESI, Recon 1/14/08 2/4/08 2/19/208 1/14/08 2/19/08 2/19/08 2/19/08 2/19/08 2/19/08 2/19/08 2/19/08 2/19/08 2/19/08 

Westbank I ESI, Phase I 10/10/07 
10/18/07** 

11/28/07 
12/6/07 11/21/07* 10/15/07 11/21/07* 11/21/07* 10/25/07 11/21/07* 11/21/07* 11/21/07* 11/21/07* 10/23/07 

& 11/8/07 11/21/07* 

Westbank N ESI, Phase I 11/28/07 12/26/07 12/27/07 1/15/08 1/2/08* 1/2/08* 12/5/07 1/2/08* 1/2/08* 1/2/08* 1/2/08* 1/2/08* 1/2/08* 
 
 

• *Response date reflects the end of the 30 day comment period. No response implies concurrence with federal effect 
determination as per 36 CFR 800.3(c)(4). 

• **Additional information was sent to SHPO on these dates. 
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3.2.9 Recreational Resources 
Existing Conditions 
The region in which the proposed actions are to take place is rich with recreation 
resources.  The potential borrow areas may have some recreational potential, but contain 
no existing recreational infrastructure or specific features and are privately owned and not 
open to public access.  Immediately adjacent to site “West Bank I” is Bridge City 
Playground. 
 
Discussion of Impacts  
 

No Action 
Without the proposed action, there should be no direct or indirect impacts to 
recreation resources. GNOHSDRRS projects would be built to authorized levels 
using Government and Contractor Furnished borrow areas described in IERs # 18 
and # 19, or other sources as yet to be identified. 
 
Proposed Action 
The proposed actions will not directly or indirectly impact existing recreation 
resources in the region.  For site “West Bank I,” the Bridge City Playground is 
outside the project boundary and should not be impacted.   In some cases, 
depending on how the end site is left, the habitat may be suitable to support some 
recreational activities (i.e., wildlife viewing, fishing), but these benefits are 
expected to be minimal and sites would not be open to public access. 

 
3.2.10 Noise Quality 
Existing Conditions 
 
Some of the proposed borrow sites are located near highways, interstates, and residential 
areas, while others are located in rural areas. The Westbank I site is near a school and 
church. Currently, sound levels would be expected to be moderate. The primary 
producers of sound would be from traffic, people, and, wildlife. Local traffic may have 
short-term sound levels that are high. 
 
Discussion of Impacts  
 

No Action 
With implementation of this alternative, no direct or indirect impacts to noise quality 
through CEMVN actions would occur at the proposed borrow areas.  GNOHSDRRS 
projects would be built to authorized levels using Government and Contractor 
Furnished borrow sites described in IERs # 18 and # 19, or other sources as yet to be 
identified. 
 
Proposed Action 
With implementation of the proposed action, there would be an elevation of noise 
levels during construction. This noise would be associated with construction 
equipment such as bulldozers, excavators, haul trucks, and/ or chainsaws.  Portable 
pumps would also be used if needed. Elevated noise levels may impact nearby 
residents. However, these impacts are expected to be constrained to construction 
hours. 
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3.2.11 Air Quality 
Existing Conditions 
As of 15 June 2005, the 1-hour ozone standard for the New Orleans area (Orleans, 
Jefferson, St. Bernard, Plaquemines, and St. Charles Parishes) was revoked and replaced 
by an 8-hour standard.  The New Orleans area is currently not subject to any conformity 
requirements of the Clean Air Act.  In other words, these parishes are now in attainment 
of the 8-hour ozone standard and all other criteria pollutant National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS). The parishes listed above are currently in attainment of all 
NAAQS.  This classification is the result of area-wide air quality modeling studies.  
 
Discussion of Impacts  
 

No Action 
With implementation of this alternative, no direct or indirect impacts to air quality 
through CEMVN actions would occur at the proposed borrow areas.  GNOHSDRRS 
projects would be built to authorized levels using Government and Contractor 
Furnished borrow sites described in IERs # 18 and # 19, or other sources as yet to be 
identified. 
 
Proposed Action 
With implementation of the proposed action, there would be short duration impacts 
to air quality that would result from the construction of borrow areas in Jefferson and 
Plaquemines parishes.  These impacts would be controlled by proper best 
management practices (BMP).  Air quality impacts would be limited to those 
produced by heavy equipment, and suspended dust particles could be generated by 
bulldozing, dumping, and grading operations. Operation of construction equipment 
and support vehicles would generate volatile organic compunds (VOCs), particulate 
matter (PM) 10, PM 2.5, nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3) 
and sulfur oxides (SOx) emissions from diesel engine combustion.  The construction 
equipment and haul trucks should have catalytic converters and mufflers to reduce 
exhaust emissions.   

 
Dust suppression methods would be implemented to minimize dust emissions. Air 
emissions from the proposed action would be temporary and should not significantly 
impair air quality in the region. Due to the short duration of excavation, any 
increases or impacts on ambient air quality are expected to be short-term and minor 
and are not expected to cause or contribute to a violation of Federal or State ambient 
air quality standards. 

 
3.2.12 Water Quality 
Existing Conditions 
Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality (LDEQ) regulates both point and 
nonpoint source pollution.  Many of the proposed borrow areas are uplands with 
associated man-made drainage features. 
 
Discussion of Impacts  
 

No Action 
With implementation of this alternative, no direct or indirect impacts to water quality 
through CEMVN actions would occur at the proposed borrow areas.  GNOHSDRRS 
projects would be built to authorized levels using Government and Contractor 
Furnished borrow sites described in IERs # 18 and # 19, or other sources as yet to be 
identified. 
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Proposed Action 
Despite the use of best management practices, with implementation of the proposed 
action, there would be some disturbances to water quality in the immediate vicinity 
of the proposed borrow areas.  The contractor would be required to secure all proper 
nd Federal, State, and local permits required for potentially impacting water quality. 
The CEMVN requires that construction BMPs be implemented and followed during 
the construction phase.  Silt fencing and hay bales would be installed around the 
perimeter of the proposed borrow areas to control runoff.  To make optimal use of 
available material, excavation would begin at one end of the borrow area and be 
made continuous across the width of the areas to the required borrow depths, to 
provide surface drainage to the low side of the borrow area as excavation proceeds.  
Excavation for semi-compacted fill would not be permitted in water nor shall 
excavated material be scraped, dragged, or otherwise moved through water.  In some 
cases, the borrow areas may need to be drained with the use of a sump pump.  Upon 
abandonment, site restoration would include placing the stockpiled overburden back 
into the area and grading the slopes to the specified cross-section figures.  Abrupt 
changes in grade should be avoided, and the bottom of the borrow area shall be left 
relatively smooth and sloped from one end to the other.  Any excavation below the 
depths and slopes specified shall be backfilled to the specified permissible 
excavation line in accordance with construction plans and specifications.  Abrupt 
changes in borrow area alignment shall be avoided. 

 
3.2.13 Transportation 
Existing Conditions 
Additional information on the potential impacts associated with transporting borrow 
material is being developed by CEMVN and will be discussed in future IERs. This is a 
known data gap (Section 1.6). 
 
The following is a listing of each proposed borrow area by parish and the sites’ proximity 
to roads and highways. 
 
• Plaquemines Parish: The Brad Buras area is located on Highway 23, a major 

highway traversing north/south through the parish. The Tabony area is located on 
the east side of the Mississippi River and fronts Highway 15.  The Westbank N area 
is located on the south side of Walker Road. 

 
• Jefferson Parish: The Westbank F area is located on Highway 90 and is adjacent to 

an unnamed shell road on the east. The Westbank Site I is located on the north side 
of LA 18.  

 
Discussion of Impacts  
 

No Action 
With implementation of this alternative, no direct or indirect impacts to 
transportation through CEMVN actions would occur at the proposed borrow areas.  
GNOHSDRRS projects would be built to authorized levels using Government and 
Contractor Furnished borrow sites described in IERs # 18 and # 19, or other sources 
as yet to be identified. 
 
Proposed Action 
With implementation of the proposed action, construction equipment such as 
bulldozers and excavators would need to be delivered and haul trucks would be 
entering and exiting the sites on a daily basis during the period of excavation.  The 
truck hauling would temporarily impede vehicle traffic and result in a minimal 



 

Page 35        

reduction in  the level of service (LOS, a metric describing traffic volume relative to 
capacity) on some local road segments.  Flagmen, signage, cones, barricades, and 
detours would be used where required to facilitate the movement of heavy equipment 
and local traffic on affected road segments.  The proposed design of all areas would 
require methods to avoid exposure of adjacent traffic routes and other urban 
developments.  Appropriate measures to ensure safety and facilitate the movement of 
traffic would be implemented at all approved borrow areas.  
 
• Plaquemines Parish: The proposed Brad Buras area is near Highway 23, a road 

segment that is used daily by large trucks hauling freight to and from Venice, 
Louisiana, to supply local industry.  The area is 9 acres in size, so truck hauling 
would be short-lived from the area. The Tabony area is located near the end of 
Highway 15 and Highway 39 in a rural part of the parish. If the proposed borrow 
area is used, material would more than likely be used for GNOHSDRRS 
construction sites closest to the borrow areas, minimizing the disruption of 
transportation through developed areas.  The Westbank N area is located in a rural 
area adjacent to Walker Road which intersect Highway 23, a  road segment that is 
used daily by large trucks hauling freight to and from Venice, Louisiana. 

 
• Jefferson Parish: The proposed Westbank F area is located in an urban area close 

to Highway 90, a heavily used commercial road on the west bank of Jefferson 
Parish.  The area is near residential and commercial developments including 
landfills that garbage and debris haulers utilize daily.  Currently, an unnamed road 
is being used to supply borrow material for the Lake Cataouatche levee.  Clay 
haulers should blend in with the local commercial traffic in the area. U.S. 
Highway 90 and an adjacent unnamed road would be used for accessing the area.  
The Westbank I area is located in a commercial area close to LA 18, a heavily    
used commercial road on the west bank of Jefferson Parish. 
  

Appropriate measures to ensure safety and facilitate the movement of traffic would be 
implemented at all potential borrow areas.  The current traffic volume at these areas is 
unknown. 

 
3.2.14 Aesthetic (Visual) Resources 
Existing Conditions 
Most of the proposed borrow areas contain similar land use patterns (i.e., former- or 
presently-cultivated land) to the immediate and adjacent areas and, generally, they lack 
distinct qualities that make them visually significant.  However, the Westbank F proposed 
borrow site is adjacent to residential areas. Noteworthy is the physical condition of the 
area surrounding the proposed Tabony and Brad Buras borrow areas, as it remains 
scarred from the effects of Hurricane Katrina.  Other proposed borrow areas are visually 
remote and inaccessible.   
 
Discussion of Impacts  
 

No Action 
With implementation of this alternative, no direct or indirect impacts to visual 
resources through CEMVN actions would occur at the proposed borrow areas.  
GNOHSDRRS projects would be built to authorized levels using Government and 
Contractor Furnished borrow sites described in IERs # 18 and # 19, or other sources 
as yet to be identified. 
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Proposed Action 
It is recognized that some proposed borrow areas are adjacent to residential areas 
where their existence may not be considered as positive environmental features. With 
that said, all approved borrow areas should be developed as positive environmental 
features. Previously, traditional borrow areas were excavated in a rectangular shape 
with no aesthetic concerns as outlined in Figure 16-1, Appendix 16, Mississippi River 
Mainline Levees Enlargement and Seepage Control. These borrow areas should be 
utilized as positive environmental features, whenever possible. Therefore, they should 
be designed and constructed with gradual side slopes, irregular shapes, and have some 
islands, and where practical vegetation should be allowed to serve as its backdrop. 
Specific design guidelines for these borrow areas are found in Part V of 
Environmental Design Considerations for Main Stem Levee Borrow Areas Along the 
Lower Mississippi River, Lower Mississippi River Environmental Program, Report 4, 
April 1986.  Where it is not feasible to develop these borrow sites as positive 
environmental features, measures such as landscaping should be utilized to screen off 
negative viewsheds into the borrow areas.  

3.3 Socioeconomic Resources 
The focus of this section is to evaluate the relative socioeconomic impacts, if any, of 
construction activities associated with acquiring borrow material from five areas in the 
vicinity of the New Orleans Metropolitan Area. This borrow material would be used to 
construct Federal GNOHSDRRS projects, usually in the same parish where it is acquired. 
 
3.3.1 Population and Housing, Business and Industry, Property Values & Public 

Facilities & Services 
Existing Conditions 
Located within the New Orleans Metropolitan Area, and within non-wetland areas, the 
proposed borrow areas have more property value than large tracts of adjacent wetlands. 
These areas indirectly, if not directly, contribute to the local tax base. The close 
proximity of the proposed borrow areas to additional urban developments adds value to 
the adjacent area, commercial and residential property values, public facilities and 
services, utilities, public transit, safe highways, streets and bridges, police and fire 
protection facilities and services, schools and education services, hospitals and health 
care services, and the many other public facilities and services of Federal, State, and local 
government.  
 
Of the two parishes in Louisiana discussed in this report, the specified median value of 
homes ranged from $105,300 in Jefferson Parish to $110,100 in Plaquemines Parish. The 
“Proposed Action” paragraph below indicates the latest and most detailed census (U.S. 
2000 Census) information available in regards to the value of residential property in 
related census block groups, although all of the sites proposed are on currently vacant 
property.  
 
Discussion of Impacts 

No Action 
With implementation of this alternative, Federal GNOHSDRRS projects would be 
built to authorized levels using Government and Contractor Furnished borrow areas 
described in IERs # 18 and # 19, or other sources as yet to be identified. No 
incremental effects of population and housing, business and industry, property values, 
or public facilities and services, relative to the proposed action, are expected.  
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Proposed Action 
Planning for the proposed action has attempted to balance the cost and need for storm 
surge risk reduction with consideration of property values, public facilities and 
services, and potential impacts to the local tax base. The borrow material would be 
used to enhance authorized storm surge risk reduction systems, thus adding value for 
various purposes ranging from industrial, commercial, residential, institutional, and 
public. While the Brad Buras area is maintained pasture land, and all sites contain 
prime and unique farmland, the sites are not otherwise used for residential or 
commercial purposes.  
 
• The Brad Buras area in Plaquemines Parish covers 9 acres, within the New 

Orleans to Venice (NOV) Hurricane Project. The site is currently uninhabited, but 
has been maintained as pasture land. While there are several structures on the 
Brad Buras site, they will be avoided during excavation. The site is located in 
census block group 507.04, with a specified median value for owner-occupied 
housing units of $56,400.   
 

• The Tabony area in Plaquemines Parish covers 121.3 acres within the New 
Orleans to Venice Hurricane Project. The site is currently uninhabited; however, 
there is a cellphone tower on the site. There is also an existing borrow pit on the 
site, excavated during Task Force Guardian. The site is located in census block 
group 501.03, with a specified median value for owner-occupied housing units of 
$95,200.  
 

• The Westbank F, I, and N sites in Jefferson and Plaquemines parishes cover 60.8, 
33, and 76 acres, respectively, within the West Bank and Vicinity Hurricane 
Project. All three sites are uninhabited. They are located in census block groups 
276.01.04, 274.02, and 503.03, respectively, with specified median value for 
owner-occupied housing units of $75,000, $47,900, and $117,900. 

 
Jefferson Parish residents and the Jefferson Parish Council are concerned that using 
the proposed borrow areas within Jefferson Parish (Westbank F and I) would 
negatively impact property values in the area.  Indeed, property values for the sites 
themselves may tend to decrease as their potential uses for alternative purposed are 
diminished in the future. For adjacent properties, the market response with respect to 
property values is undetermined, though there would appear to be no likelihood that 
property value could be enhanced on this account alone. 
 
The impact for future growth opportunities for business in industry in the area is 
problematic.  An open borrow area has fewer opportunities for future development 
than one that is backfilled.  Also, an open borrow area does nothing to enhance the 
relative attractiveness of adjacent real estate as opportunities for commercial 
investment.  However, from a market perspective, the competitive disadvantage that 
the borrow area, and adjacent properties, may be placed when compared to alternative 
real estate investment opportunities in other markets is measured simply by the cost 
to backfill.  From a practical standpoint, private owners of adjacent properties cannot 
compel owners of open borrow areas to backfill for the purpose of enhancing 
property values within the market area in general.  For Government Furnished 
borrow, the future owners of open borrow areas may be the parishes themselves, 
serving as local sponsors for the project; therefore, the future disposition of open 
borrow areas may emerge as a higher priority pubic issue within the context of a 
comprehensive economic development master plan.  As a result, an impediment, to an 
undefined degree, may be introduced to further prospective commercial development. 
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3.3.2 Health and Safety and Flood Control & Hurricane Protection 
 
Existing Conditions 
The proposed project sites fall within existing flood and hurricane protection areas of 
Plaquemines and Jefferson parishes. All parishes in the vicinity have been highly 
sensitive to flood damage, requiring an extensive network of structures, pumping 
systems, and evacuation routes. The erosion rate in some areas appears to have declined 
since the 1960’s, but the loss of barrier islands, erosion, and subsidence of wetlands have 
continued in many areas in close proximity to the project sites. Storm surges from 
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, which occurred in August and September of 2005, 
respectively, created heavy damages that requires an immediate effort to restore existing 
conditions and reestablish protected areas of the community, whenever possible.  
 
