
 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
NEW ORLEANS DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P.O. BOX 60267 
NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA  70160-0267 

    
 
 Regional Planning and  

      Environmental Division, South 
New Orleans Environmental Branch 
 

 
Decision Record 

 
Individual Environmental Report Supplemental #11.b 

IMPROVED PROTECTION ON THE  
INNER HARBOR NAVIGATION CANAL 

ORLEANS AND ST. BERNARD PARISHES, LOUISIANA 
 

IERS #11.b – Tier 2 Borgne – IHNC 
 

     
Description of the Proposed Action. The proposed action consists of restoring and reinforcing 
portions of levees and floodwalls that do not meet the necessary factors of safety for stability and 
seepage, as dictated by current Hurricane and Storm Damage Risk Reduction (HSDRRS) design 
guidelines.  The levees and floodwalls within the project area provide a level of risk reduction 
that is currently below the 100-year level of risk reduction.  After construction of the Borgne 
Barrier (as described in IER #11 Tier 2 Borgne) and the Seabrook Gate (as described in IER #11 
Tier 2 Pontchartrain) and once the structures are operational, the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal 
(IHNC) and Gulf Intracoastal Waterway reaches would become secondary risk reduction 
features required to withstand water levels caused by pump station outflow, overtopping of the 
primary risk reduction system, and internal rainfall.  The design guidelines used to determine the 
current safety factors assume that water levels within the IHNC are at 8 feet (ft; North American 
Vertical Datum of 1988 [NAVD88] ) corresponding to a 100-year level hurricane event and 12 ft 
corresponding to a 500-year level hurricane event.     
 
Factors Considered in Determination. The New Orleans District Corps of Engineers 
(CEMVN) has assessed the impacts of the proposed action on significant resources in the project 
area including water and coastal resources, upland resources, wildlife, threatened and endangered 
species, cultural resources, recreational resources, aesthetics, noise, air quality, transportation, 
socioeconomics, environmental justice, and the risk of encountering Hazardous, Toxic, or 
Radioactive Wastes. 
 
The impacts for the proposed action are as follows: 
 

• Water and Coastal Resources - There would be no direct impacts to water and coastal 
resources in the area (including the IHNC, GIWW, and the portion of Bayou Bienvenue 
designated a Natural and Scenic River).  Indirect impacts could include increased 
turbidity and sedimentation within these waterways.  These impacts would be minor and 
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minimized through use of Best Management Practices and adherence to state and federal 
regulations governing stormwater runoff at constructions sites.  No wetlands would be 
impacted therefore, no compensatory mitigation is required. 

 
• Upland Resources - Direct impacts to upland resources in the project area would be 

minor and temporary and would include soil disturbance during construction and the loss 
approximately 1.2 acres of marginal habitat.  Staging areas which previously consisted of 
marginal habitat would eventually return to their preconstruction conditions. 

  
• Wildlife - There would be minor and temporary direct impacts to small amounts of non-

natural occurring wildlife habitat during construction resulting primarily from soil 
disturbance and noise.   

 
• Threatened and Endangered Species – Only aquatic threatened and endangered species 

could potentially occur in the project area.  Because no in-water construction work is 
included in the proposed action, no threatened or endangered species would be affected 
during construction or after the project has been completed.  On 24 July 2010, the US 
Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with CEMVN’s conclusion that the proposed action 
would not be likely to adversely affect any threatened or endangered species or their 
critical habitat. 

 
• Cultural Resources - The proposed action would not impact any historic properties.  The 

existing right-of-way and proposed staging areas have been previously impacted 
extensively by the construction of major navigation channels (GIWW and IHNC), port 
facilities, HSDRRS, railroads, vehicular bridges, and by regular maintenance dredging 
activities, making the likelihood for discovering intact and undisturbed archaeological 
deposits in the existing right-of-way minimal. 

 
• Recreational Resources - Indirect impacts associated with elevated noise, access 

difficulty and potential disturbance from night lighting, especially to recreational 
resources located around the northern IHNC would be possible.  As most of the 
recreational resources in this area are currently either closed or under renovation, indirect 
impacts would be anticipated to be minor and would be temporary, occurring only during 
the construction period.  Minor and temporary cumulative impacts to recreational 
resources would be possible due to the combination of the IHNC 
restoration/reinforcement methods and other projects in the area (particularly if 
construction of the Seabrook Gate structure overlaps with the proposed action).   

 
• Aesthetics – Direct, minor temporary impacts resulting from the presence of construction 

equipment/vehicles and from lighting used for any nighttime construction to aesthetics in 
the project vicinity would be minor.   

 
• Noise – Direct, minor and temporary impacts would result from the increased noise levels 

from construction activities (within 200 ft) and from construction vehicle traffic along 
minor roadways.  Potential minor and temporary indirect impacts associated with 
elevated noise include those related to recreation, wildlife, and emotional and mental 
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stress that could result from the noise levels in the area during construction.  Cumulative 
noise impacts could result from multiple ongoing and planned construction projects in the 
area; this would be most significant along the northern reaches of the IHNC.  These 
cumulative noise impacts would be minor and temporary. 

 
• Air Quality - Temporary impacts to air quality from construction vehicle emissions and 

fugitive dust released by construction activities.  Vehicle emissions would be minor and 
fugitive dust would be managed through BMPs such as sprinkler trucks.  Potential minor 
and temporary indirect impacts to air quality could include temporary visual and health 
impairments created by airborne dust and equipment emissions.  These impacts would 
also be minimized through the use of BMPs.   

 
• Transportation - Direct temporary impacts associated with a potential increase in 

congestion from construction traffic could occur.  Minor indirect impacts to wear and tear 
of secondary roads could occur; however, haul routes would be maintained and project 
access would occur primarily through the use of roadways rated for heavy trucks.   

 
• Socioeconomics – Temporary, beneficial direct impacts to socioeconomics associated 

with the purchase of materials, equipment, and services and a temporary increase in 
employment and income during project construction would occur.  Beneficial indirect 
and cumulative impacts would include enhanced protection of socioeconomic resources 
as a result of enhancement of the HSDRRS and potential long-term employment 
opportunities and subsequent increases in income levels in Orleans and St. Bernard 
Parishes. 

 
• Environmental Justice - All populations groups within the HSDRRS would benefit 

directly from completion of the proposed action and the resultant enhanced flood-
protection.  There would be minor and temporary indirect impacts resulting from 
construction activities, such as elevated noise, diminished air quality, and increased 
traffic congestion associated with construction activities.  These impacts would equally 
impact non-minority and non-low-income communities as well as minority and low-
income communities; therefore, disproportionately adverse effects on minority and low-
income populations would not be expected to occur.   

 
 
Environmental Design Commitments. If the proposed project has not been constructed within 
1 year of 28 October 2010, or if changes are made to the proposed project, the Corps should re-
initiate Endangered Species Act consultation with USFWS to ensure that the proposed project 
would not adversely affect any federally listed threatened or endangered species or their habitat.   
 
If any unrecorded cultural resources are determined to exist within the proposed project area, 
then no work will proceed at the site(s) containing these cultural resources until a CEMVN staff 
archaeologist has been notified and final coordination with the Louisiana State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO) and Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) has been 
completed.  
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Agency & Public Involvement. Various governmental agencies, non-governmental 
organizations, and citizens were engaged throughout the preparation of IER #11.b Tier 2 Borgne 
Supplemental.  Agency staff from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency Region VI, U.S. Department of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. 
Natural Resources Conservation Service, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Governor's 
Executive Assistant for Coastal Activities, Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, 
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources, Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality, 
and Louisiana SHPO were part of an interagency team that has and will continue to have input 
throughout the HSDRRS planning process. 
 
There have been over 100 public meetings since March 2007 about proposed HSDRRS work in 
the New Orleans area.  Issues relating to draft IER #11.b Tier 2 Borgne Supplemental were 
discussed during three of these meetings: 13 October, 26 October and 8 November, 2010.  
CEMVN sends out public notices in local and national newspapers, news releases (routinely 
picked up by television and newspapers in stories and scrolls), emails, and mail notifications to 
stakeholders for each public meeting.  In addition, www.nolaenvironmental.gov was established 
to provide information to the public regarding proposed HSDRRS work.  Below is a list of 
comments received. 
 

1. Public Comments (found in Appendix D) 
a. John Koeferl, Citizens against Widening the Industrial Canal: letter received 13 

November 2010  
2. Agency Comments (found in Appendix E) 

a. National Marine Fisheries Service, Southeast Regional Office: letter dated 20 
October 2010 

b. National Resources Conservation Service: letter dated 21 October 2010 
c. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: letter dated 28 October 2010 
d. Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries letter dated 10 November 2010 

 
Decision. In accordance with the Alternative Arrangements for NEPA Compliance, as published 
in the Federal Register on 13 March 2007, CEMVN has assessed the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed action described in this IER, and performed a review of the above 
comments received for draft IER #11.b Tier 2 Borgne Supplemental, as well as public meetings 
held on 13 October, 26 October, and 8 November 2010.  
 
Furthermore, all practicable means to avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts have 
been incorporated into the recommended plan.  The public interest will be best served by 
implementing the proposed action to reduce hurricane and storm damage risk, in a timely 
manner, to residences, businesses and infrastructure in the areas surrounding the IHNC as 
described in IER #11.b Tier 2 Borgne Supplemental, and in accordance with the design 
commitments discussed above.   
 
CEMVN will prepare a Comprehensive Environmental Document (CED) that may contain 
additional information related to IERS #11.b that becomes available after the execution of the 
Final IERS.  The CED will provide a mitigation plan, comprehensive cumulative impacts 
analysis, and any additional information that addresses outstanding data gaps in any of the IERs 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
The United States (U.S.) Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)-Mississippi Valley Division, New 
Orleans District (CEMVN) has prepared this Individual Environmental Report Supplemental 
(IERS) #11.b – Tier 2 Borgne – Improved Protection on the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal 
(IHNC), Orleans and St. Bernard Parishes, Louisiana, referred to as IERS #11.b – Tier 2 Borgne 
– IHNC in the remainder of this report.  This IERS has been prepared to evaluate the potential 
impacts associated with restoring and reinforcing approximately 4.6 miles (mi) of non-
contiguous IHNC and Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW) levees and floodwalls in Orleans 
Parish, Louisiana.  This document is the second supplement to Individual Environmental Report 
#11 (IER #11) – Tier 2 Borgne - Improved Protection on the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal, 
Orleans and St. Bernard Parishes, Louisiana (USACE 2008a), and evaluates strengthening 
secondary flood risk reduction structures against water that could potentially enter the GIWW 
and IHNC from overtopping of the primary risk reduction system, and internal rainfall.  
Evaluation of deficient segments of the IHNC Hurricane Storm Damage Risk Reduction System 
(HSDRRS) were divided into three reaches (Reach 1, 2, and 3; figure 1) based on the sub-basins 
that are protected by the existing flood risk reduction system.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IERS #11.b – Tier 2 Borgne - IHNC was prepared in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)’s 

Figure 1.  Project Area Map Showing the Location of Sub-basins and Reaches 1, 2, and 3 
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Regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508), as reflected in the USACE 
Engineering Regulation (ER) 200-2-2, Environmental Quality, Procedures for Implementing 
NEPA (33 CFR 230).  The proposed action is located in southeastern Louisiana and is part of the 
Federal effort to rebuild and complete construction of the HSDRRS in the New Orleans 
Metropolitan Area as a result of Hurricanes Katrina and Rita.   
 
1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
The purpose of this project is to provide 100-year level risk reduction to the New Orleans 
Metropolitan Area by restoring and reinforcing existing HSDRRS features along the IHNC and 
GIWW to meet current HSDRRS design guidelines for safety and stability (USACE 2008b).  
The term “100-year level of risk reduction,” as it is used throughout this document, refers to a 
level of risk reduction which reduces the risk of hurricane surge and wave-driven flooding that 
the New Orleans Metropolitan area has a 1 percent chance of experiencing each year.  
Approximately 33 mi of levees and floodwalls (I-walls, T-walls, L-walls), and closure gate 
structures within this corridor were examined against HSDRRS seepage and stability criteria.  
Of the 33 mi, 21 sections of secondary protection totaling approximately 4.6 mi were identified 
as not meeting the HSDRRS seepage and stability criteria and have been proposed for 
restoration to improve flood risk reduction.  With the construction of the Borgne Barrier and 
Seabrook Gate (figure 1) underway, these reaches will no longer be the primary line of defense 
for these areas.  However, these floodwalls and levees are part of the HSDRRS and are required 
to meet HSDRRS Engineering Standards in order for the system to be certified under the 
National Flood Insurance Program. 
 
1.2 AUTHORITY FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
The proposed action was authorized by the Department of Defense (DoD), Emergency 
Supplemental Appropriations to Address Hurricanes in the Gulf of Mexico, and Pandemic 
Influenza Act of 2006 (3rd Supplemental – Public Law [PL] 109-148, Chapter 3, Construction, 
and Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies) and the Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act for Defense, the Global War on Terror, and Hurricane Recovery, 2006 (PL 109-234; 4th 
Supplemental).  Additional funding was provided in the Fiscal Year 2008 Emergency 
Supplemental Funding, PL 110-252 (6th Supplemental). 
 