The immediate project sites do not include health and safety facilities providing related 
services.  
 
Discussion of Impacts 

No Action 
With implementation of this alternative, Federal GNOHSDRRS projects would be 
built to authorized levels using Government and Contractor Furnished borrow areas 
described in IERs # 18 and # 19, or other sources as yet to be identified. Under this 
alternative there would be no impact to health and safety at the sites discussed in this 
report.  

 
Proposed Action 
With implementation of the proposed action suitable material would be excavated 
from the proposed borrow areas. This is the process that was historically used to 
create most of the storm surge reduction infrastructure for the New Orleans 
Metropolitan area. Implementation of the sites would be subject to Federal, state, and 
local safety and health regulations. There would be temporary, construction-related 
risks to health and safety, but no permanent impacts are expected.  However, if 
borrow sites are not fenced in, then there would be increased adverse effects to health 
and safety in the vicinity, especially that of young children. 
 
Increased vehicular traffic near the borrow sites during the excavation period may 
raise the likelihood of accidents. Routine measures related to traffic management at 
construction sites are expected to reduce this risk and ensure safety.  
 
With implementation of this alternative, there would be minimal impacts to air and 
water quality, due to construction. Heavy equipment and excavation of borrow 
material would cause dust particles to be suspended in the air. In addition, there might 
be temporary adverse impacts to water quality, but CEMVN will take action to 
minimize these impacts. Changes in water and air quality would last only through the 
period of excavation. 
 
One potential adverse health impact due to the excavation of borrow material would 
be an increased problem with mosquitoes. Should water collect in portions of the 
areas excavated for borrow material, the available area for potential mosquito 
breeding would be increased. However, mosquito control is part of the 
responsibilities of local parishes, not CEMVN.  
 
No long-term impacts to health and safety facilities are expected as a result of this 
alternative.  
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Local residents, especially those in Jefferson Parish, are concerned that borrow pits 
would have an impact on local health and safety. To the extent that borrow pits are 
left empty, and are not backfilled, even after all parish ordinances have been 
complied with, Jefferson Parish residents and the Jefferson Parish Council feel that 
there would continue to be a safety hazard posed to the local community.  
 

3.3.3 Employment, Income and Local Tax Base 
Existing Conditions 
Except for sites used as pasture or farmland, the proposed sites are not currently used for 
business purposes or to generate employment. The project sites total approximately 300 
acres within close proximity to urban developments of the New Orleans MSA. 
 
Discussion of Impacts 

 
No Action 
With implementation of this alternative, Federal GNOHSDRRS projects would be 
built to authorized levels using Government and Contractor Furnished borrow areas 
described in IERs # 18 and # 19, or other sources as yet to be identified. The future 
conditions with this alternative would require alternative methods for improving 
hurricane and flood protection using borrow material from other locations. The 
collection of alternative material may be an added cost to the project that would be 
reflected in construction costs. However, no incremental impacts on employment, 
income, and local tax base relative to the proposed action are expected.  
 
Proposed Action 
Some of the proposed sites were previously or currently used as pasture or farmland.  
However, if borrow material is excavated from these areas with no backfill, then this 
land will no longer be available for other uses, including farmland. There are no 
anticipated disruptions to commercial activities in the areas near the borrow sites. 
Therefore, no disruptions to income and public tax collections are expected. The 
exception to this is the possibility that tax collections based on the values of the sites 
themselves may decline if the values of the properties decline.   
 
To the extent that the execution of the contract to provide borrow material provides 
taxable income to the property owner, Federal, state, and local tax collections may 
increase.  In a broader sense, the construction activities themselves invariably require 
the hiring of labor resources that result in higher incomes, personal spending, and 
potential governmental tax revenues.  

 
3.3.4 Community Growth 
 
Existing Conditions 
Desirable community and regional growth is considered growth that provides a net 
increase in benefits to a local or regional economy, social conditions, and the human 
environment, including water resource development. Similarly to other references to 
social and economic conditions, community and regional growth has been heavily 
dependent on the unique flood and hurricane protection systems created by borrow areas. 
The proposed project sites are planned to improve flood and hurricane protection.  
 
Discussion of Impacts 
 

No Action 
With implementation of this alternative, Federal GNOHSDRRS projects would be 
built to authorized levels using Government and Contractor Furnished borrow areas 
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described in IERs # 18 and # 19, or other sources as yet to be identified. The no 
action alternative would require finding alternative borrow sites in different areas. No 
incremental impacts with respect to the proposed action are expected.  
 
Proposed Action 
The proposed project would advance community growth by advancing the storm 
surge risk reduction system. Without strong storm and flood protection, a 
community’s growth may be limited. By advancing the storm surge risk reduction 
system, confidence and investment in the community will increase.  
 
Additionally, construction activities will advance community growth by increasing 
traffic to the areas around the borrow sites. This increased activity will likely benefit 
area businesses.  
 
However, using land for borrow purposes would make that same land unavailable for 
other uses. This may place the communities around the borrow sites at a competitive 
disadvantage for increased development and growth. Adjacent property may also be 
less likely to be developed if land is used for borrow purposes.  
 
Residents in Jefferson Parish worry that the excavation of borrow material from the 
Westbank I site will place the parish at a competitive disadvantage for future 
development. They feel that taking material from this site will lessen the benefits to 
economic growth that the future expansion of the Huey P. Long Bridge may provide. 
This consideration has been addressed as a potential impact to businesses and 
industry in the preceding section. 
 

3.3.5 Community Cohesion 
 
Existing Conditions 
Community cohesion refers to the common vision and sense of belonging within a 
community that is created and sustained by the extensive development of individual 
relationships that are social, economic, cultural, and historical in nature. The degree to 
which these relationships are facilitated and made effective is contingent upon the spatial 
configuration of the community itself: the functionality of the community owes much to 
the physical landscape within which it is set. The viability of community cohesion is 
compromised to the extent to which these physical features are exposed to interference 
from outside sources.  
 
Discussion of Impacts 
 

No Action 
With implementation of this alternative, Federal GNOHSDRRS projects would be 
built to authorized levels using Government and Contractor Furnished borrow areas 
described in IERs # 18 and # 19, or other sources as yet to be identified. The no 
action alternative would require finding alternative borrow sites in different areas. No 
incremental impacts with respect to the proposed action are expected.  
 
Proposed Action 
The impacts of construction are typically adverse, such as noise and traffic 
congestion. Some effects, though, have both negative and positive impacts. Yet it is 
difficult to foresee any construction-related impact that enhances community 
cohesion; such impacts are expected to be either adverse or, at a minimum, neutral. 
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Impacts on community cohesion are contingent upon the degree to which project 
construction is expected to encroach upon the physical landscape that directly or 
indirectly affects the patterns of social interrelationships. In the current analysis, the 
borrow sites are sufficiently distant from areas of development such that no spatial 
element of the community is impinged upon and the shared identity of the community 
materially threatened. This does not mean that adverse impacts, such as degraded 
aesthetic qualities or foregone economic opportunities, do not occur. Rather, the 
adverse impacts in other resource areas are not sufficiently large to affect community 
cohesion. The impact on community cohesion is first demonstrated by identifying a 
change in the pattern of social interaction, such as diminished contact due to physical 
separation, impediments to contact, interference in communication, dislocation, or 
voluntary migration. None of these conditions are present with the current alternative. 
 
Construction-related impacts can be distinguished from project-related outputs, that 
is, the economic and social consequences that are specifically intended from the 
project design and that make it worthwhile to pursue. An increase in community 
cohesion can be seen as a specifically intended output from the project, as represented 
by the storm surge risk reduction system. This occurs since storm surge protection 
measure are designed to protect the community from the catastrophic effects of 
flooding, preserving the physical integrity of the developed landscape that promotes 
patterns of social interchange. The alternative presented here increases the level of 
community cohesion in this instance.  
 
 
Under the contractor furnished borrow program, material will only be acquired from 
willing sellers. Those who do not wish to have Pre-Approved Contractor Furnished 
borrow material removed from their properties do not have to enroll in the program. 
As such, there should be no adverse impact to the extent that these decisions do not 
create a significant and long-lasting divisiveness within community affairs that risk 
the patterns of existing social interaction. 

 
While the proposed borrow areas are located on unpopulated tracts of land, there may 
be nearby residents or business operators who disapprove of proximate sites being 
used as sources of borrow materials. This would be seen as a threat to the cohesion of 
the local community through the adverse visual impact that would result from the 
activity.  Within this understanding of community cohesion, however, such cohesion 
is linked to a direct impact on a social resource area, aesthetics, which is addressed 
separately and cannot be otherwise determined to materially affect the patterns of 
social interaction that the physical landscape and supporting human infrastructure 
facilitates.   

 
3.4 Environmental Justice                                                                                         
 
Existing Conditions  
 
Brad Buras  
The proposed Brad Buras borrow area is located on the south side of Highway 23, within 
the unincorporated community of Triumph, on the west bank of Plaquemines Parish, 
between Buras and Boothville, Louisiana.  Based on satellite imagery, the community of 
Triumph appears to be a sparsely populated, agricultural community. 
 
The standard unit of analysis for environmental justice is the Census-designated Block 
Group area.  Due to the rural character of the area, the Census-designated Block Group is 
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larger than the unincorporated area of Triumph.  Census Tract 507, Block Group 4, 
extends from Gulf Drive, on the south side of Buras to Live Oak Lane on the north side 
of Boothville along Highway 23.   
 
The U.S. Census reports that this area was a predominantly white, low-income 
community as of 2000.  The poverty rate was 25.5%, compared to 18.0% and 19.6% for 
the parish and State, respectively.  The percentage of minority persons was 24.7%, 
compared to 31.2% and 37.5% for the parish and State, respectively. 
 
The 2007 figures, produced by ESRI Inc. (Environmental Systems Research Institute), 
estimate that this Block Group has nominally decreased its minority population and 
become a slightly wealthier area since 2000.  However, households with the lowest 
income in 2000 have not substantially increased their earnings.  Therefore, it is probable 
the area can still be considered a low-income, non-minority population.  
 
Tabony  
The proposed Tabony borrow area is located near Bohemia on the east bank of 
Plaquemines, south the unincorporated area of Pointe a la Hache, and between Highway 
15 and Highway 39.  Using satellite imagery, the community surrounding the site appears 
to be rural and is very sparsely populated. 
 
The U.S. Census reports that this area, defined as Census Tract 501, Block Group 3, was 
a predominantly African-American/Black, low-income community as of the year 2000.  
The boundaries of this Block Group are along Highway 39, from Beshel to Bohemia.  
The poverty rate was 47.1%, compared to 19.6% and 18.0% for the state and parish, 
respectively.  In terms of minority populations, the percentage of minority persons was 
84.3%, compared to 37.5% and 31.2% for the State and Plaquemines Parish, respectively.  
 
The 2007 figures, produced by ESRI Inc., estimate that this Block Group’s socio-
economic and demographic background has changed very little since 2000.  Therefore, it 
is most likely this Block Group is currently a low-income, minority area. 
 
Because the proposed borrow area is within a sparsely populated area, the Block Group 
extends far beyond the vicinity of direct impact.  If a smaller unit of analysis, the Census 
Block, is examined, then the data from the 2000 Census reports that Block 43, with a 
population of 131, was 96.2% minority.  This Block includes Tabony Lane and 
Bethlehem Lane.  Poverty statistics and 2007 estimates are not available at the Block 
level to provide further information. 
 
Based on available aerial photography, this borrow site appears to have no permanent 
inhabitants. 
 
Westbank Site F  
The proposed Westbank Site F borrow area is located south of Highway 90 between the 
Avondale South subdivision and a small residential development off Homeplace Drive.  
From satellite imagery, it appears the area is a densely populated, suburban community.  
The proposed borrow site covers 60.8 acres.  The site is in close proximity to the adjacent 
residential areas. 
 
The U.S. Census reports that the community located adjacent to the western side of the 
proposed excavation site, defined as Census Tract 276.01, Block Group 4, was a 
minority, predominantly Black/African-American community (77%), with no one living 
below the poverty line as of 2000.  The 2007 estimates, produced by ESRI Inc., indicate 
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that this Block Group increased its minority percentage to 88% while the income levels 
remained relatively similar to 2000 data.  
 
The Census reports that the community located east of the proposed excavation site, 
which is the portion of the Avondale Subdivision located south of Highway 90, and 
defined as Census Tract 276.01, Block Group 2, is not a minority or low-income 
community.  The minority population is 41.8%, compared to 34.6% and 37.5% for the 
parish and State, respectively.  The percentage of persons living below the poverty line is 
14.4%, compared to 13.7% and 19.6% for the parish and the State, respectively.  The 
2007 figures, produced by ESRI Inc., estimate that this Block Group increased in 
African-American/Black and Asian residents from 2000 to 2007, which means this area 
of Avondale is likely now a minority community.  Income estimates show the Block 
Group to have become wealthier since the 2000 Census.  Therefore, the area is most 
likely now a minority, middle-income community.   
 
Westbank Site I  
The proposed Westbank I borrow area is a 33.7-acre area located just north of Highway 
18, between Bridge City Avenue and Highway 90, on the West Bank of Jefferson Parish.  
Based on satellite imagery, the area is located between heavy industrial activity to the 
west and industrial and governmental land uses to the east, and is south of a residential 
area, which is buffered by Bridge City Avenue. 
 
The U.S. Census reports that this community, defined as Census Tract 274, Block Group 
2, was a predominantly white, middle-income neighborhood as of 2000.  The poverty rate 
was 14.1%, compared to 19.6% and 13.7% for the State and parish, respectively.  In 
terms of minority populations, the percentage of minority persons was 12.5%, compared 
to 37.5% and 34.6% for the State and parish, respectively. 
 
The 2007 figures, produced by ESRI Inc., show that this Block Group’s socioeconomic 
and demographic background has changed very little since 2000.  Therefore, it is 
probable this Block Group is currently a white, middle-income community. 
 
It is unlikely the area surrounding the proposed Westbank Site I borrow area can be 
defined as an area of concern for environmental justice because it is not a low-income or 
minority community. 
 
Westbank Site N  
The proposed Westbank N borrow area is a 76-acre site located along Walker Road, 
between Bayou Road and Landfill Road, south of Belle Chasse in Plaquemines Parish.  
Based on satellite imagery, it appears that the subject area is not adjacent to any 
residential communities.  The borrow area area is not adjacent to any residential 
communities and the area surrounding the site is uninhabited. 
 
The U.S. Census reports that the Block in which the proposed site is located, Block 34 of 
Census Tract 503, Block Group 3, had no population as of 2000.  Unfortunately, 2007 
estimates for Block level data are not available, but it is highly unlikely that the area now 
has a population based on satellite imagery. 
 
The larger area of Block Group 3, which includes the residential areas from Concord 
Road to Walker Road, is likely a white, moderate-income area based on data from the 
2000 Census and 2007 ESRI Inc. estimates.  According to the Census, the Block Group 
had a 4.3% minority percentage as of 2000, compared to 37.5% and 31.2% for the State 
and Plaquemines Parish, respectively.  The percentage of persons living below the 
poverty line was 21.1%, compared to 19.6% and 18% for the State and parish, 
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respectively.  The 2007 estimates, produced by ESRI Inc., show very little change to the 
2000 Census demographic and socioeconomic data, implying that the area remains a 
white, moderate-income community. 
 
Based on the definition of an environmental justice community, it is unlikely that the area 
surrounding the proposed Westbank N borrow area can be defined as an area of concern 
for environmental justice because it is not a low-income or minority community. 
 
Discussion of Impacts 
The proposed actions and alternatives were evaluated for potential disproportionately 
high, environmental effects on minority or low-income populations.  Aerial photos were 
utilized to confirm the presence of habitation in the various project areas, and are 
commonly utilized in environmental justice analysis. Further environmental justice 
analysis will be included in the CED. 

 
No Action  
Under the No Action alternative, Government contractors would not use material 
from the five proposed borrow areas.  The five subject borrow areas may still be 
excavated by the individual landowners, but the borrow material would not be used 
for Federal GNOHSDRRS projects.  GNOHSDRRS projects would be built to 
authorized levels using Government and Contractor Furnished borrow areas described 
in IERs # 18 and # 19, or other sources as yet to be identified. 
 