1.3 PRIOR REPORTS 
 
Several reports related to HSDRRS in the vicinity of the proposed action have been prepared by 
the USACE, other Federal, state, and local agencies, research institutes, and individuals.  
Pertinent studies, reports, and projects are summarized below: 
 
• On 20 November 2010, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IERS #12 

Addendum entitled, “GIWW, Harvey, and Algiers Levees and Floodwalls, Jefferson, 
Orleans, and Plaquemines Parishes, Louisiana.”  The document was prepared to evaluate the 
potential impacts associated with proposed project revisions related to the location of a 
disposal site for levee material, construction of floodwalls, relocation of the Barriere Golf 
Course, and possible temporary closures of the Belle Chasse Tunnel. 
 

• On 29 October 2010, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IER #31 
entitled, “Contractor Furnished Borrow Material #7, East Baton Rouge, Jefferson, Lafourche, 
Plaquemines, St. Bernard, and St. Tammany Parishes, Louisiana, and Hancock County, 
Mississippi.”  The document evaluates the potential impacts associated with the possible 
excavation of ten proposed contractor furnished borrow areas.   
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• On 7 October 2010, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IER #27 entitled, 
“Outfall Canal Remediation on the 17th Street, Orleans Avenue and London Avenue Canals, 
Jefferson and Orleans Parishes, Louisiana.” The document was prepared to evaluate the 
potential impacts associated with strengthening of floodwalls along these three outfall canals. 
 

• On 1 April 2010, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IER #11 Tier 2 
Pontchartrain entitled “Improved Protection on the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal, Tier 2 
Pontchartrain, Orleans Parish, Louisiana.”  The document was prepared to evaluate the 
potential impacts associated with the proposed construction of a storm surge risk reduction 
structure on the IHNC where it meets Lake Pontchartrain at Seabrook.  
 

• On 22 January 2010, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IER #32 
entitled, “Contractor Furnished Borrow Material #6, Ascension, Plaquemines, and St. 
Charles Parishes, Louisiana.”  The document was prepared to evaluate the potential impacts 
associated with the possible excavation of seven proposed contractor furnished borrow areas.  
 

• On 10 December 2009, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IER 
Supplemental #11 Tier 2 Borgne entitled “Improved Protection on the Inner Harbor 
Navigation Canal, Orleans, and St. Bernard Parishes, Louisiana.”  The document evaluates 
the potential effects associated with proposed project revisions to the original IER #11 Tier 2 
Borgne gate design at Bayou Bienvenue. 
 

• On 28 September 2009, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IER #30 
entitled, “Contractor Furnished Borrow Material #5, St. Bernard and St. James Parishes, 
Louisiana, and Hancock County, Mississippi.”  The document evaluates the potential impacts 
associated with the possible excavation of three proposed contractor furnished borrow areas.   

 
• On 8 September 2009, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IER #29 

entitled, “Contractor Furnished Borrow Material #4, Orleans, St. John the Baptist, and St. 
Tammany Parishes, Louisiana.”  The document evaluates the potential effects associated 
with the possible excavation of three proposed contractor furnished borrow areas.   
 

• On 31 July 2009, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IER #28 entitled, 
“Government Furnished Borrow Material #4, Plaquemines, St. Bernard, and Jefferson 
Parishes, Louisiana.”  The document evaluates the potential impacts associated with the 
possible excavation of two government furnished borrow areas, and an access road to a 
previously approved government furnished borrow area.    
 

• On 3 February 2009, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IER #25 entitled 
“Government Furnished Borrow Material #3, Orleans, Jefferson, and Plaquemines Parishes, 
Louisiana.”  The document was prepared to evaluate the potential impacts associated with the 
possible excavation of four government furnished borrow areas.  
 

• On 21 October 2008, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IER #11 Tier 2 
Borgne entitled "Improved Protection on the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal, Tier 2 Borgne 
Orleans and St. Bernard Parishes, Louisiana."  The document was prepared to evaluate the 
potential impacts associated with constructing a surge barrier near Lake Borgne. 
 

• On 20 October 2008, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IER #26 
entitled "Pre-Approved Contractor Furnished Borrow Material #3, Jefferson, Plaquemines, 
and St. John the Baptist Parishes, Louisiana, and Hancock County, Mississippi."  The 
document was prepared to evaluate the potential impacts associated with the actions taken by 
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commercial contractors as a result of excavating borrow areas for use in construction of the 
HSDRRS. 
 

• On 30 May 2008, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IER #22 entitled 
“Government Furnished Borrow Material #2, Jefferson and Plaquemines Parishes, Louisiana 
and Hancock County, Mississippi.”  The document was prepared to evaluate the potential 
impacts associated with the actions taken by the USACE while excavating borrow areas for 
use in construction of the HSDRRS. 
 

• On 5 May 2008, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IER #23 entitled 
“Pre-Approved Contractor Furnished Borrow Material #2, St. Bernard, St. Charles, 
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 HSDRRS. 
 

• On 21 February 2008, the CEMVN Commander 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 HSDRRS. 

 
• On 14 February 2008, the CEMVN Commander 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 HSDRRS. 
 

• On 24 July 2006, the CEMVN Commander signed a Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI) on Environmental Assessment (EA) #433 entitled “U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
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 in southern Louisiana.     

 
• The final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity 

(LPV) Hurricane Protection Project was published in August 1974.  A Statement of Findings 
was signed by the CEMVN Commander on 2 December 1974.  Final Supplement I to the 
EIS, dated July 1984, was followed by a Record of Decision (ROD), signed by the CEMVN 
Commander on 7 February 1985.  Final Supplement II to the EIS, dated August 1994, was 
followed by a ROD signed by the CEMVN Commander on 3 November 1994.  

 
1.4 PUBLIC CONCERNS 
 
Throughout southern Louisiana, one of the greatest areas of public concern is reducing the risk of 
hurricane, storm, and flood damage for businesses and residences and providing for public safety 
during major storm events.  Hurricane Katrina forced residents from their homes, temporarily or 
permanently closed businesses and, due to extensive flooding, made returning to communities in 
a timely manner unsafe.   
 
In public meetings held for IERs #11 Tier 2 Borgne and Tier 2 Pontchartrain (USACE 2008a and 
2010a), citizens in both Orleans and St. Bernard Parishes expressed concern over inadequate 
HSDRRS in the area.  Public concerns were raised regarding potential social impacts that may be 
experienced during construction, including increased noise, damage to transportation 
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infrastructure from construction vehicles, and disruption of historical and cultural resources, as 
well as concerns for potential land use restrictions. 
 
Citizens requested that the CEMVN consider any impacts the project might have on the water 
table, and warned that groundwater could be contaminated if pipelines carrying chemicals were 
damaged during construction.  Comments were also voiced about the possible hazards of 
construction in and near residential streets where children play.   
 
Concerns about flood risk reduction during construction were raised, particularly with regard to 
timelines of projects in the area, the closure structures on the GIWW (IER #11 Tier 2 Borgne), 
and projects along the IHNC, specifically the east and west wall modifications.  Business 
representatives were concerned about flooding and stress to existing floodwalls from rising water 
as a result of closing the GIWW, and they expressed interest in the construction of a pump in the 
IHNC to alleviate potential flooding during a storm event from the existing pumps that drain into 
the IHNC.   
 
Three public meetings were held for IERS #11.b - Tier 2 Borgne both before and during the 30-
day public comment period.  These meetings were held on 13 October 2010, 26 October 2010, 
and 8 November 2010 within Orleans East Bank, New Orleans East, and Chalmette Loop (Lower 
9th Ward), respectively.  Summaries of comments made at these public meetings can be found in 
appendix F. 
 
 
2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 
 
NEPA requires Federal agencies to rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable 
alternatives including the potential for taking “no action” in their alternatives analysis.     
 
2.1 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
The proposed action consists of restoring and reinforcing portions of levees and floodwalls that 
do not meet the necessary factors of safety for stability and seepage, as dictated by current 
HSDRRS design guidelines (USACE 2008b).  These guidelines can be found at 
http://www.mvn.usace.army.mil/ENG/PageA.asp.  The levees and floodwalls within the project 
area provide a level of risk reduction that is currently below the 100-year level of risk reduction.  
After construction of the Borgne Barrier (as described in IER #11 Tier 2 Borgne) and the 
Seabrook Gate (as described in IER #11 Tier 2 Pontchartrain) and once the structures are 
operational, the IHNC and GIWW reaches would become a secondary risk reduction feature 
required to withstand water levels caused by pump station outflow, overtopping of the primary 
risk reduction system, and internal rainfall.  The design guidelines used to determine the current 
safety factors assume that water levels within the IHNC are at 8 feet (ft; North American Vertical 
Datum of 1988 [NAVD88] ) corresponding to a 100-year level hurricane event and 12 ft 
corresponding to a 500-year level hurricane event.     
 
The project area lies completely within Orleans Parish; however, it defines the dividing line for 
three sub-basins of the larger Pontchartrain Basin:  Orleans East Bank, New Orleans East, and 
Chalmette Loop (St. Bernard Parish) (figure 1).  The HSDRRS within this corridor is composed 
of various features that provide risk reduction to the three sub-basins, including earthen levees, I-
walls, L-walls, T-walls, and closure gates that extend along the IHNC from the IHNC Lock to 
the Seabrook Bridge at Lake Pontchartrain and along the GIWW from the IHNC to the Michoud 
Canal near the Borgne Barrier in eastern New Orleans.  The project area is divided into three 
primary reaches, each of which contains deficient segments of levees and floodwalls (figure 2).  
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The existing levee system is designated with "station" numbers which represent a standard basis 
of measurement in engineering.  The term "stations" refers to a form of measurement that marks 
distance in 100-ft increments along the longitudinal axis of the levee.  The deficient segments of 
HSDRRS proposed for restoration or reinforcement under the proposed action will be identified 
by their designated station numbers.  Detailed figures of each deficient segment included in the 
proposed action, and their right-of-ways (ROWs), are provided in appendix B.   
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Figure 2.  Map of Project Area Showing Deficient Segments of Levees and Floodwalls 
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2.1.1 Description of Restoration/Reinforcement Methods 
 
Several methods of restoration/reinforcement, all of which would be built entirely within existing 
ROWs, would be used to address deficiencies within the subject reaches.  These construction 
methods include the following:  
 
Deep Soil Mixing 
 
Deep soil mixing (DSM), a stabilization method that uses cement, lime, slag, other pozzolonic 
materials, and combinations of these stabilizers to increase the strength and stiffness of soft or 
loose ground, is a proposed and alternate reinforcement method at six deficient segments of the 
HSDRRS in the project area.  DSM introduces panels of engineered grout or reagent into the 
underlying soils to modify their physical and chemical characteristics without excavation (see 
figure 3).  The stabilizers are blended into the ground using a variety of mixing tools.  
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DSM would be used to improve the existing earthen embankment on the protected side of the 
levee or I-wall by installing soilcrete columns.  Although, the exact dimensions of reinforcement 
methods cannot be determined until the final design is complete, DSM typically consists of soil 
mix columns arranged in rows or panels oriented perpendicular to the levee or I-wall.  A typical 
DSM remediation could consist of eight 32-ft long soil-mixing columns in a row that overlap 
each other by approximately 6 inches, giving the panels a width of 15 ft.  Each set of panels 
(columns) typically has 8 ft of space between them (figure 4).   

Figure 3.  Conceptual Figure of Deep Soil Mixing 
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Figure 4.  Soil Mixing Diagram Illustrating the Layout of Soil Mixing Panels  
along the Protected Side of an I-wall 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Berm 
 
Berms constructed for this project 
would consist of soil added to the 
protected side toe of a levee or 
floodwall to decrease the risk of 
failure as a result of stability and/or 
seepage issues (photo 1).  Berms 
can be used to add extra weight to 
an area where a stability issue has 
been encountered and/or to place 
low-permeability material over a 
levee to mitigate a seepage 
problem.  Approximately 16,000 
cubic yards (cy) of government-
approved borrow would be placed 
on the protected side of five 
deficient sections of the HSDRRS 
to increase stability and control 
seepage.  Seepage berms are 
infrequently used in conjunction 
with floodwalls since floodwalls 
are often constructed in areas 
where ROW availability or cost is insufficient for levee construction (USACE 1989).  However, 
the existing ROW for the floodwalls at stations 73+00, 79+00, 242+00 to 260+00, and 525+00 
to 535+00 (Reach 2) offers enough space for stability berms to be built without requiring 

Photo 1.  Example of a Berm (area of brown grass)  
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additional ROW.  All proposed berms would have an approximate width of 25 ft, a height of 3 
ft, and would be placed at the toe on the protected side of the levee or floodwall.  Berms would 
be constructed to the estimated lengths provided for each station in tables 1 through 3.  The 
embankment would be reseeded with turf grass upon completion.             
    
Buttress Wall 
 
A concrete buttress wall is an 
addition to an existing I-wall, which 
is constructed by driving piles, 
setting forms against (behind) the 
existing floodwall structure, and 
placing a concrete slab on the 
protected side of the floodwall.  The 
new buttress pilings (vertical and 
batter piles) are installed at intervals 
directly against the existing walls to 
assist in resisting the floodwall or 
levee load (figure 5).  Buttress walls 
are the proposed or alternate 
reinforcement method for 
approximately 13 sections of flood 
risk reduction within the project area.  
 
Concrete Slab 
 
A concrete slab is a remediation 
measure used on I-walls to decrease 
the protected side height of 
floodwalls, commonly referred to as 
“stick-up.”  A concrete slab differs 
from a buttress slab in that it is a remediation measure not designed to address stability issues, 
but to control deflection of the existing I-wall during a storm event.  Concrete slabs are 
sufficiently able to resist the existing floodwall or levee load without the need for buttress piles.  
Current design criteria require that there be less than 4 ft of stick-up; therefore, if the distance 
between the protected-side ground surface and either the top of the existing floodwall or the 
maximum canal water level is greater than 4 ft, a concrete slab would be poured adjacent to the 
floodwall on the protected side to raise the protected side ground surface.  This reinforcement 
method is the proposed technique at stations 17+50 to 24+00 (Reach 1), Gate E-14, 58+00 to 
77+00, 454+00 (Reach 2), and 200+00, 251+00 to 285+00, and Gate W-1 (Reach 3).  The 
thickness of the concrete slabs would vary between 12 inches and 24 inches and extend out 
approximately 8 ft from the existing I-walls or gates to reinforce areas with stick-up concerns. 
 
Relief Wells 
 
Relief wells are vertically installed wells that intercept underseepage and provide a controlled 
outlet for the water, thus draining excess water from the subsurface sand layer (figure 6).  They 
consist of a pipe advanced into a subsurface sand layer that is equipped with a well screen 
surrounded by filter material that is designed to prevent the inwash or migration of foundation 
materials into the well.   
 
Three segments within Reach 2 (406+00 and 430+00 to 452+00) and Reach 3 (236+00 to 
264+00), totaling approximately 5,600 ft in length, are proposed to be reinforced by relief wells.  

Figure 5.  Conceptual Figure of a Buttress Wall 
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Figure 6.  Conceptual Figure of Relief Wells  

Preliminary designs indicate that the relief wells would be installed at the toe on the protected 
side of deficient floodwall segments.  Each relief well would be 8 inches in diameter and 
installed to a depth of approximately 40 ft to 45 ft.  In addition, a collector pipe and discharge 
line would also be constructed along each segment where relief wells are installed.  The collector 
pipe collects the excess seepage from each well and a discharge line for each I-wall segment 
discharges it to the nearest canal.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.1.2 Proposed Restoration/Reinforcement Methods by Reach 
 
A recommended plan for the proposed action of restoring and reinforcing multiple deficient 
segments of levees and floodwalls to meet the HSDRRS safety factors along the IHNC was 
developed based on preliminary engineering and cost analyses.  Deficient segments (identified 
by station number) and the proposed restoration/reinforcement method for each are listed in 
tables 1 through 3.  The proposed action is based on these proposed restoration/reinforcement 
methods; however, alternate restoration/reinforcement methods that could instead be employed 
at each of the subject stations are also provided in tables 1 through 3.  Future detailed 
engineering and cost analyses conducted prior to finalizing the design could indicate that an 
alternate restoration or reinforcement method among those listed in the tables may be more 
appropriate for a given station; however, because all restoration/reinforcement methods would be 
conducted within approximately the same footprint and would provide the same level of risk 
reduction, the alternate restoration/reinforcement methods are not considered separate 
alternatives and are all evaluated as part of the proposed action for each segment.  For several 
deficient segments of the HSDRRS, no alternate restoration/reinforcement method was available; 
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therefore, at these segments (stations), only the no action alternative and the proposed action 
were evaluated.  All segments, regardless of restoration/reinforcement method used, would meet 
the required factor for safety.   
 
Reach 1 
 
Reach 1 extends from stations 0+00 to 380+00 along the east side of the IHNC from the IHNC 
Lock to the GIWW including the south side of the GIWW from the IHNC to Bayou Bienvenue.  
Reach 1 includes approximately 1,200 ft of deficient areas, which correspond with two stations, 
28+85 and 17+50 to 24+00.  Reach 1 station IDs, type of flood risk reduction structure, length, 
and proposed and alternate restoration/reinforcement methods are presented in table 1.  
 

Table 1.   
Reach 1 Restoration/Reinforcement Methods 

Station Type Estimated 
Length (ft) 

Proposed Restoration 
or Reinforcement 

Method 

Alternate Restoration 
or Reinforcement 

Method 

28+85 Earthen Levee 500 Deep Soil Mixing Berm 
17+50 to 24+00 I-wall 700 Concrete Slab Buttress Wall 

 
 
Reach 2  
 
Reach 2 comprises the east side of the IHNC from Lake Pontchartrain to the GIWW and extends 
along the north side of the GIWW from the IHNC to the Borgne Barrier.  Reach 2 has a total of 
approximately 3.2 mi (16,700 ft) of deficient areas, which are presented in table 2. 
 

Table 2.   
Reach 2 Restoration/Reinforcement Methods 

Station Type Estimated 
Length (ft) 

Proposed Restoration 
or Reinforcement 

Method 

Alternate Restoration 
or Reinforcement 

Method 
E-14 Gate 1,000 Concrete Slab Buttress Wall 

3+00 to 31+00 I-wall 2,800 Buttress Wall NA 
32+00 Gate 500 Buttress Wall NA 

58+00 to 77+00 I-wall 1,900 Concrete Slab Buttress Wall 
73+00 I-wall 200 Berm Deep Soil Mixing 
79+00 L-wall 3,000 Berm Deep Soil Mixing 

242+00 to 260+00 Earthen Levee 1,800 Berm Deep Soil Mixing 
268+00 T-wall 500 Buttress Wall NA 
270+00 I-wall 400 Buttress Wall NA 
278+00 I-wall 400 Buttress Wall NA 
406+00 I-wall 600 Relief Wells NA 

430+00 to 452+00 I-wall 2,200 Relief Wells NA 
454+00 I-wall 400 Concrete Slab Buttress Wall 

525+00 to 535+00 I-wall 1,000 Berm Deep Soil Mixing 
NA = no alternate restoration/reinforcement method available. 
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Reach 3 
 
Reach 3 lies along the west side of the IHNC and extends from the IHNC Lock at the Mississippi 
River to the Seabrook Bridge at Lake Pontchartrain.  As shown in table 3, Reach 3 has 
approximately 1.19 mi (6,300) ft of deficient areas. 
 

Table 3.   
Reach 3 Restoration/Reinforcement Methods 

Station Type Estimated 
Length (ft) 

Proposed Restoration 
or Reinforcement 

Method 

Alternate Restoration 
or Reinforcement 

Method 
268+00 I-wall 600 Deep Soil Mixing Buttress Wall 
236+00 to 

264+00 I-wall 2,800* Relief Wells NA 
251+00 to 

285+00 I-wall 3,400* Concrete slab Buttress Wall 

200+00 I-wall 600 Concrete Slab Buttress Wall 
W-1 0+00 to 

2+00 Gate 200 Concrete Slab Buttress Wall 
NA = no alternate restoration/reinforcement method available. 
* = Approximately 1300 ft of these two deficient areas overlap.  In this 1300 ft, two restoration and reinforcement 
methods would likely be applied.  For calculation of the total length of deficiency, the overlapping area is only 
counted once.  Therefore, the length of deficiency from station 236+00 to 285+00 is 4,900 feet.  
 
 
In addition to the 1.19 mi of deficient segments in Reach 3 that would be restored/reinforced two 
structures, one maintenance building and one small shed would either be relocated or demolished 
as part of the proposed action.  The structures are located adjacent to Gate W-1 and stations 0+00 
through 2+00 at the IHNC Lock (photo 2).  The buildings are approximately 1 ft from the 
floodwall; therefore, construction of a concrete slab to provide additional stability would require 
the demolition or relocation of the buildings.  The structures, which are owned by the USACE 
and used for equipment and material storage associated with operation of the IHNC Lock, are 
sited on USACE property outside of the existing ROW for the proposed action.  The shed has a 
footprint of approximately 560 square feet (sq ft) and contains maintenance equipment such as 
ladders, lawnmowers, containers, etc.).  The maintenance building houses chemicals for cleaning 
and mechanical operations (degreasers, etc.) and occupies approximately 260 sq ft.  The decision 
as to whether these structures would be relocated or demolished would be made during the final 
design process for the proposed work at Gate W-1.  If relocation is selected, the structures would 
be moved to another location on the current USACE property.    
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2.1.3 Construction-Related 
Information for the 
Proposed Action 

 
Restoration/reinforcement 
construction would occur entirely 
within the existing levee/floodwall 
ROW.  The construction duration 
would be approximately 300 days 
(10 months).  Construction 
schedules for work on the various 
deficient segments could overlap 
and may include work up to 24 
hours per day and 7 days per week.  
Each restoration/reinforcement 
process would require its own 
combination of construction 
equipment (table 4) and would 
have its own estimated duration.   
 
 
 
 
 

Table 4. 
Restoration/Reinforcement Method Construction Equipment Requirements 

Construction Equipment 

Project Restoration/Reinforcement Alternatives 

Deep Soil 
Mixing Berm Buttress 

Wall 
Concrete 

Slab 
Relief 
Wells 

Backhoe X     
Crane X   X   X 
Dump Truck   X     
Excavator   X X    
Front end loader    X       
Concrete mixer truck     X X   
Auger drill rig X       X 
Dozer X X X  X 
Generators X       X 
Flatbed Trucks X X X X X 
Rollers   X      
Graders X  X      
Portable Air Compressors X       X 
Welding Machines         X 
Drill Rig X       X 
 
 

Photo 2.  Location of Two Structures Proposed for 
Relocation or Demolition in Reach 3
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DSM is estimated to take approximately 12 weeks at a single location.  Dust emissions would 
not be an issue due to the high water content of soil at the locations where DSM is the proposed 
reinforcement method; therefore, best management practices (BMPs) for dust control would not 
be required.  However, if conditions change, BMPs for dust control would be incorporated. 
 
The process to restore an I-wall or levee with a berm could take approximately 50 working days, 
allowing for rain and other weather delays.  Embankment material would be transported to the 
site via dump truck.  Given that approximately 18 cy of material can be carried in a single 
truckload and a rate of approximately one truckload every 30 minutes would be utilized, this 
process would require approximately 16 truckloads per day.  Dust emissions from this method 
would be controlled using a water sprinkler truck.  
 
Project design engineers estimate that construction of a buttress wall would require the 
excavation of approximately 600 cy of earthen material at each station to be reinforced with this 
method.  Because the amount of excavated material would be relatively minor, it would not 
require disposal, but instead be used for backfill.  Water trucks would be used for dust control 
should the water content of the soil not be sufficient to eliminate dust during the placement of 
embankment material.   
 
Excavation activities would not be necessary for the addition of concrete slabs proposed at seven 
deficient segments because they would be placed over the existing ground.  Each slab would then 
be attached to the ground using ground hooks.  Concrete transport trucks may kick up some dirt 
in and around the project sites, but the use of water trucks would be implemented to control dust 
during construction as needed.   
 
Preliminary project design indicates that relief wells would be approximately 30 ft to 35 ft deep, 
which would result in approximately 1 cy of soil tailings per well; therefore, soil quantities 
would not be significant enough to require disposal.  Installation of relief wells would not 
generate any dust and no BMPs should be necessary.   
 
Restoration and reinforcement activities within each subject reach would occur entirely within 
existing ROW.  USACE-provided Geographic Information System (GIS) layers of ROW 
boundaries were used to determine the proposed footprint at each station.  The total area of all 
existing ROW for the deficient segments of HSDRRS is approximately 82.6 acres (see 
breakdown by reach and station ID in table 7).  This acreage is the total footprint that would be 
impacted (either temporarily or permanently) by the proposed action if the restoration/ 
reinforcement methods required that the entire ROW at each deficient segment be disturbed 
during construction (worst-case scenario).  If construction of the proposed action occurs without 
the disturbance or degradation of all ROW areas at the deficient segments, fewer acres would be 
impacted.  The classification of impacts associated with the project footprint as permanent or 
temporary depends solely on the specific method of restoration/reinforcement being performed 
and the resource being evaluated.   
 