 No disproportionate impacts borne by any minority or low-income population would 
be made by not using the five proposed borrow areas.  Therefore, no environmental 
justice issues are anticipated for this alternative.  
 
Proposed Action 
The proposed action would benefit all residents of the New Orleans Metropolitan 
Area equally by providing the material necessary to construct the GNOHSDRRS. 
Further, Pre-Approved Contractor Furnished borrow material would only be acquired 
from willing sellers. Those who do not wish to have borrow material removed from 
their properties do not have to enroll in the program. As such, there should be no 
adverse impacts to community growth and cohesion under the proposed action. 
 
Brad Buras  
Because this area is rural and sparsely populated, there would not be direct impacts of 
high human health or environmental nature on minority or low-income populations. 
No potential impacts to low-income or minority communities have been identified. 
 
Tabony  
The immediate area of the Tabony site in the lower, east bank of Plaquemines Parish 
appears to be uninhabited.  The proposed borrow area is located near a likely 
predominantly low-income, African-American/Black community. There is the 
potential for indirect environmental justice impacts associated with the use of this 
potential borrow area.  Temporary construction related environmental pollution 
problems, such as noise, truck traffic, and air quality, could impact the minority and 
low-income population in the vicinity that may pose indirect impacts. 
 
No disproportional impacts to low-income or minority communities have been 
identified. 
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Westbank Site F  
The proposed Westbank Site F borrow area is located adjacent to minority, moderate 
to middle-income communities that are predominantly Black/African-American.  The 
areas surrounding the borrow area would be potentially impacted by temporary noise 
and air pollution, traffic congestion, and negative socio-economic issues.  Included 
among those socioeconomic issues are depreciated property values, poor quality of 
life due to temporary noise and excavation, and limited commercial potential of the 
excavated sites and adjacent areas.  The excavation would have impact to the 
community to the west of the site, with what appears to be less than 200 feet between 
the site and private residences.  Therefore, use of this borrow area may have potential 
impacts on this minority community, although they are not disproportionate. 
 
West Bank I 
The proposed Westbank Site I borrow area is located between areas of heavy 
industrial land uses.  The nearest residential area to the north is a predominantly 
white, middle-income neighborhood.  Since the nearby community is not a low-
income or minority community, use of this proposed borrow site is not anticipated to 
exert direct impacts to low-income or minority communities. 
 
Westbank Site N  
Because the Westbank N borrow area is far removed from any inhabited areas, it is 
unlikely that residential areas would experience any long-term negative impact.  
Therefore, this proposed action would not exert any direct impacts to low-income or 
minority communities 

3.5 Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste 
The USACE is obligated under Engineer Regulation 1165-2-132 to assume responsibility 
for the reasonable identification and evaluation of all HTRW contamination within the 
vicinity of the proposed action.  ER 1165-2-132 identifies CEMVN HTRW policy to 
avoid the use of project funds for HTRW removal and remediation activities.  Costs for 
necessary special handling or remediation of wastes (e.g., Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act [RCRA] regulated), pollutants and other contaminants, which are not 
regulated under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA), will be treated as project costs if the requirement is the result of 
a validly promulgated Federal, State or local regulation.   
 
An ASTM E 1527-05 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was completed for 
the proposed borrow areas.  The Phase I ESA documented the Recognized Environmental 
Conditions (REC) for the proposed project areas.  If a REC cannot be avoided, due to the 
necessity of construction requirements, the CEMVN may further investigate the REC to 
confirm presence or absence of contaminants, actions to avoid possible contaminants. 
Federal, State, or local coordination may be required.  Because CEMVN plans to avoid 
RECs the probability of encountering HTRW in the project area is low.    
 
A copy of the Phase I ESA referenced below will be maintained on file at CEMVN and 
are incorporated herein by reference.  Copies of these reports are available by requesting 
them from CEMVN, or accessing them at www.nolaenvironemtal.gov. 
 
HTRW Land Use Histories and Phase I HTRW ESAs have been completed for all of the 
proposed borrow areas:  
 

• The Phase I ESA for Brad Buras was completed on 11 September 2007. Off-site 
concerns were noted from the former drilling operations of a documented well 



 

Page 46        

approximately 0.08 miles southwest of the site (Longitude 089.4726696075043, 
Latitude 29.3327678689304). No RECs were identified on-site.  The possible 
REC is outside of the proposed construction footprint, and would not be impacted 
by excavation. 

 
• The Phase I ESA for Tabony was completed on 29 January 2008. On-site 

concerns were noted from the former drilling operations of a documented well 
located in the south-central portion of the subject site (Longitude -
089.7496255736339 W and Latitude 29.5453071831184 N). It should be noted 
that the property owner stated that this well was drilled "200 to 300 feet south" 
of his property; however, the database records indicate otherwise. The location 
of the well was mapped and would be avoided during excavation. 

 
• On-site concerns were noted from two 55-gallon drums and three five-gallon 

containers observed stored in the southwestern portion of the site (Longitude -
089.7549903412 W and Latitude 29.5443055117 N), south of the former home 
site.  No ground contamination was noted; contamination should not be a 
concern. Additionally, drums and containers are outside of the proposed 
construction footprint, and would not be impacted by excavation. 
 
On-site concerns were noted from a metal pipe of unknown use observed 
extending from the ground outside the northwest corner of the fenced cell 
tower (former radio tower) site (Longitude -089.37549627326 W and Latitude 
29.5471977303 N).  The location of the pipe was mapped and would be avoided 
during excavation. 
 
Off-site concerns were noted from a former drilling operation of a documented 
well located approximately 0.13 miles north of the subject site (Longitude -
089.7528782011006W and Latitude 29.5524584248821N). The possible REC 
is outside of the proposed construction footprint, and would not be impacted by 
excavation. 

 
• The Phase I ESA for Westbank F was completed on 29 January 2007. Two RECs 

were noted at the site: 
1. Eight discarded automobile fuel tanks; all tanks appeared empty.  The 
locations of the tanks were mapped and are outside of the proposed 
construction footprint. 
2. Three rusty metal drums containing unknown materials.  These RECs were 
associated with illegal dumping along the gravel, road at the east side of the 
property.  The RECs were physically very close to each other and could be 
easily removed for safe disposal.  The contractor recommends that the soil in 
these areas should be sampled and analyzed to ensure that there is no 
contamination present.  The locations of the drums were mapped and are 
outside of the proposed construction footprint. 

 
• The Phase I ESA for Westbank I was completed on 11 September 2007. On-site 

concerns were noted on the west-central portion of the site from use of lead shot 
at the adjoining skeet and trap shooting range.  The location of the REC was 
mapped and would be avoided during excavation. 

 
On-site concerns were noted from the former drilling operations at three 
documented wells in the southern portion of the subject site.  The wells are 
located at Longitude 090.1732376627, Latitude 29.919524416; Longitude 
090.17831299342, Latitude 29.9208253594; and Longitude 090.1760064061, 
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Latitude 29.9198291996.  The locations of the RECs were mapped and would be 
avoided during excavation. 
 
Off-site concerns were noted from the former drilling operations of a documented 
well located approximately 0.1 miles east of the subject site (Longitude 
090.1717935268, Latitude 29.9197451087.  The possible REC is outside of the 
proposed construction footprint, and would not be impacted by excavation. 

 
The Phase I ESA for Westbank N was completed on 29 January 2008. On-site 
concerns were noted from the former drilling operations of a documented well 
located in the central portion of the subject site (Longitude -
090.0601910472111 W and Latitude 29.8016435003984 N.  The locations of 
the RECs were mapped and would be avoided during excavation. 
 
On-site concerns were noted from the reported application of herbicide weed 
killer for at least 10 years over the entire site by the current occupant 
(Longitude -090.061642931 W and Latitude 29.8024802661 N).  Pesticides are 
believed to have degraded by the present time, and should not be a concern. 
Further, about three feet of topsoil would be removed by bulldozers during 
excavation, so any present pesticides would not be found in borrow material. 
 
On-site concerns were noted from stained soils observed underneath a backhoe 
located in the northeastern portion of the site (Longitude -090.0515274538 W 
and Latitude 29.7997631896 N).  The location of the REC was mapped and 
would be avoided during excavation. 
 
On-site concerns were noted from a downed pole-mounted transformer located 
in the northeastern portion of the site (Longitude -090.05178351 W and 
Latitude 29.7997025275 N).  The location of the transformer was mapped and 
would be avoided during excavation. 
 
On-site concerns were noted from debris piles in the north-central portion of 
the site, near the mobile home (Longitude -090.0572183278 W and Latitude 
29.801686846 N).  The debris piles would be removed before excavation. 
On-site concerns were noted from several 55-gallon drums and five-gallon 
containers observed scattered across the north-central portion of the site; 
however, no stains, odors, or dead vegetation were observed around these 
containers.  The locations of the drums and containers were mapped and would 
be avoided during excavation. 

On-site concerns were noted from an approximately 100-gallon diesel above-
ground storage tank (AST) observed in the north-central portion of the site 
(Longitude -090.0572431222 W and Latitude 29.8020194714 N).  The location 
of the REC was mapped and would be avoided. 
Off-site concerns were noted from the reported disposal of incinerator ash on 
the eastern adjoining property (Longitude -090.049718851 W and Latitude 
29.7977218006 N).  The possible REC is outside of the proposed construction 
footprint, and would not be impacted by excavation. 
Off-site concerns were noted from the former Belle Chasse Landfill facility 
located approximately 0.25 miles east of the site (Longitude -090.045135127 
W and Latitude 29.7992075535 N).  The possible REC is outside of the 
proposed construction footprint, and would not be impacted by excavation. 
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4. Cumulative Impacts 
NEPA requires a Federal agency to consider not only the direct and indirect impacts of a 
proposed action, but also the cumulative impacts of the action.  Cumulative impact is 
defined as the “the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact 
of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other 
actions (40 CFR §1508.7).”  Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but 
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.    
 
Borrow material has been obtained in the past by CEMVN for GNOHSDRRS and other 
projects in southeast Louisiana.  Appendix E shows borrow areas investigated, utilized, 
approved, and declined by CEMVN since Hurricanes Katrina and Rita to rehabilitate the 
GNOHSDRRS. CEMVN has been working at an accelerated schedule to complete the 
GNOHSDRRS system after Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, and to build the system to 
authorized levels of protection by June 2011.  Over 100,000,000 cubic yards of borrow 
material is estimated to be needed to complete the authorized level of protection.  Borrow 
material will also be needed to perform levee lifts and maintenance for at least 50 years 
after construction is completed.  CEMVN is in the process of implementing construction 
projects to raise the hurricane and storm risk reduction levees associated with the Federal 
LPV, WBV, and NOV Hurricane Protection projects to authorized elevations. This 
includes modifications to flood protection projects not covered by this IER.  Levee 
improvements throughout the LPV and WBV projects would require substantial amounts 
of borrow material, and some of the borrow areas needed have been identified in this 
document to provide adequate material in proximity to proposed flood protection 
projects.  In addition to modifying and raising existing structures, three new outfall canal 
closure structures are proposed at the 17th Street, Orleans Avenue, and London Avenue 
Outfall Canals in the Orleans East Bank Basin, and a new closure structure is proposed 
for within the IHNC area.  All of these flood protection projects are currently in the 
planning and design stages and impacts from these component projects will be addressed 
in separate IERs. 
 
Other CEMVN projects such as Morganza to the Gulf, Donaldsonville to the Gulf, 
Larose to Golden Meadows, Grand Isle non-Federal levees, Plaquemines West Bank non-
Federal levees, maintenance of the Mississippi River levees and other ongoing civil 
works investigations will require suitable borrow material. State and Local levee and 
floodwall construction efforts will require borrow material as well. Pre-Approved 
Contractor Furnished borrow areas are also being investigated and utilized to supply large 
quantities of material for levee and floodwall projects. 
 
The construction of the proposed borrow areas would have short-term cumulative affects 
on transportation.  It is anticipated that over 100,000,000 cubic yards of material would 
be needed to raise levee elevations regionally to meet the needs of the GNOHSDRRS . 
The total number of truck trips required or haul routes for the movement of this quantity 
of material is currently unknown, but cumulative short-term impacts to transportation are 
expected to occur.  Additional information related to transportation impacts is being 
collected and will be discussed in future IERs.  
 
Details on cumulative environmental justice impacts, if any, will be analyzed when 
further project planning data become available at the conclusion of the environmental 
justice small-group meetings, and will be included in the CED. 
 
The excavation of past, future, and these proposed and other current borrow areas may 
negatively impact visual characteristics of historic properties and landscapes.  Several 
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borrow areas are located in the vicinity of Avalon; however, there are no recorded 
historic structures or historic properties that would be impacted within this area. 
Development tends to be either industrial, such as along the river in Bridge City, or 
recent residential subdivisions. 
 
Even though minimal in size when compared to the extent of forested and pasture areas 
directly and indirectly affected by previous development activities, the excavation and 
use of the proposed borrow material for GNOHSDRRS construction would contribute 
cumulatively to land alteration and loss within the New Orleans Metropolitan Area.  An 
area of 244.69 acres of BLH forests would be cleared due to implementation of the 
proposed action. Total BLH impacts covered in IER # 18 and IER #19 (excluding those 
of the Westbank G area, which was declined- See Section 2.5) equal 391.1 acres. These 
impacts will be mitigated for, as described in Section 7. 
 
After borrow area excavation, the land may be converted to ponds and small lakes, 
making it unsuitable for farming, forestry, or urban development in the reasonably 
foreseeable future.  Habitat would be changed to favor aquatic and semi-aquatic species 
over the terrestrial ones that now occupy the areas.  Borrow areas that do not retain water 
would be colonized by vegetation and woody plants, which would favor terrestrial 
species.  This would attract the same species that are currently found in the areas.  
 
Based on historical human activities and land use trends in this region, it is reasonable to 
anticipate that future activities would further contribute to cumulative degradation of land 
resources. It is anticipated that through efforts taken to avoid and minimize adverse 
effects of this Federal action and the mandatory implementation of a mitigation plan that 
functionally compensates unavoidable remaining impacts the proposed borrow areas 
would not result in substantial direct, secondary or cumulative adverse impact on the 
environment.  The mitigation plan is discussed in Section 7. 

5. Selection Rationale 
The proposed action consists of excavating Government Furnished borrow areas in the 
New Orleans Metropolitan Area.  This report investigated the potential impacts of this 
action on jurisdictional wetlands, non-jurisdictional BLH, non-wetland/upland resources, 
prime and unique farmland, fisheries, wildlife, T&E species, cultural resources, 
recreational resources, noise quality, air quality, water quality, aesthetics, environmental 
justice, and socioeconomics. There is an identified need for over 100,000,000 cubic yards 
of borrow material to complete the GNOHSDRRS, and the proposed action meets 
approximately 6% of this demand. The estimated amount of borrow material are 
projected quantities, and subject to change based on geotechnical analysis. Because of 
this need for borrow matieral, CEMVN will need to investigate acquiring all potentially 
viable areas for the next few years. Contractor Furnished borrow is an option that was 
explored in IER # 19 and IER # 23. Other Government Furnished borrow areas were 
investigated in IER # 18, and more potential sites may be discussed in future IERs. 
Supply Contract borrow options may also be discussed in future IERs. All of this borrow 
material would be used to complete the GNOHSDRRS, which would lower the risk of 
harm to citizens and damage to infrastructure during a storm event. 

6. Coordination and Consultation 

6.1 Public Involvement 
Extensive public involvement has been sought in preparing this IER. The GNOHSDRRS 
projects, including the proposed borrow areas analyzed in this IER were publicly 
disclosed and described in the Federal Register on 13 March 2007 and on the website 
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www.nolaenvironmental.gov.  Scoping for GNOHSDRRS projects was initiated on 12 
March 2007, through placing advertisements and public notices in USA Today and The 
New Orleans Times-Picayune.  Nine public scoping meetings were held throughout the 
New Orleans Metropolitan Area to explain the scope and process of the Alternative 
Arrangements for implementing NEPA between 27 March and 12 April 2007, after 
which a 30 day scoping period was open for public comment submission.  Additionally, 
CEMVN is hosting monthly public meetings to keep the stakeholders advised of project 
status.  The public is able to provide verbal comments during the meetings and written 
comments after each meeting in person, by mail, and via www.nolaenvironmental.gov 
(Appendix B).   
 
In addition to being discussed at various public meetings starting in July 2007, the 
proposed Westbank I borrow area was specifically discussed at public meetings held on 
12 February 2008, and 24 April 2008.  Public comments received at this meeting are 
found in Appendix B.  Additional borrow IERs will be discussed at future public 
meetings. 

6.2 Agency Coordination 
Preparation of this IER has been coordinated with appropriate Congressional, Federal, 
State, and Local interests, as well as environmental groups and other interested parties.  
An interagency environmental team was established for this project in which Federal and 
State agency staff played an integral part in the project planning and alternative analysis 
phases of the project.  Members of this team are listed in Appendix C, and 
correspondence between governmental agencies and CEMVN is found in Appendix D. 
This interagency environmental team was integrated with the CEMVN PDT to assist in 
the planning of this project and to complete a mitigation determination of the potential 
direct and indirect impacts of the proposed action.  Monthly meetings with resource 
agencies were also held concerning this and other CEMVN IER projects. The following 
agencies, as well as other interested parties, received copies of the draft IER: 

 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region VI  
U.S. Department of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Service 
U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service  
Louisiana Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Governor's Executive Assistant for Coastal Activities 
Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources, Coastal Management Division 
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources, Coastal Restoration Division 
Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality 
Louisiana State Historic Preservation Officer 
 

LDNR reviewed the proposed action for consistency with the Louisiana Coastal Resource 
Program (LCRP).  All proposed borrow activities discussed in this document were found 
by LDNR to be consistent with the LCRP (Table 6). 
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Table 6: LDNR Coastal Zone Consistency Determination Concurrence 

Proposed Borrow Area LDNR LCRP Consistency 
Determination 

Brad Buras 3 September 2007 
Tabony 11 October 2007 

Westbank F 25 September 2007 
Westbank I 3 September 2007 
Westbank N 30 November 2007 

 
CEMVN received a draft programmatic Coordination Act  Report from the USFWS on 
26 November 2007 (Appendix D).  The USFWS’s programmatic recommendations 
applicable to this project would be incorporated into project design studies to the extent 
practicable, consistent with engineering and public safety requirements.  The USFWS’s 
programmatic recommendations, and CEMVN’s response to them, are listed below: 
 

Recommendation 1: “To the greatest extent possible, situate flood protection so that 
destruction of wetlands and non-wet bottomland hardwoods are avoided or 
minimized.” 
 
CEMVN Response 1: Not applicable. 
 
Recommendation 2: “Minimize enclosure of wetlands with new levee alignments.  
When enclosing wetlands is unavoidable, acquire non-development easements on 
those wetlands, or maintain hydrologic connections with adjacent, un-enclosed 
wetlands to minimize secondary impacts from development and hydrologic 
alteration.” 
 
CEMVN Response 2: Not applicable. 
 
Recommendation 3: “Avoid adverse impacts to bald eagle nesting locations and 
wading bird colonies through careful design project features and timing of 
construction.” 
 
CEMVN Response 3:  No known bald eagle nesting locations or wading bird colonies 
exist within the proposed project area. 
 
Recommendation 4: “Forest clearing associated with project features should be 
conducted during the fall or winter to minimize impacts to nesting migratory birds, 
when practicable.” 
 
CEMVN Response 4: This recommendation would be considered in the design of the 
project to the greatest extent practicable. 
 
Recommendation 5: “The project's first Project Cooperation Agreement (or similar 
document) should include language that includes the responsibility of the local-cost 
sharer to provide operational, monitoring, and maintenance funds for mitigation 
features.” 
 
CEMVN Response 5: Corps PPA do not contain language mandating the availability 
of funds for specific project features, but require the non-Federal Sponsor to provide 
certification of sufficient funding for the entire project.  Further, mitigation 
components are considered a feature of the entire project.  The non-Federal Sponsor 
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is responsible for OMRR&R (Operation, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement and 
Rehabilitation) of all project features in accordance with the OMRR&R manual that 
the Corps provides upon completion of the project. 
 
Recommendation 6: “Further detailed planning of project features (e.g., Design 
Documentation Report, Engineering Documentation Report, Plans and Specifications, 
or other similar documents) should be coordinated with the USFWS, NMFS, LDWF, 
USEPA, and LDNR.  The USFWS shall be provided an opportunity to review and 
submit recommendations on all the work addressed in those reports.” 
 
CEMVN Response 6: Concur.  
 
Recommendation 7: The CEMVN should avoid impacts to public lands, if feasible.  
If not feasible, the CEMVN should establish and continue coordination with agencies 
managing public lands that may be impacted by a project feature until construction of 
that feature is complete and prior to any subsequent maintenance.  Points of contacts 
for the agencies overseeing public lands potentially impacted by project features are:  
Kenneth Litzenberger, Project Leader for the USFWS’ Southeast National Wildlife 
Refuges, and Jack Bohannan (985) 822-2000, Refuge Manager for the Bayou 
Sauvage National Wildlife Refuge (NWR), Office of State Parks contact Mr. John 
Lavin at 1-888-677-1400, National Park Service (NPS) contact Superintendent David 
Luchsinger, (504) 589-3882, extension 137 (david_luchsinger@nps.gov), or Chief of 
Resource Management David Muth (504) 589-3882, extension 128 
(david_muth@nps.gov) and for the 404(c) area contact the previously mentioned NPS 
personnel and Ms. Barbara Keeler (214) 665-6698 with the USEPA. 
 
CEMVN Response 7: Not applicable. 
 
Recommendation 8: “If applicable, a General Plan should be developed by the 
CEMVN, the USFWS, and the managing natural resource agency in accordance with 
Section 3(b) of the FWCA for mitigation lands.” 
 
CEMVN Response 8: Concur. 
 
Recommendation 9: “If mitigation lands are purchased for inclusion within a NWR, 
those lands must meet certain requirements; a summary of some of those 
requirements is provided in Appendix A (to the Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act Report.)  Other land-managing natural resource agencies may have similar 
requirements that must be met prior to accepting mitigation lands; therefore, if they 
are proposed as a manager of a mitigation site, they should be contacted early in the 
planning phase regarding such requirements.” 
 
CEMVN Response 9: Concur. 
 
Recommendation 10: “If a proposed project feature is changed significantly or is not 
implemented within one year of the date of the Endangered Species Act consultation 
letter, the USFWS recommended that the Corps reinitiate coordination to ensure that 
the proposed project would not adversely affect any federally-listed threatened or 
endangered species or their habitat.” 
 
CEMVN Response 10: Concur.  
 
Recommendation 11: “In general, larger and more numerous openings in a protection 
levee better maintain estuarine-dependent fishery migration.  Therefore, as many 
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openings as practicable, in number, size, and diversity of locations should be 
incorporated into project levees.” 
 
CEMVN Response 11:  Not applicable. 
 
Recommendation 12: “Flood protection water control structures in any watercourse 
should maintain pre-project cross-sections in width and depth to the maximum extent 
practicable, especially structures located in tidal passes.” 
 
CEMVN Response 12:  Not applicable. 
 
Recommendation 13: “Flood protection water control structures should remain 
completely open except during storm events.  Management of those structures should 
be developed in coordination with the USFWS, NMFS, LDWF, and LDNR.” 
 
CEMVN Response 13: Not applicable. 
 
Recommendation 14: “Any flood protection water control structure sited in canals, 
bayous, or a navigation channel which does not maintain the pre-project cross-section 
should be designed and operated with multiple openings within the structure.  This 
should include openings near both sides of the channel as well as an opening in the 
center of the channel that extends to the bottom.” 
 
CEMVN Response 14: Not applicable. 
 
Recommendation 15: “The number and siting of openings in flood protection levees 
should be optimized to minimize the migratory distance from the opening to enclosed 
wetland habitats.” 
 
CEMVN Response 15: Not applicable.  
 
Recommendation 16: “Flood protection structures within a waterway should include 
shoreline baffles and/or ramps (e.g., rock rubble, articulated concrete mat) that slope 
up to the structure invert to enhance organism passage.  Various ramp designs should 
be considered.” 
 
CEMVN Response 16:  Not applicable. 
 
Recommendation 17: “To the maximum extent practicable, structures should be 
designed and/or selected and installed such that average flow velocities during peak 
flood or ebb tides do not exceed 2.6 ft per second.  However, this may not necessarily 
be applicable to tidal passes or other similar major exchange points.” 
 
CEMVN Response 17:  Not applicable. 
 
Recommendation 18: “To the maximum extent practicable, culverts (round or box) 
should be designed, selected, and installed such that the invert elevation is equal to 
the existing water depth.  The size of the culverts selected should maintain sufficient 
flow to prevent siltation.” 
 
CEMVN Response 18: Not applicable. 
 
Recommendation 19: “Culverts should be installed in construction access roads 
unless otherwise recommended by the natural resource agencies.  At a minimum, 
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there should be one 24-inch culvert placed every 500 ft and one at natural stream 
crossings.  If the depth of water crossings allow, larger-sized culverts should be used.  
Culvert spacing should be optimized on a case-by-case basis.  A culvert may be 
necessary if the road is less than 500 ft long and an area would hydrologically be 
isolated without that culvert.” 
 
CEMVN Response 19: Not applicable. 
 
Recommendation 20: “Water control structures should be designed to allow rapid 
opening in the absence of an offsite power source after a storm passes and water 
levels return to normal.” 
 
CEMVN Response 20: Not applicable. 
 
Recommendation 21: “Levee alignments and water control structure alternatives 
should be selected to avoid the need for fishery organisms to pass through multiple 
structures (i.e., structures behind structures) to access an area.” 
 
CEMVN Response 21: Not applicable. 
 
Recommendation 22: “Operational plans for water control structures should be 
developed to maximize the cross-sectional area open for as long as possible.  
Operations to maximize freshwater retention or redirect freshwater flows could be 
considered if hydraulic modeling demonstrates that is possible and such actions are 
recommended by the natural resource agencies.” 
 
CEMVN Response 22: Not applicable. 
 
Recommendation 23: “CEMVN shall fully compensate for any unavoidable losses of 
wetland habitat or non-wet bottomland hardwoods caused by project features.” 
 
CEMVN Response 23:  Concur.  
 
Recommendation 24: “Acquisition, habitat development, maintenance and 
management of mitigation lands should be allocated as first-cost expenses of the 
project, and the local project-sponsor should be responsible for operational costs.  If 
the local project-sponsor is unable to fulfill the financial mitigation requirements for 
operation, then the CEMVN shall provide the necessary funding to ensure mitigation 
obligations are met on behalf of the public interest.” 
 
CEMVN Response 24: This project is 100% Federally funded; therefore, acquisition 
of lands and habitat development for mitigation is the responsibility of the 
Government.  However, costs for maintenance and management would be the 
responsibility of the local sponsor. 
 
Recommendation 25: “Any proposed change in mitigation features or plans should be 
coordinated in advance with the USFWS, NMFS, LDWF, USEPA, and LDNR.” 
 
CEMVN Response 25: Mitigation for the impacts caused by this project would be 
coordinated through a mitigation IER.  Any changes to the mitigation plan in this IER 
would be coordinated in advance.  
 
Recommendation 26: “A report documenting the status of mitigation implementation 
and maintenance should be prepared every three years by the managing agency and 
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provided to the CEMVN, USFWS, NMFS, USEPA, LDNR, and LDWF.  That report 
should also describe future management activities, and identify any proposed changes 
to the existing management plan.” 
 
CEMVN Response 26:  Concur. 

 
CEMVN received a draft Coordination Act Report from the USFWS on 03 March 2008 
(Appendix D).  Recommendations of the USFWS, in accordance with the Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act, include: 
 

Recommendation 1: “[CEMVN] and local sponsor shall provide 118.54 AAHUs to 
compensate for the unavoidable, project-related loss of forested lands. The Service, 
National Marine Fisheries Service, Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, 
and Louisiana Department of Natural Resources should be consulted regarding the 
adequacy of any proposed alternative mitigation sites.” 

 
CEMVN Response 1: CEMVN will work with USFWS, NMFS, LDWF, and LDNR 
to address mitigation issues. 

 
Recommendation 2: “The protocol to identify and prioritize borrow sources provided 
in our August 7, 2006 Planning-aid letter [Appendix D]… should continue to be 
utilized as a guide in locating future borrow-sites.” 

 
CEMVN Response 2: Concur. 

 
Recommendation 3: “Any proposed change in borrow site features, locations, or 
plans shall be coordinated in advance with the Service, NMFS, LDWF, and LDNR.” 

 
CEMVN Response 3: CEMVN will work with USFWS NMFS, LDWF, and LDNR if 
there are any proposed changes. 

 
Recommendation 4: “The project’s first Project Cooperation Agreement (or similar 
document) shall include language that includes the responsibility of the local-cost 
sharer to provide operational monitoring, and maintenance funds for mitigation 
features.” 
 
CEMVN Response 4: Corps Project Partnering Agreements (PPA) do not contain 
language mandating the availability of funds for specific project features,  but require 
the non-Federal sponsor to provide certification of sufficient funding for the entire 
project.  Further, mitigation components are considered a feature of the entire project.  
The non-Federal Sponsor is responsible for OMRR&R of all project features in 
accordance with the OMRR&R manual that the Corps provides upon completion of 
the project. 

 
Recommendation 5: “Forest clearing associated with borrow site preparation should 
be conducted during the fall or winter to minimize impacts to nesting migratory birds, 
when practicable.”   

 
CEMVN Response 5: Concur. 

 
Recommendation 6: “If a proposed borrow site is changed significantly or excavation 
is not implemented within 1 year, we recommend that the Corps reinitiate 
coordination with David Castellanos (337/291-3112) at this office to ensure that the 
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proposed project would not adversely affect any Federally listed threatened or 
endangered species or their habitat.” 

 
CEMVN Response 6: Concur. 

7. Mitigation 
Mitigation for unavoidable impacts to the human and natural environment described in 
this and other IERs will be addressed in separate mitigation IERs.  CEMVN has 
partnered with Federal and State resource agencies to form an interagency mitigation 
team that is working to assess and verify these impacts, and to look for potential 
mitigation sites in the appropriate hydrologic basin.  This effort is occurring concurrently 
with the IER planning process in an effort to complete mitigation work and construct 
mitigation projects expeditiously. As with the planning process of all other IERs, the 
public will have the opportunity to give input about the proposed work. These mitigation 
IERs will, as described in Section 1 of this IER, be available for a 30-day public review 
and comment period. 
 
All non-jurisdictional BLH forest impacts were assessed by the USFWS and CEMVN 
under the NEPA, Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, and under Section 906 (b) WRDA 
1986 requirements and mitigation for those impacts would be completed.  Field data were 
collected by CEMVN and USFWS Biologists at the following proposed forested borrow 
areas: Tabony, Westbank Site I, and existing data from adjacent land was used for the 
Westbank Site F. Quantitative analysis, utilizing existing methodologies for water 
resource planning, has identified the acreages and habitat type for the direct or indirect 
impacts of implementing the proposed action. A Habitat Assessment Model (HAM) was 
run for each area identified as having unavoidable impacts. The model provides the 
AAHUs needed to mitigate for the proposed impacts (Table 7).  

 
Under the NEPA Alternative Arrangements process, mitigation planning and 
implementation for unavoidable impacts will be completed under a separate investigation 
and discussed in future IERs currently being written.  

 
Table 7: BLH AAHUs of Mitigation Needed 

Proposed 
Borrow Sites  Parish Non-Wet BLH 

impacted (acres) AAHUs needed 

Brad Buras Plaquemines (9, non-BLH) 0 
Tabony Plaquemines 86.93 28.9 

Westbank F Jefferson  148 85 
Westbank I Jefferson 9.76 4.64 
Westbank N Plaquemines 0 0 

 
Total 

 
 244.69 

 
118.54 

 
Note: Mitigation values may decrease because of further geotechnical evaluation of 
proposed borrow areas (i.e., acreage with unsuitable soils will not be impacted). 
 
Mitigation IERs will be prepared documenting and compiling the unavoidable impacts 
discussed in each IER.  The mitigation IERs will implement compensatory mitigation as 
early as possible.  All mitigation activities will be consistent with standards and policies 
established in the Clean Water Act Section 404 and the appropriate USACE policies and 
regulations governing this activity.  
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A draft CED will be prepared once the IERs are completed documenting and compiling 
these unavoidable impacts and those for all other proposed actions within the LPV and 
WBV which are being analyzed through other IERs.  Mitigation planning is being carried 
out for groups of IERs, rather than within each IER, so that large mitigation efforts could 
be taken rather than several smaller efforts, increasing the relative economic and 
ecological benefits of the mitigation effort. The mitigation IER and draft CED will be 
made available for public review and comment. 

8. Compliance with Environmental Laws and Regulations 
Construction of the proposed action would not commence until the proposed action 
achieves environmental compliance with all applicable laws and regulations, as described 
below.  