For the duration of construction, materials and equipment necessary to complete the proposed 
restoration and reinforcement methods would be staged at nine locations throughout the project 
area.  No construction would occur at these temporary staging areas, which are primarily located 
outside of existing ROW and are each approximately 0.5-acre in size or smaller (see table 7 in 
Section 3.2.2 for descriptions and approximate acreages and appendix C for detailed figures).  
The majority of the staging areas are located either in industrial areas or on undeveloped parcels.  
Staging Area F is located immediately adjacent to the Pontchartrain Park residential area.  One 
staging area would be located along the east bank of the IHNC (Reach 1), south of its 
convergence with the GIWW; four staging areas would be required for Reach 2 
restoration/reinforcement work along the east bank of the IHNC and north bank of the GIWW; 
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and four staging areas would be established along the west bank of the IHNC within Reach 3.  
Staging Area G, depicted as being located over Highway 90 (Chef Menteur Highway) in 
appendix C, was illustrated as such to show its location on the aerial map; this staging area 
would actually be located underneath the overpass.      
 
Project access would occur along existing roads and properties, including but not limited to 
those illustrated in figure 7.  Temporary construction easements adjacent to the existing ROW 
may be needed to provided access and adequate room for equipment operation.  Small, 
ancillary streets are not highlighted on figure 7, but would be used to access existing HSDRRS.  
Reach 1 primary access would be from Florida Avenue, St. Claude Avenue, Jourdan Avenue, 
N. Claiborne Avenue, Paris Road, and to traverse the levee as needed.  Primary access to 
Reach 2 would require use of the following roadways: Jourdan Road, Almonaster Boulevard, 
N. Claiborne Avenue, Japonica Street, Highway 90, and Paris Road, with secondary access 
through Terminal Road, Elaine Street and Boh Brothers Almonaster Yard, Industrial Parkway, 
and to traverse the levee as needed.  Primary access to Reach 3 would occur from Hayne 
Boulevard, France Road, Japonica Street, Highway 90, N. Claiborne Avenue, Poland Avenue, 
and St. Claude Avenue, and to traverse the levee as needed.  Construction of the proposed 
action would adhere to the New Orleans Codes of Ordinances regarding street weight limits for 
trucks and oversized vehicles (CNO 2010a) and would not result in any temporary road 
closures.  Traffic Control Plans could be implemented for work in the project area, particularly 
along the IHNC on France Road and Jourdan Road.   
 
Table 5 provides information on the approximate volumes of materials that would be required for 
construction of the proposed action. 
 

Table 5.
Estimated Construction Material Quantities Required to Complete the Proposed Action 

Material Total Length of 
Material Placement (ft) 

Units 
of Measure Quantity 

Reach 1 
Structural Concrete 700 cy 2,800

Silt Fencing 1200 linear feet (LF) 1,440
Concrete for DSM 500 cy 2,000

Rebar 700 LF 4,200
Reach 2 

Embankment Fill 6,000 cy 30,000
Top Soil 6,000 cy 30,000

Concrete Form  7,900 sq ft 31,600
Structural Concrete 3,300 cy 13,200

Silt Fencing 16,700 LF 20,040
Corrugated Metal Piping (CMP) 2,800 LF 7,000

Rebar 7,900 LF 47,400
Reach 3 

Concrete for DSM 600 cy 2,400
Concrete Form  4,200 sq ft 16,800

Structural Concrete 4,200 cy 16,800
Rebar 4,200 LF 25,200

Silt Fencing 7,600 LF 9,120
CMP 2,800 LF 7,000
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Figure 7.  Map of Anticipated Project Access Roads and Properties 
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2.2 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
2.2.1 No Action Alternative 
 
The CEQ regulations and USACE’s ER for implementing NEPA require that a no action 
alternative be evaluated.  Under the no action alternative, the proposed action would not be 
constructed by the CEMVN.  The 4.6 mi of levees, floodwalls, and closure gate structures that 
were identified as being deficient would not be restored or reinforced; therefore, the secondary 
line of defense provided by these flood risk reduction structures in Reaches 1, 2, and 3 would 
remain in its current condition with potential seepage and stability issues.  The Borgne Barrier 
and Seabrook Gate would be in place and would continue to serve as the primary line of defense 
for the project area.  The Borgne Barrier consists of approximately 2 miles of new floodwalls 
and gates extending from the Michoud floodwall north of the GIWW to the levee on the west 
side of the MRGO.  The Seabrook Gate is comprised of a sector gate and two vertical lift gates in 
the IHNC just south of the Senator Ted Hickey Bridge with T-wall floodwall tie-ins to LPV 104 
to the west and LPV 105 to the east.       
 
2.3 ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION 
 
The following alternatives were eliminated from further consideration due to increased 
engineering costs and because they did not adequately meet the purpose and need.  These 
alternatives are considered complementary to alternatives that reduce flood risks.  
 
2.3.1 Non-Structural Alternatives 
 
Section 73 of the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) requires consideration of non-
structural alternatives in flood damage reduction studies.  ER 1105-2-100 provides planning 
guidance on applicable non-structural measures, which states that non-structural measures can be 
considered independently or in combination with structural measures (USACE 2000).  Non-
structural measures reduce flood damages without significantly altering the nature or extent of 
flooding.  Damage reduction from non-structural measures is accomplished by changing the use 
of the floodplains, or by accommodating existing uses to the flood hazard.  Examples are flood 
proofing, relocation of structures, flood warning and preparedness systems (including associated 
emergency measures), and regulation of floodplain uses.  Although the project area is located 
entirely within Orleans Parish, St. Bernard Parish is also considered in the cost estimate for non-
structural alternatives because the proposed action would reduce the flood risk in both parishes.  
Both Orleans and St. Bernard Parish already have flood warning systems and evacuation plans in 
place and regulation of floodplain use is addressed by the National Flood Insurance Program; 
therefore, only flood proofing and relocation were considered as non-structural measures.  The 
flood proofing non-structural measures evaluated in this analysis are to raise in place existing 
structures and the acquisition and relocation of the structures, which is defined as a buyout or 
permanent physical relocation. 
 
Raise in Place 
 
Flood proofing would require elevating all residential and commercial properties’ structures 
subject to flooding in the study area above the expected levels of flooding.  This alternative 
would also have to consider elevating roadways, public buildings, and some forms of public 
infrastructure that would need to continue operations during and after a storm event.  Some 
facilities, such as roadways and railroads, might remain at grade when repair from storm damage 
would be less costly than the construction, operation, and maintenance of them on elevated 
structures.  The average cost of elevating residential structures in the study area has been 
estimated at approximately $95 per sq ft (USACE 2007a and 2007b).  This includes the cost of 
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administration, design, inspection, costing, project management, and all other associated costs of 
elevating the structures, as well as the costs of the occupants of the residential structures being 
relocated to temporary housing during the time that the structures are being elevated.  
Approximately 107,000 homes in Orleans Parish and 20,000 homes in St. Bernard Parish were 
damaged by flooding from Hurricane Katrina (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development [HUD] 2006).  Although Hurricane Katrina was greater than a 100-year storm and 
not all of this flooding was a product of breaching or overtopping of the IHNC HSDRRS, this 
figure is reasonably representative of the magnitude of homes in these parishes that are 
vulnerable to storm surge induced flooding.  The $95 per sq ft average cost results in a cost of 
approximately $152,000 to raise a 1,600-sq ft residence above the expected level of flooding.  
Using these assumptions, the cost of raising flood-prone homes would be estimated at 
approximately $16.3 billion in Orleans Parish and $3 billion in St. Bernard Parish for a total cost 
of $19.3 billion.  
 
Other costs associated with flood proofing would include elevating non-residential buildings, 
roads and railroads, and other infrastructure.  No information is available on the cost of elevating 
commercial, industrial, and public buildings because these buildings are so different from one 
another that information would have to be developed for each individual building.  However, it 
can reasonably be expected that it would equal the cost associated with elevating the residential 
structures, and bring the total estimated cost to more than $40 billion. 
 
Elevating the roadways would be equivalent to converting all roadways and railroads to bridges.  
The costs for repairing all roads and railroads would be much more reasonable, and these costs 
were estimated based on highway design assumptions and current unit prices.  A non-structural 
alternative that left roads and railroads at existing elevations would mean they would have to be 
repaired after each storm event.  Costs for repairing two-lane asphalt roads with shoulders were 
estimated at $400,000 per mile.  There are approximately 1,432 mi of two-lane roads in Orleans 
Parish.  About 80 percent of the roads in Orleans Parish were flooded during Hurricane Katrina.  
Therefore, repair costs would be $458.2 million for each storm event that exceeded the level of 
flood risk reduction.  Repair costs were estimated at $800,000 per mile for four-lane divided 
roadways with shoulders.  There are approximately 398 mi of four-lane roadways in Orleans 
Parish.  The cost of repairs to the four-lane roadways would be $254.7 million for each storm 
event that compromised hurricane risk reduction.  Repair costs to railroads were calculated for 
the 114 mi of railroad in Orleans Parish.  Railroad repair costs were estimated at $100 per LF.  
This resulted in railroad repair costs of approximately $60.2 million for the parish. 
 
No information is available on the costs for elevating other infrastructure such as airport 
facilities, electrical distribution and transmission grids, gas distribution lines, drainage, sewage 
and water distribution facilities, communication networks, public transit, and waterborne 
navigation facilities.  However, the estimated costs of elevating all flood-prone infrastructure in 
the study area would likely exceed $20 billion, which would be much more than the costs of 
other structural alternatives.  Therefore, this alternative was eliminated from further 
consideration. 
 
Real Estate Acquisition and Relocation Assistance 
 
Public acquisition of properties in areas subject to flooding can also reduce damages from storms 
and hurricanes.  Acquisition of these properties as part of a Federal project and for projects 
where there is Federal financial assistance in any part of project costs would be subject to the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, 42 United 
States Code (USC) Section 4601, et seq., as amended (the Relocation Assistance Act).  
Accordingly, the displacement of individuals, families, businesses, farms, and non-profit 
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organizations would have to be organized and a system established to minimize the adverse 
impacts on displaced persons. 
 
There are several options that could be offered for the acquisition and relocation alternative:  sale 
of the site and home or commercial structure to the local sponsor for demolition, sale of the site 
to the local sponsor and relocation of the structure to a comparable site outside the area of 
flooding, or relocation of the displaced persons to a comparable home or business outside the 
area of flooding.  In addition to compensation for real property, displaced persons would be 
eligible for expenses for moving themselves and their personal or business-related property, 
costs of property lost as a result of moving or discontinuing a business, expenses in searching for 
a replacement business or farm, and necessary expenses for reestablishment of a displaced farm, 
nonprofit organization, or small business at its new location.  However, the estimated costs for 
real estate acquisition and relocation assistance for all flood-prone infrastructures in the study 
area would exceed the costs of structural alternatives.  Therefore, this alternative was eliminated 
from further consideration. 
 
 
3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL 

CONSEQUENCES 
 
3.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 
General 
 
The project area is located within the Central Gulf Coastal Plain, or more specifically, on the 
eastern flank of the Mississippi River Deltaic Plain along the banks of the IHNC and the GIWW 
(figure 8).  The study area lies completely within Orleans Parish; however, it defines the dividing 
line for three sub-basins of the larger Pontchartrain Basin:  Orleans East Bank, New Orleans 
East, and Chalmette Loop (figure 1).   
 
The Orleans East Bank sub-basin extends westward from the IHNC to the 17th Street Canal and 
is bordered to the north by Lake Pontchartrain and to the south by the Mississippi River.  The 
New Orleans East sub-basin extends eastward from the IHNC toward the Rigolets Pass and is 
bordered by Lake Pontchartrain and the GIWW to the north and south, respectively.  The 
Chalmette Loop Sub-basin extends east and south, bordered on the north by the GIWW, on the 
east by the Mississippi River-Gulf Outlet (MRGO), and on the south by the Mississippi River 
and the portion of the Chalmette Loop Levee that runs from the Mississippi River to Highway 46 
between the communities of Caernarvon and Verret (USACE 1984).   
 
Relief in the area is very slight with a minimum of 4 ft between the remnant alluvial ridge 
marking the location of an ancient distributary of the Mississippi River and the adjacent 
lowlands.  Maximum elevations of 2 ft are found toward the southern end of the project area 
along the remnant alluvial ridge located between Highway 90 and Interstate 10.  Minimum 
elevations of -4 ft are found in drained marsh areas near the north end of the project.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 Final IERS #11.b – Tier 2 Borgne 
 Orleans and St. Bernard Parishes, Louisiana 
 

November 2010  21  
 

Figure 8.  Regional Map of the IHNC Levees and Floodwalls Project Area  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Climate 
 
Orleans and St. Bernard Parishes are located at subtropical latitude.  The climate is influenced by 
the many water surfaces of the nearby wetlands, rivers, lakes, streams, and the Gulf of Mexico.  
Throughout the year, these water bodies modify relative humidity and temperature conditions, 
decreasing the range between the extremes.  Summers are long and hot, with an average daily 
temperature of 81 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) and high average humidity.  Winters are characterized 
by cold, dry, polar air masses moving southward from Canada, with an average daily 
temperature of 53°F.  Average annual precipitation is approximately 61 inches with monthly 
averages varying from 2.8 inches in October to 6.5 inches in July (USACE 1974; National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration [NOAA] 1987).   
 