 
Environmental compliance for the proposed action will be achieved upon coordination of 
this IER with appropriate agencies, organizations, and individuals for their review and 
comments; USFWS and NMFS confirmation that the proposed action would not 
adversely affect any T&E species, or completion of Endangered Species Act Section 7 
consultation (Table 4); LDNR concurrence with the determination that the proposed 
action is consistent, to the maximum extent practicable, with the LCRP (Table 6); 
coordination with the SHPO (Table 5); receipt and acceptance or resolution of all Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act recommendations; and  receipt and acceptance or 
resolution of all Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality comments on the air 
quality impact analysis documented in the IER.  

9. Conclusions 

9.1 Interim Decision 
The proposed action consists of excavating five borrow areas that are located in non-
jurisdictional wetland areas. This report investigated the potential impacts of this action 
on jurisdictional wetlands, non-jurisdictional BLH, non-wetland/upland resources, prime 
and unique farmland, fisheries, wildlife, T&E species, cultural resources, recreational 
resources, noise quality, air quality, water quality, aesthetics, environmental justice, and 
socioeconomics. CEMVN has assessed the environmental impacts of the proposed action 
and has determined that the proposed action would have unavoidable impacts to a total of 
244.69 acres and 118.54 AAHUs of non-jurisdictional BLH. Mitigation values may 
decrease because of further geotechnical evaluation of the proposed borrow areas 
Mitigation for unavoidable impacts to non-jurisdictional BLH will be described under a 
separate IER(s).   

9.2 Prepared By 
IER # 22 was prepared by the following individuals. The address of the preparers is: U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District; Planning, Programs, and Project 
Management Division, CEMVN-PM; P.O. Box 60267; New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-
0267. 
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Preparer Title Topic 
Michael Brown Environmental Manager  
Gib Owen Environmental Team 

Leader  
Christopher Brown, Ph.D. Botanist HTRW 
Thomas Keevin, Ph.D. Chief, Environmental Branch, 

St. Louis District, USACE Internal technical review 
Linda Labure Chief, Real Estate Division Real Estate Division 
Ed Lyon, Ph.D. Archaeologist Environmental Justice 
Valerie McCormack, Ph.D. Archaeologist Cultural Resources 
Hope Pollmann Outdoor Recreation 

Planner Recreational Resources 

Richard Radford Landscape Architect Aesthetic (Visual) 
Resources 

Laura Singer Regional Economist Socioeconomic Resources 
Danielle Tommaso Environmental Resources 

Specialist Document preparation 
Ph.D.: Doctor of Philosophy 
 
In addition to the above list of preparers, the Borrow PDT consists of the following 
individuals: 
 

Team Member Title CEMVN Office 
Soheila Nazarian Holley, P.E. Senior Project Manager Protection & Restoration 

Office 
Tutashinda Salaam Project Manager Protection & Restoration 

Office 
Teresa King Project Manager Protection & Restoration 

Office 
Michael Bourgeois Supervisory Civil Engineer Construction Division 
Louis Britsch, P.G. Supervisory Geologist Geotechnical Branch 
Amy Goodlett Technician Protection & Restoration 

Office 
Michael Grzegorzewski Project Engineer Hurricane Protection 

Office 
Brett Herr Chief, Regional Projects 

Branch 
Protection & Restoration 
Office 

Janet Keller Realty Specialist Real Estate Division 
Maurya Kilroy Assistant District Council Office of Council 
John B. Petitbon, E.I.T. Civil/Cost Engineer Cost Engineering Branch 
Danny Thurmond Engineer Levees Branch 
Kim Tullier Geotechnical Engineer Geotechnical Branch 
Thomas Waguespack Civil Engineering Senior 

Technician Geotechnical Branch 
E.I.T.: Engineer in Training 
P.E.: Professional Engineer 
P.G.: Professional Geologist 
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Appendix A: List of Acronyms and Definitions of Common Terms 
 
AAHUs: Average Annualized Habitat Units. Habitat Units represent a numerical 
combination of habitat quality [Habitat Suitability Index] and habitat quantity [acres] 
within a given area at a given point in time. Average Annual Habitat Units represent the 
average number of Habitat Units within any given year over the project life for a given 
area. 
APE: Areas of Potential Effect 
AST: Above-ground Storage Tank 
ASTM: American Society of Testing and Materials 
BMP: Best Management Practices 
BLH: Bottomland Hardwood  
CED: Comprehensive Environmental Document 
CEQ: Council on Environmental Quality 
Clay Classifications:  

CH: Fat clay 
CL: lean clay 
ML: Silt 

CO: Carbon monoxide 
CZM: Coastal Zone Management  
CERCLA: Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
EA: Environmental Assessment  
EIS: Environmental Impact Statement 
ESA: Environmental Site Assessment 
ESRI Inc.: Environmental Systems Research Institute 
FONSI: Finding of No Significant Impact 
HAM: Habitat Assessment Model 
GNOHSDRRS: Greater New Orleans Hurricane and Storm Damage Risk Reduction 

System (aka, Hurricane Protection System [HPS]) 
HAM: Habitat Assessment Model 
HTRW: Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste 
IER: Individual Environmental Report 
IHNC: Inner Harbor Navigation Canal 
IPET: Interagency Performance Evaluation Team 
LCRP: Louisiana Coastal Resource Program 
LDEQ: Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality 
LDNR: Louisiana Department of Natural Resources 
LDWF: Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 
LOS: Level of service 
LPV: Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity Hurricane Protection Project 
MSA: Metropolitan Statistical Area 
NAAQS: National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NEPA: National Environmental Policy Act 
NPDES: National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
NOV: New Orleans to Venice Hurricane Protection Project 
NOx: Nitrogen oxides 
NWR: National Wildlife Refuge 
O3: Ozone  
OMRR&R: Operation, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement and Rehabilitation 
P&S: Plans and Specifications   
PDT: Project Delivery Team 
P.L.: Public Law 
PM: Particulate matter 



 

  
           

PPA: Project Partnering Agreement 
PI: Plasticity index 
RCRA: Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
REC: Recognized Environmental Condition 
ROD: Record of Decision 
SHPO: State Historic Preservation Officer 
SIR: Supplemental Information Report 
SOx: Sulfur oxides  
SPH: Standard Project Hurricane 
T&E: Threatened or Endangered Species 
UNOP: Unified New Orleans Plan 
USACE: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

CEMVN: Mississippi Valley Division, New Orleans District 
USDA: U.S. Department of Agriculture  

NRCS: Natural Resources Conservation Service 
USFWS: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
WBV: West Bank and Vicinity Hurricane Protection Project 
WRDA: Water Resources Development Acts (various years) 
VOC: Volatile organic compound 
 
 
 
 
 



 

  
           

Appendix B: Public Comments 
 
Included in this section are comments received during the public review period, which 
ended 30 April 2008.  Also included are notes from the 12 February 2008, and 24 April 
2008 Westbank I public meetings. Notes for other public meetings can be found at 
www.nolaenvironmental.gov, or by request. 
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Westbank I borrow site community meeting 
Tuesday, February 12, 2008 
 

Location Holy Guardian Angels Catholic Church Youth Center 
425 10th St. 
Bridge City, LA 
 

Time 7:00 p.m. 

Attendees approx 100 and 9 staff  

Format Presentation then Q & A 

Handouts • Presentation 
• Fact sheet 
• Borrow handout 2.12.08 
• Corps funding and approval process pamphlet  

Facilitator Julie Morgan, USACE, Outreach  
Presentation by Soheila Holley, Senior Project Manager, Borrow Team 
 

 

Welcome 
Julie Morgan 

 

Opening 
Monsignor Luminais started with the “Our Father.” 

 

Monsignor Luminais: 

We’re delighted to see so many people here and only in Bridge City would a crowd show.  John Alario 
meant to be here but is held up in Baton Rouge.  We’ll play like he’s here.  Mr. Lagasse is here and so 
is Rep. Billiot.  Mr. Barkley is here from Marrero Land and Mr. Vastolla.  Is anyone else with power 
here?   

I’d like to introduce Julie Morgan with whom I’ve been helping to plan this event.  Braving the 
weather is a test. 

 

Julie Morgan, USACE, Outreach 

Thank you for coming out in this weather. 

Thank you to Jerry Spohrer, from the levee district, our non-federal sponsor.  The Corps has had 41 
public meetings in the past year. We’re going to continue because want to get information to you.  We 
want your comments and to understand your issues. This is your time to let us know what your 
concerns on Corps projects in your area are.  This meeting is about the borrow site called Westbank I.  
Our senior project manager, Soheila Holley, is here to give the presentation.  Before we start, here are 
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the ground rules.  Please wait until after Ms. Holley is finished to ask any questions.  There’s a flow to 
the presentation and by interrupting you stop the flow and she may answer your questions during her 
presentation.  There will be a comment period after the presentation.  Please limit comments to 5 
minutes.  Lots of people will want to make comments.  I’ll be watching the clock. 

 

Project mangers will be here after to talk to you. You can talk to 
them after the meeting. We also have subject matter experts here and  
I’ll introduce them later.  We’ll get back to you. E-mail is the best 
but we’ll also snail mail information to you.   

 

 

Soheila Holley, Senior Project Manager 

Thanks for coming especially tonight. We have a brief presentation 
that is about Westbank I, a potential site of borrow in this area. 

 

Here is some background information.  NEPA is used anytime we 
have a federal project.  We must comply with NEPA rules.  We 
analyze impacts to human and animal environmental and include  
all of the analyses in the document which is called an Individual 

Environmental Report, or IER.  The intention is to make sure you’re involved in any project [the Corps 
takes on] and to make sure you understand impacts of the project. 

We estimate we need more than 100 million cubic yards of clay, and 
that is across 5 parishes. Due to the unprecedented amount of clay we 
need, we must find material that meets geotechnical and 
environmental requirements. We’re looking at three options to identify 
borrow right now.  The first option is government furnished borrow.  
First we get right-of–entry then we get on the land to take borings.  
Material is then analyzed for geotechnical standards and we also do an 
environmental check as we go through [the examination of the 
material].  Once a site is deemed suitable it will be put in the IER and 

then goes forward so the Corps can begin the real estate acquisition process. Depending on the project, 
some projects are 100 percent federal.  [After using the borrow site] the land easement is returned to 
land-owner.  There is a cost–share, for some phases, for the non-federal sponsor. 

 

[The second way the Corps is identifying borrow material is through the] Contractor furnished method.  
That is when the landowner does all the geotechnical testing.  A technical team determines then if that 
material is suitable, then that site goes through an IER. The same engineering [and tests] that would be 
done on a government furnished site is done on a contractor furnished site. As a courtesy that list is 
available for construction contractors.  Compensation is paid between the contractor and the 
landowner. 

[The third way to identify borrow is with a] supply contract.  This we’ve done in some parishes in 
particular; St. Bernard, Orleans and Plaquemines because, there’s not enough material available.  This 
option is to buy material from a clay provider, they have the same testing. The owner or a contractor 
for the owner does testing and submits it to us then one qualified bidder competes to get a contract 
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award.  We’re in the second phase of the supply contract. We just did a sources sought, market 
research, to see who can supply the quantity of clay we need.  The second phase is a solicitation. We’ll 
have final solicitation out in couple of months then will [inaudible] award in Oct 08. 

This map shows dots/sites that we’ve investigated or are under 
investigation.  The bulk of cost from borrow comes from the hauling 
distance.  In order to protect [inaudible], we try to identify alignments 
close to the sites to be cost effective.  We talk about trucks on roads, 
deterioration of roads, traffic congestion all of that is a factor. 

 

 

These are the sites on the Westbank we’re exploring.  [Inaudible] site 
investigation is almost complete. We’re waiting for the IER to be 
signed.  All the sites are under investigation.  Site I is here [pointing]. 

 

 

 

This is Westbank I, the boundary will not be the actual pit.  [Pointing] 
that’s the boundary of the area and that we’ve deemed suitable 
material therefore borrow.  Once we’re in the final phase, they’ll have 
a pit design which would be smaller than this map shows.  The upper 
portion of the site is 16 acres, the lower pit is 12.8 acres.  The sites 
would be about 20 ft deep.  The middle area is used for stockpile.  
[Inaudible] another area that’s going to be stockpile.   

 

The IER for this site won’t be complete until April.  Once that’s done, 
this pit will provide material to the Lake Cataouatche project.  Once 
the IER is completed, there will be cost shared by the local sponsor. 
We’ll require the local sponsors to help with the land easement. This 
IER will be completed in March, then 30 day public review period.   

This is an IER that’s available for public review.  It will close Feb. 29. 
In order to access this document, go to nolaenvironmental.gov.  

 

If you have input you can go to 
nolaenvironmental.gov or contact Gib 
Owen.  His phone number and address 
is here. 
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This is the Web site that we have for environmental information and 
NEPA, www.nolaenvironmental.gov 

 

 

 

 

Question and Answer  

 
Question 1. Where is Lake Cataouatche? Why is it connected to us? Why do we have to give them our 
clay? 

Response 1. Julie Vignes: This is the lake [pointing].  There’s a levee alignment project that protects 
the Westbank, Waggaman, Westwego and Bridge City.  It’s under construction now and needs to be 
further enlarged.   

Woman:  That’s not by Avondale? 

Vignes: It’s under consideration for a federal levee.  [Inaudible] those are Mississippi River levees.   

 

Morgan: This is Julie Vignes, the senior project manger for this area.  Also here is Tuta Salaam, from 
the borrow team, and Todd Klock from our real estate department. I will be watching the clock so 
please keep your comments to 5 minutes.  We want to answer your questions.  If we don’t, please ask 
in a different way.  We don’t want you to leave saying we didn’t answer you. 

I’ll walk around and provide the microphone. 

Comment 2. Rep. Billiot: You know as much as me.  I’m going to learn this project as we go.  To the 
group that’s here, if all of this under study is being used for Lake Cataouatche, then there’s a lot to be 
said but if you look at the situation[inaudible].  In Zachary, if you come up to the Huey P. Long Bridge 
[inaudible] and traffic and alternate routes, this material has to be moved and trucked out. Please take 
into account the traffic.  [The traffic] is unbelievable now and as we move forward [inaudible]. The 
environment in our area is important.  If you have a chance to come here between 5 and 6 in the 
morning, [you’ll see that] it’s crowded when Northrop Grumman is coming to work.  As things start to 
happen [inaudible] I’m going to work with you. I need to be able to talk to people in the area.  So I 
don’t know a lot, I know Lake Cataouatche and Lake Salvatore. If they are going to use material to 
make sure areas are safe, then we need to work along with them but we need to make sure the quality 
of life improves not decreases. 

Question 3. Man: What about you dig the borrow site and it rains.  [There will be] even more water, 
especially 20 feet behind the school.  Water is going to overflow and the drains can’t handle it.  What 
will you fill [the borrow site] in with? 

Response 3. Holley: When an area becomes a potential borrow site, when it’s excavated, we’ll get 
easement from the owner and then it is returned to owner.  The landowner can do what they please 
[with the site].  As an organization we’re still investigating backfilling but the area is returned back to 
the landowner. 
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Man: Will the Corps replace that [material taken from the borrow site]? 

Holley: At this time, backfilling is being investigated.  We’re working that out. 

Question 4. Timothy Briscal: I’ve been here for 52 years.  You said you take land from there. What 
about areas that border?  There will be dust flying, trucks and everything else. A couple of my friends 
are here and we work in construction.  We know what the problem is.  Instead of protection, you don’t 
have protection, that the water doesn’t back up.  I think I worked Lake Cataouatche on a drainage job.  
I’m worried about digging and [inaudible] with water coming and we’ll have water behind us.  We are 
below sea level and I’m worried about that.  A lot of things [are happening] in our area to fight fires 
[inaudible] we weren’t asked then.  What about us? 

Response 4. Holley:  Only a landowner will be compensated.  You talk about overflow. Once a pit is 
designed it’ll be sloped and it won’t overflow to and adjacent area.  During construction we’ll make 
sure [inaudible]. 

Briscal: How many years can we count on it not overflowing? 

Holley: Once the area is excavated, the property is returned to the landowner and they can develop it 
as they please. 

 

Question 5. Larry Walker: Who is the land owner? 

Comment 5. You may or may not know me. I’m N. Buckner Barkley from the Marrero Land 
Company.  We own the property.  From the standpoint of compensation, you don’t know what you’ll 
be offered for your property until they come up with an offer.  I’ve been asking since April that this 
area not be considered.  It’s close to the community that it will impact adversely.  This is the first time 
that I’ve heard that the Corps will take easements and not property.  And that they’re going to give it 
back to me.  The cost of filling the hole doesn’t make sense.  This area, with the widening of the Huey 
P. Long Bridge is going to open up.  I would suggest that this is a developable piece of property. It’s 
been divided for an expansion of the residential area.  We have plans in place for light industry next to 
Avondale. It won’t happen if this happens (clapping). 