Precipitation in Louisiana is largely due to convectional activity in the summer and tropical 
storms during the winter.  Due to its proximity to the Gulf of Mexico, the study area is 
susceptible to tropical waves, tropical depressions, tropical storms, and hurricanes.  These 
weather events can produce significant amounts of precipitation over a very short period and are 
often accompanied by strong winds, tornadoes, and storm surge along the coastal areas.  
Analysis of historic data from the National Hurricane Center dataset on tropical cyclones 
(including tropical depressions, tropical storms, and hurricanes) of the Louisiana coast from 1900 
to 1999 shows a total of 63 storms, of which 49 were Category 3 or less.  Not all of these storms 
had direct contact with the New Orleans metro area (U.S. Geological Survey [USGS] 2002).  
Since 1999, a total of 10 storms, of which 7 were Category 3 or less, have impacted Louisiana 
(USACE 2006). 
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Geology and Soils 
 
Dominant physiographic features in the vicinity include Lake Pontchartrain and the lakefront 
levee to the north, the IHNC to the west, the GIWW in the center, Bayou Bienvenue and Golden 
Triangle marsh to the east, and the Mississippi River to the south.  The foundation soils consist 
of artificial fill materials underlain by Holocene and Pleistocene age deposits.  These material 
types are comprised predominantly of sands with some fat and lean clays, silts, and organics.  At 
the northern end of Reaches 2 and 3, the surface and shallow subsurface is composed of up to 18 
ft of hydraulic fill from Lake Pontchartrain.  Fill deposits contain sand, silt, and clay, overlying 
lacustrine and beach deposits.   Lacustrine deposits are characterized by soft to medium clays 
with some silt and sand layers and shells and are approximately 10 ft thick.  Beach deposits are 
approximately 30 ft thick and are related to the Pine Island Beach Ridge that trends east-west 
across the area.  The beach deposit is generally composed of silty sand and sand with shells.  
Beach deposits overlie 5 ft to 10 ft of bay-sound deposits, which are characterized by soft to 
medium clays, silts, and some sand containing shell fragments.  Pleistocene deposits are located 
beneath bay-sound deposits at approximate elevation of -50 ft NAVD88.  These deposits are 
mainly stiff to very stiff, oxidized clays, silts, and sands.  This area along the IHNC also contains 
Aquent soils, which are poorly drained soils that are stratified and clayey to mucky throughout, 
resulting from hydraulically dredged material (U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil 
Conservation Service 1989).  Groundwater has been artificially lowered by forced drainage.  The 
sands and silts in the fill and beach deposits may be hydraulically connected to Lake 
Pontchartrain or the IHNC (USACE 2008c). 

 
Soils along the GIWW vary from west to east.  Soils along the western portion of the canal 
include Aquent soils from dredged material in addition to Harahan and Schreiver clay, Lafitte 
muck, and urban lands.  Both Harahan and Schreiver clays are poorly drained soils that typically 
form from backswamp alluvium.  Lafitte muck is very poorly drained very slightly saline to 
saline muck and clay that forms in marshes.  Along the Michoud canal on the western side of the 
GIWW and extending into Bayou Bienvenue on the east, soils include urban land, dredged 
Aquents, Harahan and Schriever clays, and Lafitte muck as described above in addition to 
Allemands muck (drained), Kenner muck (drained), and Clovelly muck.  Allemands muck is a 
poorly drained non-saline to very slightly saline soil that forms from decomposed organic 
material overlaying clayey backswamp deposits.  Kenner muck is a very poorly drained non-
saline to very slightly saline soil that forms in marshes.  Both the Allemands and Kenner mucks 
along this portion of the GIWW have been drained.  Clovelly muck is a very poorly drained and 
very slightly saline to saline soil that forms in marshes, primarily in Bayou Bienvenue on the 
eastern end of the GIWW.  Both the Kenner and Clovelly mucks form from herbaceous organic 
material over fluid clayey alluvium. 

 
Soil borings collected from the project vicinity can provide information on the nature and extent 
of soils and shallow sediments, along with their physical and engineering properties.  Figure 9 
illustrates past soil borings and cone penetrometer tests (CPTs) collected every 50 ft along the 
subject reaches.  

 
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita 
 
On 29 August 2005, Hurricane Katrina made landfall near Buras on the Louisiana Coast south of 
New Orleans.  At landfall, Hurricane Katrina was at the upper end of Category 3 intensity range 
with maximum sustained winds estimated at 123 miles per hour (mph).  Because of the storm 
surge, large areas of New Orleans East and St. Bernard Parish were flooded due to the over-
topping and breaching of levees and floodwalls on the INHC, the GIWW, and the MRGO.  
Additionally, the Orleans East Bank was flooded due to breaching of levees and floodwalls 
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associated with Lake Pontchartrain, located within the Orleans East Bank sub-basin and areas 
west.   
 
On 24 September 2005, Hurricane Rita hit the western part of Louisiana and the storm surge 
inflicted additional damage in the project vicinity, re-flooding areas in the ninth ward and 
Gentilly prior to making landfall near the Texas-Louisiana border.  The damages to Orleans 
Parish’s residences were widespread, and at least 10 of the 29 historic districts in the parish 
suffered extensive damage from flooding.     
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Figure 9.  Soil Boring Locations in the Project Area  
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3.2 SIGNIFICANT RESOURCES 
 
This section contains a list of the important resources located in the vicinity of the proposed 
action, and describes in detail those resources that would be impacted, directly or indirectly, by 
the alternatives.  Direct impacts are those that would be caused by the action taken and occur at 
the same time and place (40 CFR 1508.8(a)).  Indirect impacts are those that would be caused by 
the action and would be later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably 
foreseeable (40 CFR 1508.8(b)).  Cumulative impacts are discussed in section 6.0. 
 
The resources described in this section are those recognized as important by laws, executive 
orders, regulations, and other standards of National, state, or regional agencies, and 
organizations; technical or scientific agencies, groups, or individuals; and the general public.  
Important resources described in this section include hydrology, aquatic resources, upland 
resources, wildlife, threatened and endangered species, cultural resources recreational resources, 
aesthetics, noise, air quality, socioeconomics, and transportation.  Further detail on these 
resources can be found by contacting the 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” in the website’s digital 
library for additional information.  
 
Table 6 shows those significant resources found within the project area, and notes whether they 
would be impacted by the alternatives analyzed in this IERS.   
 
 

Table 6. 
Significant Resources in the Project Study Area 

Significant Resource Impacted Not Impacted 
Water and Coastal Resources  X 
Upland Resources X  
Wildlife X  
Threatened and Endangered Species  X 
Cultural Resources  X 
Recreational Resources X  
Aesthetics X  
Noise X  
Air Quality X  
Socioeconomics X  
Environmental Justice  X 
Transportation X  

 
 
3.2.1 Water and Coastal Resources 
 
Existing Conditions 
 
The proposed project area occurs within the Lake Pontchartrain Basin, a watershed of 4,700 
square miles (mi2) in southeast Louisiana and southwest Mississippi.  The basin is within the 
coastal zone delineation and, therefore, is regulated under the Louisiana State and Local Coastal 
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Figure 10.  Major Hydrologic Features of the Project Area 

Resources Management Act of 1978.  The natural hydrology of the project area has been 
significantly altered by the IHNC, GIWW, levees of the HSDRRS, and several man-made canals 
created for oil exploration, flood control, and wetland restoration.  The proposed project would 
be located along the banks of the IHNC from Lake Pontchartrain to the Mississippi River and the 
banks of the GIWW from the IHNC to the Michoud Canal on the north bank and Bayou 
Bienvenue on the south bank.   
 
Major surface water features in the region around the project area include the IHNC, GIWW, 
Lake Pontchartrain, MRGO, Bayou Bienvenue, and the Mississippi River (figure 10). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
All of these surface water features are Waters of the United States (WoUS; as defined by 33 CFR 
328) and Navigable Waters of the United States (NWUS; as defined by 33 CFR 329).  This 
project is subject to the USACE regulatory authority under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(CWA; 33 USC 1344) and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act (33 USC 401).  Other 
environmental laws and regulations also apply and are discussed in section 9.0. 
 
The majority of the deficient segments are adjacent to developed areas within New Orleans.  A 
few sections within Reach 2 (7,300 ft total) and Reach 1 (1,200 ft total) are located in the vicinity 
of Bayou Bienvenue; however these segments are several miles from the portion of Bayou 
Bienvenue that is designated as a Natural and Scenic River (figure 11).  
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Aquatic resources within the study area change yearly (due to El Niño Southern Oscillation and 
La Niña events), seasonally (water quality, hydrology, and weather), and daily (tides and 
freshwater inflow).  Aquatic resources that occur within the project area include habitat (open 
water, benthic, and submerged aquatic vegetation [SAV]) and organisms (bivalves, crustaceans, 
phytoplankton, and fishes) that work together synergistically to cycle nutrients and food energy 
through the coastal ecosystem in Louisiana.  
 
The IHNC is hydrologically connected to the GIWW, the MRGO, the Mississippi River, and 
Lake Pontchartrain.  The IHNC is approximately 30 ft deep, with a minimum 150 ft bottom 
width and 300 ft top width.  The GIWW west of the Michoud Canal within the project area is 
authorized as 36 ft deep, 500 ft bottom width waterway.  East of the Michoud Canal within the 
project area, the GIWW is authorized as a 150 ft width waterway.  The IHNC from the 
GIWW/MRGO confluence to the IHNC Lock is an authorized deep draft navigation channel, 36 
ft deep and 500 ft wide.  The IHNC Lock is located at the southern terminus of the IHNC and 
allows waterborne traffic to transit to and from the Mississippi River, the GIWW, and Lake 
Pontchartrain.  The MRGO was deauthorized as a Federal waterway on 5 June 2008, with a rock 
closure structure constructed at Bayou La Loutre.  
 
The major influences on water levels within the basin are wind and tide with some localized 
effects by vessel traffic.  Tidal ranges average approximately 1 ft and 2 ft at Lake Pontchartrain 
and Lake Borgne, respectively.   
 
The historic gage record (1923 to 2006) at the IHNC Lock shows that the median range of low to 
high water levels is -0.79 ft to 3.71 ft National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929 (NGVD29). 
Water level reached 10.61 ft NGVD29 during Hurricane Betsy.  Although there are no water 
level records at the IHNC Lock for Hurricane Georges, records are available for nearby 
locations.  During Hurricane Georges, the highest recorded water level in the IHNC at the 
Florida Avenue Bridge was 8.35 ft NGVD (1983 adjustment) on 27 September 1998.  The 
highest recorded water level (high water mark) at the IHNC Lock, due to Hurricane Katrina, was 
recorded at 14.3 ft NAVD88 2004.65.  With completion of the HSDRRS in 2011 the risk of 
storm surge within the IHNC Basin would be reduced.  
 
Discussion of Impacts 
 
Future Conditions with No Action 
 
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts to Water and Coastal Resources 
 
Under the no action alternative, flood risk reduction features in the subject reaches located along 
the IHNC and GIWW would not be restored or reinforced and there would be no in-water 
construction.  There would be an increased risk associated with the interior floodwalls and levees 
(secondary protection) along the IHNC and GIWW if failure were to occur during a storm event.  
The segments of HSDRRS for which seepage and stability-related deficiencies were identified 
could potentially fail and result in flooding within the three sub-basins adjacent to the subject 
reaches.  Minor temporary impacts to water and coastal resources could occur if debris and 
contaminated floodwaters were to enter the IHNC or GIWW. 
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Future Conditions with Proposed Action 
 
Direct Impacts to Water and Coastal Resources 
 
Under the proposed action, a variety of restoration/reinforcement types would be used to 
remediate deficient sections of flood risk reduction along the IHNC and GIWW (tables 1 through 
3).  Regardless of the restoration/reinforcement method, all construction would occur entirely 
within existing land-based ROW (appendix B) with no direct impacts to the IHNC or GIWW.  
No disruption of natural hydrologic and sediment transport patterns, sheet flow, or water quality 
would occur from the proposed project.  Additionally, the proposed work would have no impact 
on the portion of Bayou Bienvenue that is designated a Natural and Scenic River (located over a 
mile from the nearest deficient section).  Nine temporary staging areas, scattered around the 
project area and totaling approximately 3.4 acres, would be located in upland areas primarily 
outside of existing ROW; these staging areas would have no effect on water or coastal resources 
in the project area.     
 
Indirect Impacts to Water and Coastal Resources 
 
The existing ROW at many deficient segment locations is directly adjacent to banks of the 
IHNC, GIWW, Bayou Bienvenue, and the Michoud Canal (see detailed figures in appendix B).  
Construction activities within the ROW could potentially cause indirect impacts of increased 
turbidity and sedimentation within these waterways; however, construction-related runoff would 
be managed through the implementation of BMPs, such as structural erosion controls, and 
adherence to regulations governing storm water runoff at constructions sites, which would 
minimize the potential effects from the proposed action on water and coastal resources.  
 