 

Question 6. Jeanie Rentz, Bridge City: The concern I have is a pit that big. We have enough problems 
with flooding and drainage. Before we get help with drainage, Westwego has to fill up first.  If we 
have this borrow pit it’s going to take longer for us to drain to Bayou Segnette and there will be 
problems with mosquito control.  We’re going to have standing water and breed more mosquitoes.  
And how is it going to affect the ecosystem? If you have something like this, it’ll turn into a marsh.  
My question is, if the Marrero Land Company is going to get the property back in the condition you’re 
talking about, how is it going to help this community to put it back together? 

Response 6. Klock: It’s our intention to buy an easement which means we can use it for a certain 
period of time and dig borrow for the levee.  Compensation given to Marrero Land will be a fair 
market value determined by an appraiser.  The appraiser will evaluate in the property in its state right 
now.  If it’s zoned commercial or residential it’ll be appraised by a licensed appraiser and that’ll be 
what’s offered. 

 
Question 7. Judy Folse: This community is being stretched to its limit with the Huey P. bridge 
widening and Avondale.  I leave at 4:45 a.m. and I have traffic coming home.  It’s bad enough with 
Avondale. This community can’t afford this.  No matter who [inaudible] the environment affects this; 
we have mosquito spray with trucks once a week.  This community can’t handle it.  You’re looking for 
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material from an area that’s already losing 16 acres a year in wetlands.  The government has to pay to 
have it shipped in from Mississippi or higher hill country.  You’re robbing from Peter to pay Paul. 

Response 7. Holley: As I mentioned, the bulk of the cost comes from hauling. A truck has to come 
from somewhere.  What you’re saying is you don’t want it to come from your backyard. Where do you 
want it to come from?  We are the guardians of citizens of the US, not just Louisiana. Money is from 
California and Maine, everywhere.  What’s most cost effective is material closest to the alignment.  
These trucks are going to be coming from now until 2011. Other states such as Mississippi are 
concerned about their roads and deterioration.  This material is [inaudible] this is a potential site; this is 
going to protect your community.  This is for entire system.  This material is going to provide 
protection for your community and safety is our number 1 priority.  We’re trying to minimize impacts 
but there will be [inaudible]. 

 

Question 8. Folse: There’s enough dust and traffic already.  We don’t want the trucks here.  I 
understand we need protection but why should I sacrifice my quality of life for someone in California’s 
taxes? It’ll be more cost effective than people for [Inaudible]. 

Response 8. Holley: The most cost effective method is the way we’re looking at [inaudible]. 
[Inaudible] safety and cost effective. 

 

Question 9. Carlos Montaforta:  There is one pit that’s close to the Mississippi River. Why is it so 
close to the river?  Will it compromise the levee holding the river back? 

Response 9. Holley: No, it should not.  When we look at [inaudible] they look to make sure it doesn’t 
fail.  There are set backs. 

Montaforta: But the engineers messed up on the other levees.  That river flows every year; if you’re 
digging that close you’re going to compromise that levee. 

Holley: No. 

Montaforta: How can you be sure that [inaudible] won’t compromise the levee that holds back the 
river? 

Holley:  We’ll make sure there will be no borrow sites causing any failures in the vicinity.  Including 
area parks, buildings or the levee system.  That analysis will be done.  They’ve dug [inaudible].  

Vignes:  A lot of borrow sites were done adjacent to the Mississippi River levees.  There are borrow 
sites adjacent to Mississippi River levees. 

Jerry Spohrer, West Jefferson Levee district: There are two borrow sites close to the Mississippi 
River levees.  The first is between Hwy 541 and LA-18, just a mile east of the bridge circle. The 
second is in Waggaman, which is adjacent to the Mississippi River; it’s about a 20 acre pit.  One was 
done in 1987, the other was done partially in 1988 and we finished using it in 1995. 

 
Question 10. Lane Hulen, Bridge City: What about the quality of air? You’re digging behind a school.  
We breath the Avondale fumes everyday, what about dust flying in?  Coaches bring the [students] 
there.  They’ll just be exposed. 

Response 10. Vignes: We have to get air quality permits from the Louisiana Department of 
Environmental Quality for air and water.  We’ll demonstrate that we achieve that standard. 
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Comment 11:  Samuel Steins, Mosquito Control, Inc:  We deal with borrow sites throughout the 
parishes.  We don’t see an increase initially but [the water] becomes stagnant.  We would hope that 
[you will carefully consider what you] fill the site in with.  Larva loves debris.  We want to go with 
any process and the refill process.  We hope you consider what it’s filled with. 

Morgan: We’ll take your comments [back to our superiors]. 

 
Question 12. Roberta Grace, River Road: Yes, it’s going to cost taxes but we’re spending money on a 

war.  Who owns the land surrounding borrow the pits? 

Response 12. Vignes: We don’t know who the adjacent land owners 
are. 

Comment 12: Barkley: I can’t tell from this layout, but this is adjacent 
to the Jefferson Parish work yard, Department of Transportation and a 
development yard, which wouldn’t be able to expand, and the Bridge 
City treatment plant.  We own all the way to LA 18.   

 

Comment 13. Barkley: If you look at this map, this site is off and 
remote from the other sites that seem to be clustered.  Rather than take 
this little site you can take up other sites and not burden this 
community by taking this property. 

 

 

 

Comment 14: Monsignor Luminais: I have a problem with the term borrow. They aren’t borrowing it 
if they aren’t giving it back. They’re emptying a good piece of property.  It borders my church and 
recreation department and [inaudible] department behind the gym and school.  I heard today that a 
child drowned in the Waggamen borrow pit.  That’s frightening that a child will drown in a hole for 
clay.  Up river there are empty areas that could give clay.  It’s not a borrow pit, you should change the 
name. 

Question 15. Man in blue: Was any consideration given [to sites] upriver?   

Response 15. Holley: We’re looking at non-wetland areas that could yield suitable areas.  We’re 
looking at all areas.   

 
Question 16. Man in blue: How many people are opposed to this area please raise your hand? [Whole 
audience raises hands]. We don’t want it around here.  

Response 16. Vignes: We’re here to get your comments.  He asked about other areas already under 
investigation.  Some have been tested and they’re not suitable.  Near the lake there is much more 
organic material and so we won’t let us use that material to build the levee. 

 
Question 17. Steve Alvarez, Nine Mile Point:  I do construction.  You were talking about cost 
effectiveness.  You could barge [in material] from Mississippi and [take it] through Lake Cataouatche. 
You could load material from a barge.  The Corps did sampling a lot of times.  The left hand and 
doesn’t know what the right hand is doing.  Water pressure on top of the hurricane forced water up 
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under the back side of [inaudible].  You’re going to put a pit near a levee.  [Inaudible] you can hear 
[inaudible] the spring when the river is at flood stage.  You’re going to have water pressure of 100 feet. 
Pressure at the bottom, if it hits an [inaudible] it could cut a dice canal and this will be Nine Mile Point 
Island.  You need to move that pit in an area with population and growth. This area is going to create 
revenue for Jefferson Parish.  You can’t say for certain it won’t so it shouldn’t be put here.  Avoid 
action by not having action (clapping) it shouldn’t be put here.  Take it upriver and upstate. 

Response 17. Holley: Concerning green material, there is a third option. A supply contract throughout 
[inaudible] we’ll pursue bidders from out of state.  As far as stability, there were borings taken. We’re 
looking at pits and will make sure there are no failing issues with adjacent property.  That’ll be done 
during the pit analysis. 

 

Question 18. Man: How close are the borings? 

Response 18. Holley: 500 feet.  That’s our standard, 500 feet apart.  Our geotechnical engineers are 
comfortable with those borings. 

 

Question 19. Carol Adams, Bridge City: What specific clay do you have to have for this project?  Red 
clay, black clay?  Georgia is full of clay. Florida and Missouri are full of clay.  Others have clay.  
Railroad tracks don’t involve getting on highways.  Barges go up and down the Mississippi River.  Is 
there not another source that’s not below sea level? We pay taxes too.  Half the people don’t live here.  
It wasn’t the storm or the levees but the Corps of Engineers. This was a Corps of Engineers thing that 
caused flooding.  We’ll try to find you some clay and bring it down.  Are you going to put a fence 
around it?  I have nieces and nephews. We don’t want kids in a hole. My cat died because of 
mosquitoes.  My family was the first to come here, before there was a street. I don’t want Bridge City 
to die because of clay. 

Response 19. Holley: We need clay that can be compacted with little organic material and sand to 
prevent seepage.  I understand your concerns.  The third option is bringing material in. We were 
successful with the supply contract. 64 people responded to our market research.  The 2nd phase is 
solicitation. If we get bidders and if they have good material [inaudible] and no failure [inaudible] of 
price but we have a budget. The 3rd option is in place.  Maybe we’ll get a good response [from supply 
contractors].  Maybe there will be no need for this borrow site, but until then we have to be proactive.  
I live in Orleans and I flooded, I know the value of protection.  Julie [Vignes] is from Chalmette. We 
all understand.  We’re trying to minimize impacts and are looking at three options. If the supply is 
provided at the right time, and if the price is right, then that’s the key. Our commander is concerned 
and our sponsors are trying to address that [price/supply] we have to wait for a response. 

   

Comment 20: Judy Folse: This community is not going to be worth saving from a hurricane.  Flood 
water from Lake Cataouatche is a [inaudible] air quality [inaudible] river could suck it down.  Move 
[this site] down the road, we can’t afford this.  As far as cost-effective we can’t afford to lose this land.  
Someone has common sense.  If California and Georgia don’t want to pay taxes tell them to send 
trucks with clay in [inaudible].  If Iraq needed clay they’d send it.  Please take it [this site off the table]. 
We have Avondale, Huey P. Bridge improvements, Bridge City needs repairs, and this is not cost 
effective to us. We’re not worrying about the Corps, we’re worried about us. 
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Question 21. Robert Sela [directed at Rep. Billiot].  You heard our concerns. These people don’t want 
this pit. What can you do?  We want you to do your best. Move it upriver and get it out of our 
neighborhood. 

Response 21. Rep. Billiot: At the beginning, I told you my feelings were this community is 
overburdened. Now, as this meeting continues, you verified what I said.  With Avondale, which creates 
jobs, we don’t have enough room.  There is also the Huey P. enlargement.  One of my concerns was 
what the landowner felt.  And the landowner said he wanted to see his land become a very quality 
development, something that needs to happen in this area.  I see Avondale traffic.  I made all those 
statements at the beginning.  They need to go through procedures but they know how the community 
feels.  They have a job they have to do.  When they get to the end I’m hoping it’ll fade and that the pit 
doesn’t come here.  If the pit will be here there are other avenues the community, state and federal 
government can try to do to stop it. Right now this is a procedure they are going through.  When 
completed, there’s the next step.  I’m hoping it’s over with. They have a boss and jobs they have to 
respond to. They can’t say it’s over and done.  Go through the procedure.  I’m a state official don’t 
think I can call Bush to say listen.  I can call my friend with the parish. 

 

Question 22. Sela: If it’s not a done deal, can you write a letter expressing our opinion? 

Response 22. Rep. Billiot: There are things I can do. I wouldn’t want them [inaudible] if I have a state 
project I wouldn’t want federal officials to start telling me something. I’d want to go through 
procedures.  We’re not going to throw something at them.  You understand we’re not in favor. 

 

Question 23. Linda, Bridge City:  The community can’t afford this.  The first time we found out about 
this was during our council meeting.  We know there were meetings before.  We are the community 
that’s going to suffer.  When I e-mailed the Corps about meetings, they apologized for not letting 
Bridge City know.  We want to be followed-up with.  We’ve built this church, the community and 
senior center; we need this community to go up in economic value.  The community doesn’t want it, 
we want to stay informed. 

Response 23. Mike Brown: Through the NEPA process you have the ability to comment.  These 
public meetings are advertised in Times-Picayune. 

Comment 23: Linda: But we should have known. 

Morgan: Now that we have your names and addresses you’ll be informed. 

 

Comment 24: Wes Kungel, Senator Mary Landrieu’s Office: I’d like to tag what Rep.Billiot said.  I 
commend the Corps for going through the process.  Senator Landrieu sent a letter to Plaquemines, St. 
Bernard, Jefferson and even New Orleans East.  The letter was sent in December, while the Corps 
needs materials also [inaudible] because you don’t want Southeast Louisiana looking like Swiss 
cheese.  We’re in the process of organizing a meeting with Plaquemines, St. Bernard and Jefferson 
parish officials to figure out ways to move forward.  This doesn’t sound like the best spot to put a pit.  
With property rights the property owner has say so.  Meetings are a way to get input.  I appreciate 
these efforts.  Senator Landrieu asked me to come.  Thank you for bringing this to my attention.  She’s 
asked me to stay on top of this.  As the federal liaison it’s easier for Senator Landrieu [inaudible].  
Thank you for sharing your opinions. (clapping) 

 



        Public Meeting Recap 

Page 10 of 10 

Question 25. Jean Rentz: to Rep. Billiot: We know what’s going on. We disagree. They have bosses. 
As a community while we wait for decision can we write petitions or letters to Col. Lee?  Can we do 
this, send petition letters and send them to Col. Lee and our senators?  We don’t have all our neighbors 
here but they’d want to write letters too. 

 

 
Response 25. Vignes:  This IER is expected to go out for public 
review on or about this date, we have a Web site where you can access 
information.  You can make direct comments to this. They are 
available in your packet. 

 

 

 
Comment 26. Elton Lagasse, Jefferson Parish Councilman: The council will pass a resolution 
tomorrow opposing this site in Bridge City for several reasons.  1. This is the middle of the [inaudible] 
area.  You see Avondale and everyone mention the Huey P. Long Bridge expansion.  This side of the 
river is the growth area of Jefferson. There is no more growth on the east bank.  If you’re taking 
valuable land we’re asking [inaudible] we respect the Corps but we know hurricane protection is 
important. The Westbank was lucky.  If we don’t raise that levee we’ll have a problem. Were asking 
you to find material for the levee from a different spot. 

 
Comment 27: Man with purple sweater: I appreciate our elected officials coming.   

 
Comment 28: Man with beard: At the very least we want you to use the word borrow, put dirt back in. 
[Inaudible] government got cheap and didn’t put dirt back. 
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Individual Environmental Report 22  
Westbank I borrow site community meeting 
Thursday, April 24, 2008 
 

Location Holy Guardian Angels Catholic Church Youth Center 
425 10th St. 
Bridge City, LA 
 

Time Open House 6:00 p.m. 
Presentation 7:00 p.m. 

Attendees  Approx 65 and 10 staff 

Format Presentation then Q & A 

Handouts • PowerPoint Presentation 
• Borrow handout 4.24.08 
• Corps approval process brochure 
• Hurricane system location map 

Facilitation Rene Poche, public affairs 
Presenter: Soheila Holley, senior project manager, Borrow 
 

Welcome 

Rene Poche, Public Affairs 

Good evening, I’m Rene Poche and I’ll be facilitating the meeting tonight.  Thanks to Holy Guardian 
Angel’s Catholic Church and Monsignor Luminais for hosting the Corps tonight.  And thanks for the 
hot dogs and chili, they’re great. 

These are the ground rules.  Soheila Holley has a presentation for you.  Please hold your questions 
until after the presentation.  We also have a couple people here who I’d like to introduce: 

Rep. Robert Billiot State Representative, District 83 

Monsignor Luminais Holy Guardian Angels Catholic Church 

Jerry Spohrer West Jefferson Levee District 

 

From the Corps we have: 

Mike Brown Environmental Manager 

Soheila Holley Senior Project Manager, borrow 

Todd Klock Real Estate 

CPT Eric Marshall Protection and Restoration Office 

Gib Owen Environmental Manager 

Rich Varuso Deputy Chief, Geotech 
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Soheila Holley, senior project manager 

The last time we were here we made a presentation on the Westbank I 
borrow site and gave the general status of borrow material in the 
Westwego/Harvey polder.  There aren’t many new updates but we’ll 
try to give you more information. 

 

 

 

We’re here because of the National Environmental Policy Act.  The 
NEPA process requires that a project that uses federal money must 
comply with NEPA.  We’ve come out, [to places all over the greater 
New Orleans area] to make presentations and make information 
accessible to the public.  [The purpose is to get] information from you 
and to take it back to let management know what [you’d like to see of 
the system].  Public involvement is a key to the process. 

 

We’ve divided New Orleans into 17 project areas and are writing 
Individual Environmental Reports that discuss the impacts projects 
have to the human and natural environment.  All of this is documented 
in the IER which the public can review.  Once we review the impacts, 
we review your comments and then the District Commander, Col. 
Alvin Lee, will sign the document. 

 

We need over 100 million cubic yards of clay for the entire system.  
The amount we need is a moving target, but it’s a tremendous amount 
of material, over 100 million cubic yards right now but as we get 
closer to final design that number will change. 

We have three methods to identify borrow material.  Before Hurricane 
Katrina we had just the Government Furnished method, we chose a site 
that was close to the alignment of the levee.  Then we would test it [to 
ensure it met our standards] and put material in the system.  Now we 
need a tremendous amount of material so we have three methods to get 

it.  The first method is Government Furnished.  We get the right-of-entry and then invest in the 
property with a lengthy investigation.  We have a check list of geotechnical and environmental 
requirements.   Once we’re done with the investigation we put the site in an IER.  So far we have 
completed IER 18 and 19.  The comment period for IER 23 closed yesterday and more IERs are 
coming up.  When we have an approved site, then we proceed with the real estate process.  We 
approach the landowner to give them just compensation and then there is a negotiation of an offer.  
Once the site is acquired we proceed using it on an alignment. 

For Contractor Furnished we have many of the same elements but the landowner does the testing.  The 
testing is consistent for each method to make sure the material is good and meets our standards.  So the 
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landowner does the testing and then sends us the results for us to review and make sure it’s okay.  
Then the site is put in another IER such as 19 which is complete and 26 which is coming up. When the 
IER is approved we make it available for construction contractors.  Construction companies can chose 
to use material from that site but we make sure our geotechnical requirements are met.  It still goes 
through the NEPA process. 

This third option is a Supply Contract.  This is when the landowner does testing, we review it and then 
it goes through an IER.  The intention is to get a handful of bidders approved, then have them compete 
for the contract depending on the contracting method that we will use.  They may have to excavate and 
bring the material to the levee alignment or to a stockpile area near the alignment. Using this method, 
we currently have a draft solicitation for material for three projects, two in St. Bernard and one in 
Orleans Parish.  There is another general solicitation for material in draft form.  The last Sources 
Sought request brought us 64 people but they have to demonstrate the material meets the standards for 
use.   

The site you asked us to discuss, Westbank I, is a Government Furnished site.  

These are the areas, system-wide, that we have looked at for borrow.  
Some of these areas have been rejected because of wetlands, unsuitable 
material, seepage and so on.  We would also reject the site if there was 
too much sand or to many structures near the site.  This map includes 
areas that were rejected.  The borrow identified and investigated on 
this map had a yield of about 20 percent, meaning that out of the 100 
million cubic yards that we investigated, eighty million was rejected 
because it was wetlands or because of the soil quality and so on.  

We’re very picky about materials we use in the system. 

 

These are the sites that have been 
investigated on the Westbank of 
Jefferson Parish.  The big blue site is 
River Birch.  It is a Contractor 
Furnished site.  Most of these sites are 
Government Furnished sites and will 
supply material for the Lake 
Cataouatche polder.  Westbank I is the 

northeast corner of this map [on the right].  The Churchill Farm Government Furnished site 
investigation is complete.  It was approved in IER 18 and is in Real Estate now. The investigations for 
sites, Westbank I and F, are completed and included in IER 22.    

 

IER 22 explores a total of six sites, three in Jefferson Parish and three 
in Plaquemines Parish.  It was released on April 1 and the comment 
period closes on April 30.  When we get comments [inaudible] Col. 
Lee will review the comments then sign the IER, once that happens it 
is approved. 
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This is the Westbank I borrow site.  This is the same map we showed on Feb. 12.  The site is 33 acres 
now, it started as a much larger site.  It was 80 acres and we ended up 
with this [area in the green].  The area in the middle marked in red is 
where the material was too organic so we’re using it for stockpile area 
instead.  Another area, marked in red, at the south end, will be used as 
an access road.  The testing is complete but we still call it “under 
investigation” because the IER hasn’t been signed yet.  Once the IER 
is signed we’ll turn the site over to the project manager who is in 
charge of levees in the polder and then the site will go to the real 
estate department. 

This is your opportunity to comment on this process.  You can call 
Gib Owen he gets all the calls, this is his phone number and there is an 
e-mail address to reach him. And this is a Web site where you can get 
information if you need more information than what you learn tonight. 

As I mentioned in the beginning this is just a status of the Westbank I 
site.  You let us know you were interested in it so we were more than 
happy to meet again.  We heard your concerns last time.  We are the 
technical team and our job is to listen, we’re not policy makers but 
we’ll take your comments.  The final decision is made by Col. Lee. 

 

Poche: Before we get to the discussion I’d like to let you know that I’ll come to you.  Please raise your 
hand and I will come to you.  Please say your name and keep your comment to less than 3 minutes.  
We’d like to make sure everyone gets the chance to speak before we let someone speak again.  We 
know people have opinions but please be constructive.  We want to take your information back, that’s 
why we’re here to get your input. 

Question 1. Mitchell Mark, Westwego:  I live close to the area.  You have two sites that are not just 
near the church.  The sites are close to the Mississippi River.  Why would you be willing to dig that 
close to the Mississippi River levees?  If you go to the Huey P. Long Bridge, there’s leakage.  You’re 
trying to relieve the Mississippi River levees with the Bonnet Carre Spillway, so why would you do 
that? Also, based on transportation costs, why not haul the material on barges? With tugs full of clay 
from better suited areas [inaudible].  It’s going to cost you more time to move material on trucks than it 
would to move material on barges. 

Response 1. Holley:  In general, as I mentioned, we’re not ready to dig yet.  The only site that is ready 
for Real Estate is Churchill Farms.  The rest of the sites are still undergoing testing or are under 
investigation such as Westbank I and F.  They still have to be approved, and then the property has to 
go through real estate acquisition so no one digging yet.  We’re schedule to start excavation in mid-
2009 for the Westbank I site once it is approved and acquired.  We will do seepage analysis, we’ll look 
at the final pit design to see how far away it is from the Mississippi River.  Westbank I is 2200 feet 
from the river.  If there were any sand layers we’ll be aware of them, we won’t jeopardize anything, 
especially the levee.  All that analysis will take place [under the guidance of] a licensed geotechnical 
engineer.  The seepage analysis will be done for each pit.  If we have to [reduce the size of the pit to 
avoid sand, we will]. 

Varuso: Seepage is always a concern especially with the high Mississippi River.  You can be rest 
assured that we have a factor of safety [inaudible]. There will be water in the bottom of the pit, so 
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seepage is a concern.  There could be stability issues from removing the weight [of the material]. The 
removal could cause [inaudible] but that’s analyzed too, keep in mind that we consider the engineering 
and impacts, it’s all taken into account [when we design the borrow site]. 

 

Question 2. Mitchell: What about barging [in material]? 

Response 2. Holley: When we assign a pit, the soil will go through a matrix.  We analyze the cost, 
time and the impacts of transporting the soil.  The bulk of the cost for borrow is transportation.  So 
that’s why, since we’re not using wetlands at this time, the areas in closest vicinity to the alignment are 
the ones we are identifying and investigating.  For the third option of obtaining borrow, the landowner 
may bring in the material by barge or however they want.  We can’t ignore sites like Westbank I and 
bring the material in from out of state.  The further away we go to get borrow the more expensive it 
will be.  Even if we want to barge it in will depend on the alignment and most times it would have to 
be taken from a barge and put on truck before it gets to the levee.  That concern is valid and we’ll keep 
it under consideration.  We’re trying to make the best decision for taxpayers.  That’s why we have the 
three options to get borrow.  We have a tremendous need for material.  We’re going to try to see what 
costs we get from people who claim they have material that can be put it the system. 

 

Question 3. Paul, Nine Mile Point: Why are you even considering a site that close to levee?  I’m 
looking at those pictures and they’re so close to the river, why would you go that close?  [At the last 
meeting, on Feb. 12] I asked if any other site were that close to the river.  [Jerry Spohrer, from the 
West Jefferson Levee District] said yes that there was one in Westwego but its only ½ an acre.  
Considering you want to move forward [with this site], and the testing is done, would you be willing to 
issue a bond for every property owner so if something did happen you could subsidize us if we 
flooded? 

Response 3.  Holley: We’re the technical team.  Our job is to identify non-wetlands areas and do 
testing and acquire borrow.  I can’t answer that 

Poche: That would be a legal question. 

 

Comment 4. Paul: Why not get a decision-maker here? 

Response 4. Holley: All your comments get recorded and we’ll forward them to the Office of Counsel. 

 

Comment 5. Paul: But there are no decision-makers here, do they even read the report?  Or can we get 
someone here who can answer that question? 

Response 5. CPT Marshall: I represent the District Commander, Col. Lee.  I’ll take your comment to 
him.  You’re asking something outside our authority.  That’s something that needs to be taken up with 
Congress or your State Representative. 

 

Question 6. Paul: The other part of my question is if you do go forward with the pit, has the Corps 
considered what could happen to the rest of the country if something happens to us?  We supply oil to 
the rest of the country.  Is that considered in cost? 
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Response 6. Holley: We factor in the cost of material, real estate, transportation and mitigation. What 
you’re talking about, and also litigation, is not included in our cost-analysis. We’ll make sure there 
won’t be an impact or we won’t proceed with the pit.  You talk about failure, we have engineers who 
review the pit plans, identify layers of sand and other potential impacts [inaudible] and avoid it. We’re 
not anticipating failure. 

  

Comment 7. Paul: But your track record is that the Corps failed and failed miserably.  Eighty percent 
of New Orleans was underwater because of a miscalculation.  When I think of the Corps in a room 
with engineers [inaudible] our lives are the ones at stake.  You don’t live here. 

Response 7. Poche: We all live here, we live in the community too.  I know you have feelings about 
the Corps but please move on to constructive comments. 

 

Comment 8. Steve Alvarez, Nine Mile Point: At the last meeting [on Mar. 25] you said you take 
boring samples 500 feet apart. Now you’re using seismic testing to study soil. 

Response 8. Varuso: We investigate every 500 feet because it gives us a good representation of the 
area, to see if the material is suitable.  If borings and soil [inaudible] it may show that it doesn’t 
correlate.  Keep in mind not all material from the pit will go in the levee.  There could be different 
portions [of suitable soil] at different levels [of the site].  There could be suitable or non-suitable 
material, if it is [non-suitable we] would waste the material, only good material is used in the levee.  
We take borings 500 feet apart.  If the material isn’t useable, during Quality Control, we’ll make sure 
the material isn’t used.  Before we put the material into the levee it is tested and as long as it meets our 
requirements it gets placed. 

 

Comment 9. Alvarez: Taking tests 500 feet apart will give you no idea where the soil strati are.  It’s 
too far apart.  [Inaudible] seismic tests [inaudible] use a layer and sand. Are your Quality Control 
measures in place?  Bill Capo [from WWL-TV] was asking about [material used in] floodwalls 
tonight.  I didn’t hear what Capo said but, it sounded like the fabric used in the levee won’t hold up.  I 
didn’t hear this myself.  Westbank I is located downrange from the Southern Gun Club.  That soil is 
probably embedded with lead.  People have been shooting skeet there for 50-years.  Environmentalists 
won’t even let you shoot with lead bullets anymore.  You’re going to dig up dirt and it will have lead 
in it. 

Response 9. Holley: We avoided the area from the shooting range.  
We started with 80 acres and now there are only 33 acres for this site.  
The area in red, when we did boring samples, we determined it had too 
much organic material so we’re not going to excavate there.  Instead, 
we’ll use it as a stockpile area.  We look at borings and then there is a 
geotechnical analysis.  If the area’s not good, it won’t be used. 

Varuso: I understand what you’re referring to.  It’s a geology 
question; you’re asking how much the soil could differ depending on 

the borings taken at 500 feet.  Our geologist will look at an area to see if the spacing will recover.   
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Question 10. Alvarez: When the river flooded it would cut across the [inaudible] there’d be sand there 
and maybe clay but I don’t want you to miss the sand.  This area is poised to be booming and 
[inaudible].  There are no trees there.  You’re [inaudible] looking for more economic [inaudible].  Why 
not put [inaudible] in the right-of-way.  The land is designated you could put power lines across it. 

Response 10. Holley: We’re still investigating all non-wet areas within each polder.  It takes time for 
right-of-way and investigations.  We’ll make sure to identify non-wet areas and will investigate them. 

 

Comment 11. Alvarez: That would be better if there weren’t impacts to a school. 

Response 11. Holley: Our yield is 20 percent so in all actuality we need to investigate 5 times more 
than what we get to use.  We must identify borrow sites within the vicinity of the project.  Identifying 
borrow is an ongoing process. 

 

Question 12. Gary Bourgeois: Once the site is a borrow pit, will USACE retain ownership of the 
property?  How can we make sure people won’t drown?  What protection will be around the pit? 

Response 12. Holley: Once our investigation is done we go through a real estate process, we’ll acquire 
the site in easement. That means that after the excavation, the area is returned to the landowner or if it 
was acquired in fee, it was done in the name of the state or local sponsor.  At this time, we have no 
authority to backfill. We look at fencing in a case by case situation, if an area investigated is remote, 
not close to a home, it’s unlikely we would fence the area.  But we assess that on a case by case basis 
during construction then we analyze the area.  We’ll need to take precautions but this is done on a case 
by case basis.  We’re not authorized to backfill.  Prior to excavation the construction team will meet 
with the geotechnical department and other technical staff. 

 

Question 13. Bourgeois: So this may become a big whole for kids to play in? 

Response 13. Holley: [Pointing] This is the church and school, this is 
the baseball field.  You have a whole row of trees here [pointing]. 
When this area is excavated there will be a boundary of where there is 
suitable material.  When we start excavation the site could get smaller.  
There is a 300-400 feet of buffer between the pit and the [edge of the 
property]. 

I am not sure if Rentz made the comment or someone else yelled that 
“you all are not from this area.” 

Question 14. Jeanie Rentz, Bridge City: You said there would be a buffer but those of us who grew up 
here know there are kids that go as gangs.  They go into fields to [hang out].  If you don’t put a good 
enough fence around the site, 12-13 year olds go back into the woods. What happens in 5 years when 
kids start getting hurt?  Who takes responsibility if something starts happening? 

Response 14. Holley: I live in Lakeview, you know the story of what happened there.  This is Tuta 
Salaam, he lives in Gentilly, you know what happened there.  This is Julie Vignes, she’s from 
Chalmette and you know what happened in St. Bernard.  We live here.  Don’t let the accent fool you, 
we’re from here too.  I take this personally, we take this protection system very seriously.  We don’t 
want our kids going through what we went through, we were blessed this time in this area.  Jefferson 
Parish was fine and we’re trying to prevent this from happening again.  I have raised two sons half a 
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block away from Lake Pontchartrain.  You have to watch your kids.  We have open canals all over 
these parishes and some of them are close to homes.  I drive by them all the time when I go to 
Lakeside Mall, I understand your concern and these are the areas of concern that we’re trying to 
minimize.  There are going to be minimal impacts in any area in the process of construction of any 
projects and we try to minimize the impacts.  You’ll have noise and trucks.  You cannot eliminate all 
impacts.  We’re trying to minimize impacts. 

 

Comment 15. Rentz: I’m a 9th Ward baby, I was here for Hurricane Betsy.  We took a pirogue to get to 
our house, it took two weeks.  I grew up in the city and also grew up in the country.  This area is kind 
of like the country.  And that’s how the kids are raised.  In the city the kids don’t have a peashooter or 
BB guns.  Here they do, they have guns and some kids go into the back woods because that’s their 
environment.  People have been raised like this and that’s how their children are raised.  You need to 
understand Bridge City isn’t like a city. 

Response 15. Poche: We understand you concerns but backfilling borrow sites is not an option at this 
time.  There is an Issue Paper being prepared, it looks at backfilling as an option but that’s all we can 
tell you. 

 

Comment 16. Edie Tranchina, Nine Mile Point: I wasn’t at the first meeting. We all agree we need to 
fix the levees but we should come up with solutions and suggestions that we can take to our local 
representatives.  Who else is going to want this in their area? Who is going to want you to take dirt 
from their area?  If you’re going to keep a big hole there, let local officials build us a park for our kids.  
If we had a park that was maintained they wouldn’t play in the pit.  There are solutions if we all think 
about it and don’t fight about it. 

 

Question 17. Vincent Vastolla: What’s the closing date for IER 22? 

Response 17. Owen: April 30. 

 

Question 18. Vastolla: Has there been a decision as to the method the Corps will use to pursue rights 
to this prop?  You mentioned an easement. 

Response 18. Todd Klock: The government will take the take least amount of interest in the property 
as possible so we will take an easement.  In the course of negotiations that would be determined.  The 
government takes the least amount of interest as possible 

Owen: Once the comment period ends all your comments become part of the decision record for the 
IER.  Every concern becomes a part of the decision-making record. 

 

Question 19. Austin Frey, Bridge City: I go to Bridge City Elementary School.  If you’re going to 
build behind the school, in the forest, there are animals there.  Will you be careful that they don’t get 
hurt too? 