Cumulative Impacts to Water and Coastal Resources 
 
Potential cumulative impacts on water and coastal resources would involve the combined 
impacts from the multiple LPV HSDRRS projects occurring in the vicinity of the project 
(including IERs #11 – Tier 2 Borgne and Tier 2 Pontchartrain, #4, #6, and #8).  However, 
impacts from restoration/reinforcement activities would be limited to temporary, construction-
related impacts.  The proposed action would not be expected to contribute to cumulative impacts 
on water and coastal resources since no in-water work would occur and all construction would 
take place on the protected side of existing levees and floodwalls.  
 
3.2.2 Upland Resources  
 
Existing Conditions  
 
For the purposes of this analysis, terrestrial or upland resources are defined as any non-marsh or 
non-wetland areas within the project corridor.  All of the deficient flood risk reduction features in 
the project area are located along canal banks.  Along the IHNC, the majority of terrestrial area is 
comprised of industrial parcels or unoccupied, formerly-industrial sites.  The Port of New 
Orleans owns the majority of land along the IHNC.  The portions of the project corridor located 
along the GIWW, Michoud Slip, and Michoud Canal within Reaches 2 and 3 consist of industrial 
areas and relatively undeveloped open space.  All construction would take place within the 
existing ROW adjacent to the deficient floodwall/levee sections on the protected side.  Existing 
HSDRRS ROWs are regularly mowed to limit the growth of vegetation, and most of the 
unpaved, upland habitat in the project corridor contains only early successional vegetation, 
including turf grass such as Bermudagrass (Cynodon dactylon) and Bahiagrass (Paspalum 
notatum); weeds such as crabgrass (Digitaria spp.), plantain (Plantago major), and common 
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ragweed (Ambrosia artemissiifolia); and small shrubs such as wax myrtle (Myrica cerifera), 
yaupon (Ilex vomitoria), and rattlebush (Sesbania drummondii).  Please refer to Section 3.2.7 
(Aesthetics) for representative photographs of the potentially impacted areas.  
 
Potential temporary staging areas are located throughout the project area along the IHNC and 
GIWW near deficient segments (see detailed figures in appendix C).  These areas vary from 
paved parking areas and mowed or landscaped plots to areas overgrown with weeds and shrubs 
such as those listed above.     
 
Discussion of Impacts 
 
Future Conditions with No Action 
 
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts to Uplands 
 
Under the no action alternative, no construction within the previously disturbed and/or developed 
ROW would occur because the deficient levee/floodwall segments along the IHNC and GIWW 
would not be restored or reinforced.  There would be an increased risk of flooding in the three 
sub-basins if the interior floodwalls and levees (secondary protection) along the IHNC and 
GIWW were to breach during a storm event.  Should flooding occur, some upland areas may be 
inundated and experience temporary direct impacts.  There could be permanent and potentially 
cumulative impacts to some vegetated areas if faunal populations perish as a result of extended 
submersion or potential contamination from floodwaters. 
 
Future Conditions with Proposed Action 
 
All five restoration/reinforcement methods would affect limited upland resources entirely within 
the existing ROW that occurs in industrial areas that have been previously disturbed.  Table 7 
summarizes the potential terrestrial impacts for each segment and restoration/reinforcement type.  
Most of the impacts designated as ‘permanent’ would only impact a small portion of the ROW 
permanently.  For example, buttress walls constructed to reinforce existing I-walls or gates may 
increase the area that is permanently covered by concrete by less than one sq ft per LF of 
floodwall.  The remainder of the ROW would return to its current state when construction is 
complete (temporary impact).  The approximate acreages of impacted area are included as a total 
of temporary and permanent impacts.  Impacts associated with specific restoration/reinforcement 
types are discussed in detail below.   
 
Direct Impacts to Uplands 
 
DSM – DSM, the proposed reinforcement method for six segments of the HSDRRS, involves 
mixing columns of cement or a combination of other stabilizers vertically into the existing soil.  
Minor, temporary impacts to upland resources would result from construction due to ground 
clearing to make way for the machinery and possibly a limited amount of excavation/grading 
related to leveling the ground for equipment transport or placement.  These impacts would take 
place within the existing ROW, which currently consists of regularly mowed and maintained 
grassy areas.  This area is not considered naturally occurring habitat.  Additionally, DSM would 
occur below the ground surface; therefore, the ROW would be returned to current conditions 
after construction, resulting in no permanent impacts to upland resources.   
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Table 7.   
Permanent and Temporary Upland Impacts 

Reach Station ID Existing 
Structure 

Proposed/Alternate 
Restoration or 

Reinforcement Type 

Approximate 
Area of 

Impact (acres) 

Permanent* or 
Temporary 

Impact 
Deficient Segments  

1 28+85 Earthen Levee DSM/Berm 5.4 T/T 
1 17+50 to 24+00 I-wall Concrete Slab/Buttress wall P/P 
2 Gate E-14 Gate Concrete Slab/Buttress wall 

7.0 
P/P 

2 3+00 to 31+00 I-walls Buttress walls/NA P 
2 32+00 Gate Buttress wall/NA P 
2 58+00 to 77+00 I-wall Concrete Slab/Buttress wall 3.6 P/P 
2 73+00 I-wall Berm/DSM  
2 79+00 L-wall Berm/DSM 4.4 T/T 
2 242+00 to 260+00 Earthen Levee Berm/DSM 12.8 T/T 

2 268+00, 270+00, 
278+00 

T-wall and I-
walls Buttress walls/NA 6.4 P 

2 406+00 I-wall Relief wells/NA 6.5 T/P 
2 430+00 to 452+00 I-walls Relief wells/NA 22.7 T/P 
2 454+00 I-wall Concrete slab/Buttress wall P/P 
2 525+00 to 535+00 I-wall Berm/DSM 3.4 T/T 
3 268+00 I-wall DSM/Buttress wall 

9.9 
T/P 

3 236+00 to 264+00 I-walls Relief wells/NA T/P 
3 251+00 to 285+00 I-walls Concrete slab/Buttress wall P/P 
3 200+00 I-wall Concrete slab/Buttress wall 0.3 P/P 

3 Gate W-1, 0+00 to 
2+00 Gate Concrete slab/Buttress wall 0.2 P/P 

TOTAL: 82.6  

Reach Staging Area 
ID Description of Land Use 

Approximate 
Area of 

Impact (acres) 

Permanent* or 
Temporary 

Impact 
Staging Areas  

1 Staging Area A Grass/gravel median between two paved roads 0.4 T 
2 Staging Area B Mowed lot 0.5 T 
2 Staging Area C Partially mowed lot; some overgrowth 0.5 T 
2 Staging Area D Mowed and gravel lot 0.3 T 
2 Staging Area E Gravel lot, equipment lay down area 0.5 T 
3 Staging Area F Mowed lot 0.2 T 
3 Staging Area G Gravel lot 0.5 T 
3 Staging Area H Gravel and paved lot 0.4 T 
3 Staging Area I Paved lot  0.1 T 

TOTAL: 3.4 T 
TOTAL UPLAND IMPACTS: 86 T/P 

*Permanent = Some minor, permanent impacts to upland resources may occur, but not over the entire ROW.   
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Berm – The berm restoration method, proposed for five segments of the HSDRRS, consists of 
adding embankment material to the protected side of a levee/floodwall within existing grass-
covered ROW for reinforcement.  This restoration type would result in minor, temporary impacts 
to upland resources in the area.  The uplands impacted, however, are regularly maintained ROW 
areas, and are not considered natural habitat.  Once the berm is in place, the ROW would be 
reseeded with turf grass to control erosion, returning it to its current state.  Therefore, 
construction of a berm at any of the stations where it is a proposed or alternate restoration 
method would not result in permanent impacts to upland resources.   
 
Buttress Wall – Buttress walls are the proposed reinforcement method for several existing 
floodwall and gate segments.  These existing structures already consist of a considerable amount 
of concrete.  During construction, minor, temporary impacts to uplands within the existing ROW 
would occur.  Heavy equipment and concrete mixers would need to drive on the ROW, 
potentially tearing up the grass.  Additionally, some excavation would be necessary near the 
existing concrete in order to tie in the buttresses.  This alternative could result in very minor 
permanent impacts, as the buttresses may extend past the existing extent of the concrete in the 
ROW.  This upland habitat, however, is not considered naturally occurring; therefore, the 
permanent impacts would be very small.  Once the construction is complete, the area would be 
reseeded to control erosion, thereby returning most of the ROW to its current state. 
 
Concrete Slab – Concrete slabs are the proposed method for seven deficient floodwall and gate 
segments of HSDRRS.  During construction, minor, temporary impacts would occur in the ROW 
due to the operation of machinery heavy equipment and minor excavation work.  This 
reinforcement technique could also result in very minimal permanent impacts, depending on the 
current extent of the concrete at the deficient segments.  Most of the floodwalls already have 
either concrete or riprap placed on the protected side, which is not considered part of upland 
resources.  Once the construction is complete, the area would be reseeded to control erosion, 
returning most of the ROW to its current state.  Overall, this reinforcement method would result 
in minor, permanent impacts to upland resources.  
 
Relief Wells – Relief wells are the 
proposed reinforcement type for three 
deficient segments.  The existing 
HSDRRS at most of these segments are 
floodwalls with adjacent grass covered 
berms.  During construction, minor, 
temporary impacts to the existing ROW 
would occur due to heavy equipment and 
minimal excavation.  Additionally, 
permanent impacts would occur to a 
very small portion of the ROW due to 
the installation of the wells (photo 3).  
The wells are approximately 8 inches in 
diameter and would be placed between 
25 ft and 30 ft from the floodwall in the 
ROW.  The ROW upland habitat 
impacted is not naturally occurring, and 
impacts would be minimal.   
 
Staging Areas – All of the restoration/reinforcement methods would require the use of several 
small staging areas (primarily located outside of existing ROW), totaling approximately 3.4 
acres.  Many of the proposed staging areas would be located in industrial areas (under bridges, in 
parking lots, etc.), which are not considered uplands and would therefore not result in any 

Photo 3. Example of a relief well in existing ROW
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impacts to upland resources.  Four of the potential staging areas would be placed in regularly 
mowed grasslands.  Although these areas are not naturally occurring upland habitat, temporary 
impacts such as loss of vegetation could occur if large quantities of materials are stockpiled on 
site or heavy equipment is staged for long periods of time.  Use of Staging Area F, which is 
located within the Pontchartrain Park residential neighborhood, would result in minor, temporary 
impacts since it is very small (approximately 0.2 acres) and there are approximately 2 acres of 
adjacent habitat available.  Similarly, Staging Areas B and C would have minor, temporary 
impacts on this low-quality terrestrial habitat given that they represent approximately 1 acre of a 
total of approximately 17 acres of similar habitat located within 1,000 ft.  Staging Area D, 
located near the Entergy facility on the north bank of the GIWW, would be situated on a site that 
was previously vegetated but is currently occupied primarily by dirt/gravel, likely due to its use 
as an access route to the existing HSDRRS.  These impacts would be minimal because of the 
relatively small areas that could potentially be affected, the amount of similar habitat available 
nearby, and because even if a loss of vegetation did occur, the plots would eventually be re-
colonized by weedy and grassy species occurring in similar, nearby areas.   
 
Another five potential staging areas would be setup in currently paved spaces or areas that have 
already experienced a loss of vegetation and are occupied by dirt and/or gravel.  Some of these 
plots have become overgrown with shrub/scrub habitat and provide some natural habitat in the 
area; however, they are all within a larger industrial setting, and are not likely extensively used 
by wildlife.  The non-ROW portion of Staging Area A (appendix C), is situated entirely on 
dirt/gravel; therefore, staging activities would not result in any impacts to this area.  Staging 
Areas E, G, H, and I would all be situated adjacent to existing ROW on plots currently paved or 
occupied by dirt/gravel.  Due to their placement, and the availability of similar habitat nearby, 
temporary impacts to upland resources that would result from the staging areas would be minor.  
Since these temporary staging areas would return to their current state following construction, 
there would not be any permanent impacts to uplands.  This process could take several months, 
but the types of weedy plants that currently exist on these sites, such as crabgrass and ragweed, 
are fast-growing and would reduce the time it would take for the sites to return to preconstruction 
conditions.   
 
Indirect and Cumulative Impacts to Uplands 
 
No indirect or cumulative impacts on upland resources would be expected to result from the 
proposed action. 
 
3.2.3 Wildlife 
 
Existing Conditions 
 
Wildlife diversity and abundance within the project area are dependent on the quality and extent 
of suitable habitat available.  Potential habitat areas that would be impacted by the proposed 
action include the man-made IHNC and GIWW, small patches of scrub-shrub community, open 
grassy uplands maintained along the existing HSDRRS, and marsh areas on the western side of 
Reach 1.  The majority of terrestrial habitat within the project area occurs immediately adjacent 
to the existing HSDRRS.  As all of the construction would take place within the ROW, the 
majority of potentially affected habitat is grassy uplands.   
 