Response 19. Holley: Thank you for coming.  We’ll make sure we keep the animals in mind. 

 



  Public Meeting Recap 

The following notes were recorded by USACE contractors. These notes are intended to provide an overview of the 
presentations and public questions and comments, and are not intended to provide a complete or verbatim account of the 
meeting. This account is not intended to be a legal document. 

Page 9 of 14 

Question 20. Man with a yellow shirt: Will the clay be used around here, on our levees? 

Response 20. Holley:  Yes, it will be used in this polder.  The material will stay here because it’s 
economical.  The material will be used in this basin. 

 

Question 21. Beverly Childs: How much of that property will go towards the levee, percentage wise? 

Response 21. Holley: We need 13 million cubic yards for projects on the Westbank in this polder.  The 
Lake Cataouatche area needs 520 acres of material, this site is 33 acres.  We’re taking one bite at a 
time.  It’s a lengthy process we’re hoping to get the material for all these levee reaches.  Our testing 
shows that the material for Westbank I is suitable, so we will try to acquire it.  Each levee has a 
different award date so we don’t have to find all the material at the same time.  We’re trying to find 
material now so when the levee reach contract comes up, we’ll have the material to build the levee. 

 

Question 22. Childs: If you’re taking one little bite at a time, why can’t you go somewhere else? 

Response 22.  Holley: The problem is if we avoid this piece of property, then the next landowner over 
will say skip my property.  And then everyone will say what about me? We have to make sure we treat 
all suitable material and landowners the same; we have to be consistent.  We have to be consistent 
throughout the area. 

 

Question 23.Childs: They’re re-doing the Huey P. Long Bridge.  I know Father Luminais said Bridge 
City would bloom after the bridge is finished but not anymore, just because of the hole. 

Response 13. Holley: But what kind of economic outlook will there be if you have no protection?  
Right now Lakeview is coming back because it has protection.  [Building the system] is essential to the 
economic outlook.   

 

Comment 24. Childs: You’re trying to fix something that wasn’t broken. 

Response 24. Holley: This area wasn’t tested. 

Poche: We can’t say for certain that it won’t happen next time. 

 

Question 25. Monsignor Luminais: You keep saying analysis and investigation.  Are we going to 
know what the analysis is before you start digging? Will you let us know? 

Response 25. Holley: Our real estate division will let the landowner know. 

 

Question 26. Monsignor Luminais: So he can let us know what was decided?  Can I read you a 
petition so you know how citizenry feels? [See attached document] 

[After reading the petition letter, Monsignor said]  Please reconsider your plans and remove Westbank 
I from your list of potential borrow sites (clapping). 

Response 26. Poche: Thanks.  That will go into the record. 
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Question 27. Richard Rivers, Nine Mile Point: Who is the owner of the property?  Could this site 
become a landfill? 

Response 27. Holley: Once the site is excavated is goes back to the landowner.  They can develop the 
property however they want. 

Rivers: So this could become a garbage dump? 

Holley: We don’t know. 

 

Question 28. Alvarez: You talked about a pond filled with water and that it will equalize pressure.   
That’s not true [inaudible] the lower level water goes [inaudible].  Backfilling with water is not a 
solution.  [Inaudible] the Bayou Segnette floodwalls have sheet piles [inaudible] has the same problem 
and those walls blew out.  As a carpenter, I’m worried about sheet piles.  Those pilings should have 
been 49 feet instead of 16 feet. We still haven’t heard about what happened with the floodwalls that 
Bill Capo [from WWL-TV] was talking about.  You said earlier all the [property owners would say, 
me too, me too] if you’re going to take our material, how many of those “me too” sites are close to a 
community?  Most of the other borrow sites are in a rural area.  That should make a difference. 
(clapping).  If you can’t find what you need locally you have to barge stuff in, this is only a small bit of 
land.  What you is already depleted to 20 percent, you’re going to have to barge in material. If you 
have to eventually barge it in, why not do that in the beginning so you don’t have to worry later about 
bringing it in from someplace else anyway? (clapping) 

Response 28.  Varuso: I didn’t mean to over-simplify.  The site is analyzed and we go through seepage 
and stability analysis in the vicinity of the pit to make sure [inaudible] soil conditions.  Your other 
question about Bill Capo, I can explain one-on-one.  

 

Comment 29. Alvarez: This letter went to Representative Billiot and Sen. Alario. 

Response 29. Holley: Yes, we received a follow-up letter from Sen. Alario. We provided a response to 
him in mid-April that he should have received.  The response was signed by Col. Lee. Mr. Alario’s 
office should provide you a response.  

 

Question 30. Paul: Is population considered? 

Response 30. Holley: Yes, population is considered. 

 

Question 31. Paul: Site Westbank I has a greater population around it [than other sites].  

Response 31. Owen: It’s part of the analysis. 

 

Question 32.  Woman: Who makes the final decision? Are you wasting our time when the final 
decision already made?  Is this meeting just for venting? 

Response 32. Holley: We’re glad to be here.  We provided this presentation before but we came back 
because you asked us.  This meeting is not a waste of time, we’re recording your comments and Col. 
Lee will see the comments. I am very sorry if you think this is a waste of your time.  When the IER is 
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complete, the decision record is signed by Commander Lee; he makes the decision.  We’re the 
technical team, we don’t make decisions.  We do public meetings like this throughout the area. 

 

Question 33. Lynn Hulin, Bridge City: We’re one community, Nine mile Point, Bridge City and 
Avondale.  Has a meeting ever occurred that brought all four of the communities together so they 
could all provide input? 

Response 33. Owen: This is the 61st meeting we’ve held over the last year.  We’ve had meetings in 
Avondale and Bridge City.  We advertise them in the paper with a public notice, send a mailer, have a 
Web site and information about the meeting is on the news. 

Holley: We try to go to every community.  We make it easier for people who can’t travel or don’t have 
the means, we come to you.  We go to many meetings in every neighborhood. 

 

Question 34. Woman near the kitchen:  [Asking CPT Marshall] When this lady [referring to 
Tranchina] was talking about building a park, you nodded your head.  It sounds like you already made 
up your mind. 

Response 34.  CPT Marshall: I like that [Ms. Tranchina] was suggesting something proactive.  That 
idea sounds like a win-win.  It seems like a lot of times people say the Corps just gets what they want 
but that’s not what’s going on. What [Ms. Tranchina] brought up is a great compromise and removes 
the controversy.  I like to see that type of progress.  I am taking all this back to the decision-maker.  
Col. Lee looks at the IERs.  I’m not there [when he makes the decision] but I communicate with him.  
I’ll give him some feedback but other feedback will be written and included in the IER. 

Woman: This is a real fear for us, we’re not just using kids [as an excuse]. 

CPT Marshall: I understand 

 

Comment 35. Carol Adams: This community is not near where you live.  Lake Terrace has money but 
they can’t sell their houses.  Who is going to build this park? We don’t have money for that and taxes 
are high enough.  How are we going to get money to pay for this park?  The Corps isn’t going to pay 
for it. 

 

Question 36. Larry Walker: If you could fill this hole we wouldn’t have a problem. If you’d fill the 
hole you wouldn’t have us griping.  Why can’t you fill the hole?  

Response 36. Poche: That issue can’t be resolved here. There’s an Issue Paper being delivered to 
Corps headquarters and then it will go to Washington, D.C. Something may come out of the Issue 
Paper. 

 

Comment 37. Man: You need so much material.  You should just build cement walls so you don’t 
need dirt. 

 



  Public Meeting Recap 

The following notes were recorded by USACE contractors. These notes are intended to provide an overview of the 
presentations and public questions and comments, and are not intended to provide a complete or verbatim account of the 
meeting. This account is not intended to be a legal document. 

Page 12 of 14 

Comment 38.  Man 2: Since you’ve had 61 meetings.  What kind of feedback do you get from other 
residents? 

Response 38. Owen: This is the same thing we hear from everyone.  St. Bernard doesn’t want the pits, 
the Westbank doesn’t want the pits, and Plaquemines doesn’t want them either. 

Holley: There are also landowners who want to be a part of this effort.  We have five sites in St. 
Bernard where the right-of-entry was provided by willing landowners.  We get mixed reactions.  There 
are people who want to participate and contribute, they appreciate the safety so we get mixed reactions.  
I get calls daily from people who want to offer their property but sometimes it’s too far or not suitable. 

 

Comment 39. Woman: Has any community won [against the Corps using property from their 
neighborhood]? 

Response 39. Holley: No, we have to be consistent in our investigation.   

 

Question 40. Laverne Rouse, Nine Mile Point: Many people agree that if it were in a different location 
and didn’t affect so many people’s lives it wouldn’t be bad.  You can go somewhere where there are no 
homes, churches or schools.  The pit doesn’t have to be in this particular place. 

Response 40.  Holley: Every neighborhood expresses same thing. 

 

Question 41. Woman: If the Corps is so up front with everything, how come no one knew of this until 
Mardi Gras? 

Response 41. Owen: We have a mailing list of 6,000 people.  People may have not been aware but the 
landowner is aware.  We have an Internet site and place ads in the paper.  We do lots of outreach to get 
word out.  We are here tonight for the second time in this location. 

Woman: The first we heard of this was before Mardi Gras. 

Owen: Meetings are advertised in the paper, on the Web and on the news.  

Poche: The ads in the paper include the Corps logo and it lists this meeting and upcoming meetings 
with dates and times. 

 

Question 42. Man: How do you acquire knowledge of what sites may be used for borrow?  Does the 
landowner come to you? 

Response 42. Holley: It’s done on a case-by-case basis.  Some landowners approach us, other sites the 
team identifies it and then we are provided right-of-entry by the flood authority.  It’s a mix.   

 

Question 43.  Man: Did Marrero Land Company offer you right-of-way? 

Response 43. Holley: No, we were given right-of-entry by the West Jefferson Levee District. 

 

Question 44. Alvarez: How many other pits are within 300 feet of a playground? 
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Response 44. Holley: We have many pits, I don’t have detailed information with me on how far away 
each one is from a playground. 

 

Question 45. Alvarez: You said it’s approx 300 feet from a playground, how many other borrow pits 
are in the vicinity of a playground? 

Response 45.  Holley: I don’t have that detailed information about each pit with me tonight because 
we’re talking about Westbank I. I can give you general information about how close this site is to the 
playground but I can’t speak to the others without paperwork.  Each pit has its own circumstances. 

 

Comment 46. Alvarez: But we don’t want the site here because of the playground and the churches.  
You said earlier if this site was disqualified there would be, “me too, me too’ from the other sites. 

Response 46. Holley: Each neighborhood has their own concerns. 
Some people are concerned just about the hole. Look at the site called 
Westbank J, it’s close to development also.  Every neighborhood has 
something to say about the pit. 

 

 

 

Question 47. Woman: Mr. Billiot said the Expressway was supposed to go through Westwego.  It 
doesn’t because the neighborhood fought it. A small city could fight something like this if we stand 
together.  We could fight it and it could work (clapping). 

 

Question 48. Man in a blue shirt: You won’t consider wetlands but the pit will probably get wet. 

Response 48. Owen: Federal law has said we need to avoid wetlands. The federal government said 
they want us to create wetlands.  In this area the pit will attract certain wildlife.  Upland sites are a 
reasonable alternative to wetlands. 

 

Question 49. Man in a blue shirt: What’s the definition of wetlands? 

Response 49. Mike Brown: Wetlands have special hydric soils, special hydrology indicators and 
hydrophytic vegetation.  We have botanists at the Corps, they delineate the sites for us. 

Man in a blue shirt: So in layman terms what does wetland mean? 

Brown: It’s a forest that’s sloshy and muddy and has certain types of wetland plants 

Man in a blue shirt: So you can’t dig that but you can dig near a playground? 

Holley: We haven’t completed the investigation yet so no site has been acquired yet.  No site has gone 
through real estate yet except for one in Orleans Parish but we haven’t stopped investigating this site.  
Westbank I won’t be ready until the Commander signs the IER, then it goes to real estate. 

Comment 50. State Representative Robert Billiot: We’re hoping that you’ll take back to the Corps that 
you came here and witnessed that there are still a lot of questions that couldn’t be answered.  That’s 
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what brings on the frustration. Once again we want to do the democratic thing.  We want to hear 
answers to our questions but the people here leave frustrated because some answers can’t be given.  
Once again we get to a point where we don’t know what’s going to happen.  If you study the history of 
this area, the people have been waiting for the Huey P. Long Bridge construction to change their 
quality of life.  We have landowners who are willing to put up money to make the area wonderful and 
build shipyards.  The bottom line is people are leaving here frustrated because they didn’t receive 
answers.  You should know what type of individuals you’ll need to be here with you.   

We’re going to hope this process does work. If your process works as it should, the end result may be 
that the material meets your standard [for use in the levees]. Overall the quality of life and 
development of this area needs to continue.  It can’t be held back because there are other places where 
you can get the mud.  

You may need more tax dollars, so you may have to take that up with people in Congress.  [My 
constituents] need to know it’ll cost the Corps to do this.  If we want to move this site, then we need to 
do our work to convince Congress that we need funding.  Please bring that back to the Corps. 

[Inaudible].  Many people want the process to work and by using a process we need to know the next 
step. If the [IER] makes it up through the ladder and then Col. Lee signs it, we need to know what 
costs are associated with getting the material, but we don’t want it to come from here.  We’d need to 
weigh the cost.  The [construction of the Huey P. Long] Bridge will cost over $1 billion. [Inaudible] 
you’d come over from the Eastbank and when you got here you’re going to have just a pond. It’s just 
not right for people who have been waiting all this time and all these years.  Anything that can be 
[inaudible].  Let’s see what [IER 22] says and let’s see where we stand.  If we need to go back for 
more appropriations so that we don’t spend a billion dollars on a bridge to a pond [inaudible]. 
Everybody is talking about the new bridge and that with it is economic development.  We’re all 
thinking it’s a wonderful thing.  If the landowner is not willing to [inaudible] like what Marrero Land 
is willing to do, then were going to have a problem.  If people want to step up with their own money, 
[inaudible] stick with the landowner to make sure that their development [inaudible] drivers are just 
going to have to bypass this area and the development.   

Please try to do what you can to get the attention we need.  Thank you for coming back here and for 
doing what [you need to do]. But one more time we didn’t get answers or didn’t get to ask questions of 
the right people who needed to be here. 

 

Monsignor Luminais: Thanks for coming here, I’ve gotten two more names added to the petition. 

 

Poche: Thanks Monsignor and thanks for the hotdogs and thank you for coming out. We’re committed 
to doing the right thing so please come to the project manager to make sure we have your comments.   

















































From: Robert Greata [mailto:Robert.Greata@sofsa.mil] 
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2008 6:29 AM 
To: Owen, Gib A MVN 
Subject: Comments on IER #22 
 
 
Mr. Gib Owen:  
 
After reviewing document IER #22 I have only one comment to make and 
that is on the Bridge City barrow pit. Since the pit is so close to the 
playground extra precautions should be taken in contracting with the 
land owner that insure the area is made inaccessible by children, 
namely exceptionally good fencing.  
 
As a side matter I would like to make a suggestion on the construction 
of the new dikes and impoundment:  
 
I worked as a mining engineer/geologist at diatomaceous earth mines for 
about five years. We found that adding approximately 10-20% processed 
diatomaceous earth to water pond impoundment fill greatly stabilized 
the sands and clays used in the impoundment fill, and that lining the 
water side of the fill dam with about two feet of diatomaceous earth 
greatly reduced water effects on that side of the dam.  
 
Bob Greata 













 

  
           

 
Appendix C: Members of Interagency Environmental Team 

 
Kyle Balkum     Louisiana Dept. of Wildlife and Fisheries 
Agaha Brass     Louisiana Department of Natural Resources 
Catherine Breaux    U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
David Castellanos    U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Frank Cole     Louisiana Department of Natural Resources 
John Ettinger     U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Jeffrey Harris     Louisiana Department of Natural Resources 
Richard Hartman    NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service 
Jeffrey Hill     NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service 
Christina Hunnicutt    U.S. Geologic Survey 
Barbara Keeler    U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Kirk Kilgen     Louisiana Department of Natural Resources 
Tim Killeen     Louisiana Department of Natural Resources 
Brian Lezina     Louisiana Dept. of Wildlife and Fisheries 
David Muth     U.S. National Park Service 
Clint Padgett     U.S. Geologic Survey 
Jamie Phillippe    Louisiana Dept. of Environmental Quality 
Manuel Ruiz     Louisiana Dept. of Wildlife and Fisheries 
Reneé Sanders     Louisiana Department of Natural Resources 
Angela Trahan     U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
David Walther     U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Patrick Williams    NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

  
           

Appendix D: Agency Correspondence 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





























































































































 

  
           

 
Appendix E: CEMVN Borrow Area Index Map 
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