Terrestrial wildlife habitat in the project area consists principally of disturbed or early 
successional herbaceous communities with limited areas of shrubs and small trees.  Land use in 
and around the project area is predominantly comprised of active and abandoned industrial 
properties owned by the Port of New Orleans.  A small area adjacent to the ROW along the west 
bank of the IHNC is residential, and a few subject segments located in the eastern portion of the 
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project area along the GIWW are partially undeveloped.  Vegetative communities associated 
with the existing HSDRRS and the ROW are composed of mainly turf grasses with herbs, weeds, 
and scattered shrubs.  Grassy areas along the existing levees and floodwalls undergo routine 
maintenance (mowing) and landscaping, which prevents the grasses from growing tall enough to 
provide cover, limits vegetative diversity, and reduces habitat value.  The less developed portions 
of the project area, along the GIWW to the east, have scrub-shrub habitat adjacent to the mowed 
ROW, providing some cover and plant diversity for wildlife.     
 
The upland habitat within the project area is of relatively low quality.  However, there are 
adjacent areas of open water and shoreline, which provide habitat for aquatic and semi-aquatic 
wildlife, particularly wading birds, waterbirds, and waterfowl.  The IHNC and the GIWW are 
man-made navigational channels consisting of a main channel with several small slips branching 
out from both banks.  The aquatic habitats of the IHNC and GIWW have been previously 
disturbed by dredging and construction activities related to navigation of large vessels.  Due to 
the industrial noise, traffic, and repeated disturbance of the area, it is unlikely that many aquatic 
wildlife species permanently inhabit areas of the IHNC near Seabrook or the Lock, or the GIWW 
between the IHNC and the Michoud Canal; however, it is expected that they occasionally use 
these channels as a route to pass between Lake Borgne and Lake Pontchartrain.   
 
Wildlife that typically inhabit terrestrial or brackish aquatic habitats such as those in the project 
area include a limited assemblage of amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals.  Species from 
each of these classes that could occur in the project area can be identified based on the 
geographical range and habitat preference of each species.  The Gulf Coast toad (Bufo valliceps) 
is an amphibian that could occur in the project area.  Reptiles that may utilize habitats in the 
vicinity of the project include the common snapping turtle (Chelydra serpentina) and green anole 
(Anolis carolinensis) (Conant and Collins 1998; Felley 1992; Wigley and Lancia 1998).  
Potentially occurring mammals include the muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus), nutria (Myocastor 
coypus), wild boar (Sus scrofa), cotton mouse (Peromyscus gossypinus), and raccoon (Procyon 
lotor) (Whitaker 1998; Wigley and Lancia 1998).  Marine mammals that could potentially use 
the IHNC or GIWW for passage include the bottlenose dolphin (Tursiops truncatus), the only 
cetacean likely to occur in the project area (NOAA 2008), and the West Indian manatee 
(Trichechus manatus) (Abadie et al. 2000).  
 
The bottlenose dolphin has not been observed to utilize the IHNC as an important habitat or 
migration route, and it is not known to regularly inhabit Lake Pontchartrain (Barry et al. 2008).  
A large number of dolphins typically occur in the Mississippi Sound and Lake Borgne to the east 
of Lake Pontchartrain.  These dolphins can enter Lake Pontchartrain through the two natural tidal 
passes at the east end of the lake, The Rigolets and Chef Menteur Pass, and groups of dolphins 
were observed in these passes and the eastern end of Lake Pontchartrain in 2008 (Barry et al.  
2008).  Dolphins could also enter Lake Pontchartrain through the IHNC via the GIWW.  A 
NOAA study (Barry et al.  2008) of a group of dolphins that remained in the eastern end of the 
lake in 2008 did not record observations of dolphins in the area of the IHNC in larger-scale 
surveys.  NOAA reported that personnel of the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 
(LaDWF) considered occurrences of bottlenose dolphins far from the eastern boundary of the 
lake to be uncommon (Barry et al. 2008).  Thus, the bottlenose dolphin could occur in the project 
area, but such occurrences would be expected to be rare.   
 
Birds that may utilize the habitats of the project area include both non-migratory residents of the 
region and migratory species that are present only part of the year.  Non-migratory species that 
may forage along the shoreline and in the open water of the area include the anhinga (Anhinga 
anhinga), Caspian tern (Hydroprogne caspia), royal tern (Thalasseus maxima), Forster’s tern 
(Sterna forsteri), great blue heron (Ardea herodias), great egret (Ardea  alba), black-crowned 
night heron (Nycticorax nycticorax), black skimmer (Rynchops niger), American coot (Fulica 
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americana), fish crow (Corvus ossifragus), and brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis).  The 
brown pelican, which falls under the jurisdiction of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 
could potentially occur in the northern IHNC- Lake Pontchartrain area.  This species was 
delisted under the Endangered 
Species Act on 17 December 2009 
due to its recovery.  Migrant birds 
that may occur in the area during 
summer include the roseate 
spoonbill (Platalea ajaja; see 
photo 4) and yellow-crowned night 
heron (Nyctanassa violacea), and 
migrants occurring in winter 
include the double-crested 
cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus), 
common loon (Gavia immer), 
mallard (Anas platyrhynchos), 
lesser scaup (Aythya affinis), 
laughing gull (Larus atricilla), 
ring-billed gull (Larus 
delawarensis), and herring gull 
(Larus argentatus) (Dunn and 
Alderfer 2006, Wigley and Lancia 
1998, America’s Wetland 2009). 
 
There also is a potential for the non-migratory bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) to forage 
for fish in the project vicinity, though the level of human activity in the area makes this unlikely.  
Although the bald eagle was recently delisted as a federally threatened species (August 2007), it 
continues to be protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, as well as the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  Habitats suitable for use by the bald eagle are present in St. Bernard 
and Orleans Parishes, and occurrences of the bald eagle have been recorded in both parishes.  
However, habitats in the immediate IHNC/GIWW project area do not have characteristics that 
would be particularly attractive to bald eagles for nesting, such as large bald cypress or other tall 
trees.  Consequently, the bald eagle would not be expected to nest or regularly forage in the 
project area.  
 
Discussion of Impacts 
 
Future Conditions with No Action 
 
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts to Wildlife 
 
Under the no action alternative, wildlife resources would not be affected by construction 
activities because the deficient levee/floodwall segments along the IHNC and GIWW would not 
be restored or reinforced.  If the interior floodwalls and levees along the IHNC and GIWW were 
to fail during a storm event, there would be an increased risk of flooding in the three sub-basins.  
Should flooding occur, some upland areas may be inundated.  Flooding would result in direct 
impacts to wildlife that utilize flooded areas if wildlife were forced to evacuate and were unable 
to find other suitable habitat nearby.  Indirect impacts related to habitat loss would occur as a 
result of flooding if wildlife that fled or avoided flooded areas were later unable to return.  Both 
direct and indirect impacts would have cumulative aspects should flooding occur in multiple 
areas within the three sub-basins. 
 

Photo 4.  Roseate Spoonbills at Station 454+00   
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Future Conditions with Proposed Action 
 
Direct Impacts to Wildlife 
 
The proposed action would be compatible with the conditions for wildlife that exist today, as the  
features that would result from the proposed action would be similar to current features in the 
project area.  All construction would take place within existing ROW, which is regularly mowed 
and maintained.  This habitat is of relatively low quality for wildlife, and very few species would 
be expected to permanently inhabit the area.  Similarly, most of the staging areas would be 
located in upland areas of low quality habitat.  Although not all segments of the HSDRRS have 
the same proposed restoration/reinforcement methods, the impacts of each proposed method 
would be similar and are discussed together for all sites.  Specific impacts are discussed below 
for each of the restoration/reinforcement methods and the staging areas.  For all methods, 
wildlife inhabiting nearby terrestrial and brackish aquatic habitats could be indirectly impacted 
as a result of construction activities and temporarily vacate or avoid the area.  Following 
completion of restoration/reinforcement work, it is likely any wildlife that formerly utilized or 
occupied these areas would return. 
 
DSM – DSM is the proposed reinforcement method for Reach 1, station 28+85 and Reach 3 
station 268+00 and an alternate reinforcement for Reach 2 stations 73+00, 79+00, 242+00 to 
260+00, and 525+00 to 535+00.  Most of these stations are immediately adjacent to industrial 
facilities.  Stations 79+00 and 242+00 to 260+00 are in relatively isolated, natural areas.  
Construction work would take place on the existing ROW, which consists of regularly mowed 
grass.  During construction, a small quantity of grassy, upland habitat would be disturbed.  These 
areas provide limited, poor-quality habitat, and the potential impacts to wildlife would be very 
small and temporary.  After construction, the area would return to its current state; there would 
be no permanent loss of terrestrial wildlife habitat with the DSM reinforcement method.    
 
Berm – Berm is the proposed restoration method for Reach 2, stations 73+00, 79+00, 242+00 to 
260+00, and 525+00 to 535+00.  It is an alternate restoration method for station 28+85.  
Additional soil material would be placed on the protected side of the existing levees/floodwalls 
to increase stability.  Potential impacts to wildlife would be similar to those described for DSM.  
There would be temporary impacts to a small, previously disturbed, grassy habitat during 
construction, and then the area would be returned to its current state.   
 
Buttress Wall – Buttress walls are the proposed reinforcement method for Reach 2, stations 3+00 
to 31+00, 32+00, 268+00, 270+00, and 278+00, and an alternate reinforcement method for 
Reach 1, station 17+50 to 24+00; Reach 2, stations E-14, 58+00 to 77+00, and 454+00; and 
Reach 3, stations 268+00, 256+00 to 285+00, 200+00, and W-10+00 to 2+00.  Construction of 
buttress walls at these deficient floodwall segments would result in a temporary disturbance of 
ROW during construction and the permanent loss of some of the grassy areas at these stations.  
The potentially affected areas of mowed grass provide minimal habitat for wildlife; therefore, the 
loss of some of the grassy, upland habitat adjacent to the floodwalls and gates would not likely 
impact wildlife resources.     
 
Concrete Slab – Concrete slabs are the proposed reinforcement method for Reach 1, station 
17+50 to 24+00; Reach 2, stations E-14, 58+00 to 77+00, and 454+00; and Reach 3, stations 
251+00 to 285+00, 200+00 and W-1 0+00 to 2+00.  Many of the stations for which concrete 
slabs are the proposed reinforcement method already have at least partial concrete slabs in place, 
which reduced the quality of terrestrial habitat in the ROW.  A small part of the remaining grassy 
portions of the ROW would be disturbed during construction, but would be returned to their 
current state following construction.   
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Relief Wells – Relief wells are the proposed reinforcement method for Reach 2, station 406+00 
and 430+00 to 452+00, and Reach 3, stations 236+00 to 264+00.  This reinforcement method 
would have potential temporary impacts to wildlife similar to the DSM method but potentially 
slightly smaller because wells would be faster to install.  
 
Staging Areas - All proposed 
restoration/reinforcement methods 
would require the same associated 
staging areas (appendix C).  These 
areas would be sited in a variety 
of locations, from a residential 
area to under bridges and 
overpasses.  Staging areas would 
be used for equipment and 
materials storage during 
construction.  Most of the staging 
areas consist of poor quality 
habitat and are paved, gravel lots, 
or mowed grass (photo 5; in a rail 
yard, on a parking lot, between 
two roads, under an overpass, 
etc.).  A few of the staging areas 
are currently overgrown with 
weeds, providing limited habitat, 
but these are located within 
industrial areas, making them less 
suitable for wildlife.  A small 
amount of existing scrub/shrub habitat would be disturbed or cleared for use as staging areas 
during construction.  Temporary loss of this vegetation would reduce the area available to 
migratory birds that potentially depend on areas like these as resting spots or for cover from 
predators during stop-overs.  Following construction, these areas would be allowed to re-
vegetate, and, after a few years, they likely would return to their current overgrown condition.   
 
Indirect and Cumulative Impacts to Wildlife 
 
It is unlikely that the proposed action would contribute to permanent indirect or cumulative 
wildlife impacts in the project area.  Any potential impacts would occur during construction and 
be temporary, adding an incremental temporary impact to the disturbances caused to wildlife by 
construction throughout the project area.    
 
3.2.4 Threatened and Endangered Species 
 
Existing Conditions 
 
The deficient HSDRRS segments in Reaches 1, 2, and 3 are located adjacent to the IHNC and 
GIWW.  The recognized threatened and endangered species that have the potential to occur 
within the project area are presented in table 8.  These protected species include the West Indian 
manatee (Trichechus manatus), threatened Gulf sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus desotoi), and 
Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempii), the loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta), and 
the green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas).  All have the potential to occur adjacent to the deficient 
segments, specifically within the GIWW, the northern portion of the IHNC near the confluence 
with Lake Pontchartrain, or the Mississippi River near the IHNC Lock. 

Photo 5. Staging Area H 
(Example of Habitat within an Industrial Area)  
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Table 8. 

Federally Listed Threatened and Endangered Species Potentially Occurring in  
Orleans Parish, Louisiana 

Common Name Scientific Name Status Agency with 
Jurisdiction

Mammal 
West Indian Manatee Trichechus manatus Endangered USFWS 

Fish 
Gulf Sturgeon Acipenser oxyrinchus desotoi Threatened NOAA Fisheries 

Reptiles 
Kemp’s Ridley Turtle Lepidochelys kempii Endangered NOAA Fisheries 

Loggerhead Turtle Caretta caretta Threatened NOAA Fisheries 
Green Sea Turtle Chelonia mydas Threatened NOAA Fisheries 

Source: USFWS 2010; NOAA Fisheries Service 2010a and 2010b. 

 
 
In accordance with the provisions of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as 
amended; 16 USC 1531 et seq.), the CEMVN requested information on protected, proposed, and 
candidate species and critical habitat that may occur in the vicinity of the deficient segments 
from the USFWS office in Lafayette, Louisiana (letter dated 15 July 2010 in appendix E).  In 
response and in accordance with the provisions of the Endangered Species Act and the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (40 Stat. 755, as amended; 16 USC 703 et seq.), the USFWS responded 
via facsimile dated 24 July 2010.  The USFWS determined that the proposed action is not likely 
to adversely affect the federally listed species that occur in the region and for which the USFWS 
has responsibility.   
 
In addition, four of the federally listed species that are the responsibility of NOAA Fisheries 
Service have a potential to occur in the project area:  the threatened Gulf sturgeon (Acipenser 
oxyrinchus desotoi), the endangered Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempii), the 
threatened loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta), and the threatened green sea turtle (Chelonia 
mydas).  The CEMVN concluded that the proposed work would have no effect on threatened or 
endangered species under the jurisdiction of NOAA in the project area; therefore no consultation 
with NOAA is required.  Brief descriptions of federally listed species that could potentially occur 
in waterways adjacent to the project area are provided below.  
 
West Indian Manatee 
 
The West Indian manatee is federally and state-listed as endangered and is protected under the 
Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972, under which it is considered depleted (USFWS 2001).  
The manatee is a subtropical species with little tolerance for cold, and it returns to and remains in 
the vicinity of warm-water sites in peninsular Florida during the winter (USFWS 2007a; USFWS 
2007b).  Thus, the manatee is not a year-round resident in Louisiana, but it may migrate there 
during warmer months.  There were 110 reported sightings of manatees in Louisiana between 
1975 and 2005 (LaDWF 2005a).  Occurrences and distribution appear to be increasing and are 
regularly reported in the tributaries along the north shore of Lake Pontchartrain and in canals 
within adjacent coastal marshes.  Although manatees can occur in the IHNC and GIWW, 
preferred food sources (submerged or floating aquatic vegetation) are absent from the project 
area.  Given the extensive areas of relatively undisturbed wetlands in the region and the frequent 
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passage of boats and large vessels through the IHNC and GIWW, it is unlikely that manatees 
would utilize this area as habitat or frequently occur in the project area.   
 
Gulf Sturgeon 
 
The Gulf sturgeon is federally listed as threatened throughout its range and is state-listed as 
threatened in Louisiana.  The present range of the species extends from Lake Pontchartrain and 
the Pearl River system in Louisiana and Mississippi east to the Suwannee River in Florida 
(USFWS and NOAA 2003).  Although Gulf sturgeon would not be expected to utilize the IHNC 
or GIWW as an important migratory route, they potentially could forage in the shallow, inshore 
lake habitat near the mouth of the IHNC at Seabrook in winter.  Gulf sturgeon would not be 
expected to utilize the project areas near the IHNC or GIWW as a significant habitat component 
because the sediments in this area do not have the characteristics that Gulf sturgeon prefer for 
foraging.  The IHNC and GIWW are artificial waterways with heavy boat traffic, a highly 
developed shoreline, and very limited habitat value for the Gulf sturgeon.  The area of Lake 
Pontchartrain near the mouth of the IHNC similarly is a heavily trafficked and developed area.  
Thus, any presence of Gulf sturgeon in this segment of the project area likely would be transitory 
and occasional.  
 
Kemp’s Ridley, Loggerhead, and Green Sea Turtles 
 
Sea turtles are air-breathing reptiles with large flippers and streamlined bodies.  They inhabit 
tropical and subtropical marine and estuarine waters around the world.  Of the seven species in 
the world, six occur in WoUS, and all are listed as threatened and endangered.  The three species 
identified by NOAA Fisheries as potentially occurring in the vicinity of the project area are 
similar in appearance, though they differ in maximum size and coloration.  The Kemp’s ridley 
and loggerhead turtles potentially could find suitable foraging habitat for invertebrates and fish 
in the open waters of Lake Pontchartrain or the Golden Triangle.  The green turtle is less likely 
to occur there due to the scarcity of the seagrasses on which they feed.  All three species nest on 
sandy beaches, which are not present in the project area, and the Kemp’s ridley does not nest in 
Louisiana.  The life stages that may occur in the Lake Pontchartrain or Golden Triangle areas are 
likely to be older juveniles to adults (NOAA Fisheries Service 2010b).  Both the IHNC and 
GIWW are artificial waterways with heavy boat traffic, developed shorelines, and negligible 
habitat value to these sea turtle species.  Thus, any presence of sea turtles in the project area 
would be transitory and occasional. 
 
Discussion of Impacts 
 
Future Conditions with No Action 
 
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts to Threatened and Endangered Species 
 
Under the no action alternative, flood risk reduction features in the subject reaches located along 
the IHNC and GIWW would not be restored or reinforced.  In-water construction activities and 
delivery of construction materials via the IHNC or GIWW would not occur; therefore, no aquatic 
threatened and endangered species would be directly impacted.  There would be an increased 
risk of flooding in the three sub-basins associated with the secondary floodwalls and levees if the 
deficient segments were to fail during a storm event.  Indirect impacts could occur if debris and 
potentially contaminated floodwaters were to reach the IHNC and GIWW or upland areas and 
degrade potential threatened and endangered species habitat.   
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Future Conditions with Proposed Action 
 
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts to Threatened and Endangered Species 
 
Under the proposed action, regardless of the restoration/reinforcement method, no in-water 
construction work would occur; therefore, no threatened or endangered species would be 
affected during construction or after the project has been completed.  Although the project 
segments are located adjacent to the IHNC and GIWW, no construction would take place 
directly within the habitats of concern and there would be no direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts to threatened or endangered species with the potential to occur adjacent to the project 
areas.  
 
3.2.5 Cultural Resources1 
 
Existing Conditions 
 
For the proposed project, the Area of Potential Effect (APE) includes 21 individual levee 
alignment segments totaling approximately 4.6 mi in length (shown as red segments on figure 2) 
and nine proposed staging areas (labeled as areas A through I in appendix C).  With the 
exception of Staging Areas A and I, of which a small portion of each falls within the ROW, all 
proposed staging areas would be located nearby or adjacent to existing ROW.  
 
The CEMVN contracted R. Christopher Goodwin and Associates, Inc. (RCGA) to conduct 
cultural resources evaluations of IER #11 – Tier 1 (USACE 2008c) and Tier 2 Borgne and 
Pontchartrain project activities (USACE 2008a and 2010a).  The results of those findings are 
summarized below as appropriate and applicable for the current project area. 
 
Tier 2 Pontchartrain - IHNC 
 
RCGA utilized background research, previous cultural resource investigations review, soil and 
topographic analyses, and field reconnaissance information to identify high potential areas for 
archaeological resources and to assess any historic structures and potential historic districts that 
might be located in the project area (Heller and Hannah 2009).   
 
Background research into records on file at the Louisiana Division of Archaeology and the New 
Orleans District indicate no previously recorded archaeological sites are located in the Tier 2 
Pontchartrain project area.  However, site forms and archaeological investigation reports 
describe known archaeological sites within the project vicinity.  Prehistoric shell midden sites 
have been recorded nearby on the Lake Pontchartrain shoreline along beach ridges and where 
bayou channels drain into the lake.  Due to recent geologic development of the Mississippi delta, 
the earliest known archaeological sites in the project vicinity date to the Poverty Point period 
(1700–500 BC).   
 
Within the greater New Orleans Metropolitan area, historic period archaeological sites and 
structures, such as forts, plantations, residential neighborhoods, bridges, and industrial facilities 
initially developed along the high ground adjacent to natural waterways and lake shorelines, and 
were later established along man-made canals and within drained back swamp areas.  Historic 
period watercraft are recorded in bayous, river channels, and lakes in the region.   
 

                                                 
1  Apart from the rest of this report, which was prepared by AECOM, the Cultural Resources analysis and discussion 

was prepared by USACE-CEMVN.  For a full list of preparers, see Table 16 in Section 10. 



 Final IERS #11.b – Tier 2 Borgne 
 Orleans and St. Bernard Parishes, Louisiana 
 

November 2010  40  
 

Background research indicates two previous cultural resources surveys were conducted within or 
near the IER #11 - Tier 2 Pontchartrain project area.  One survey consisted of an examination of 
the Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity Hurricane Protection Levee system (New World Research 
1983).   No cultural resources were identified in the survey area.  In the second study, researchers 
included an evaluation of the Seabrook Railroad Bridge and determined it was eligible for listing 
on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (Wilson et al. 2006).     
 
Waterway development heavily influenced construction throughout project area, particularly 
along the IHNC.  Construction of the IHNC began in 1918 and was completed in 1923.  The 
canal provided an improved route between Lake Pontchartrain and the Mississippi River through 
the use of one of the largest locks in the nation at the time of its construction.  In addition, a 
complex railroad network crosses New Orleans East along Chef Menteur Highway and Hayne 
Boulevard.  New Orleans East subsequently developed into a significant industrial center for the 
City of New Orleans. 
 
Six cultural resources have been previously documented within the immediate project vicinity, 
but none are located directly in the project area.  These properties include 1) Camp Leroy 
Johnson site (16OR219), 2) U.S. Army Air Base Building, 3) Downman Road Site (16OR8), 4) 
Pontchartrain Park Residential Area, 5) Pine Village Residential Area, 6) Lakefront Airport, and 
7) Fountain of the Four Winds.   
 
Following the completion of archival research, soil and topographic analysis, and reconnaissance 
level field investigations, researchers determined that no areas in the Tier 2 Pontchartrain project 
area possessed the potential to contain buried archaeological deposits and no Phase 1 level 
investigation was conducted.    Only one historic structure was identified in the project area.  As 
mentioned previously, the Seabrook Railroad Bridge is a NRHP-eligible steel bascule structure 
constructed in 1920 on the Norfolk Southern railroad where it crosses over the IHNC.    
 
Tier 2 Borgne – GIWW and MRGO 
 
For the eastern portion of the GIWW, records on file at the Louisiana Division of Archaeology 
and the New Orleans District indicate numerous previously recorded archaeological and historic 
properties are located within, and immediately adjacent to, the eastern sections of the GIWW 
study area.   
 
For the IER #11 – Tier 2 Borgne project, the cultural resources study boundaries extended 500 ft 
to the protected side of the existing levees that border the north bank of the GIWW and the 
southwest bank of the MRGO.  The western boundary was located approximately 1,500 ft west 
of the Paris Road Bridge.  The eastern boundary at the time extended beyond the current project 
area across the Golden Triangle Marsh in a straight line due south from the Maxent Canal.  
Therefore, this study area overlaps the current project study boundaries and the findings are 
applicable. 
 
Background research identified three known archaeological sites in the eastern section of the 
GIWW study area.  Site 16OR40 (Linsley Site) was recorded in 1960 as a re-deposited shell 
midden extending 500 ft along the spoil bank of the GIWW.  Shell, large quantities of vertebrate 
faunal material, Poverty Point objects, and other cultural materials were recovered.  Four 
radiocarbon dates ranging from 2490-1590 BC were obtained from organic samples.  
Investigators at that time concluded that the site was buried under marsh and cultural deposits 
from the site were dredged and placed on the spoil bank during the construction of the GIWW.  
Additional testing in 1982 suggests widening of the GIWW may have destroyed additional 
portions of the site. 
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Site 16OR41 (Paris Road) was originally recorded in 1964 as a buried midden deposit exposed 
during drag line operations for the construction of the Paris Road Bridge.  Cultural material 
recovered from the site dated exclusively to the Tchefuncte Period (circa 500 BC – AD 100).  In 
1984, a portion of the recorded site location was auger tested to a depth of 17 ft with negative 
results.  Researchers concluded that the tested portion of the site had been destroyed.   
 
Site 16OR55 (Atlatl Weight Site) was recorded in 1975 as a scatter of prehistoric midden 
material located on a spoil bank adjacent to the GIWW.  Although no temporally diagnostic 
artifacts have been reported from the site, additional investigations have been recommended by 
researchers.  There is a discrepancy in the site records showing two separate locations for the 
site, one north and one south of the GIWW. 
        
One known historic property is recorded in the eastern side of the GIWW project area.  
This property is the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) Michoud Assembly 
Facility located immediately north of and adjacent to the GIWW between the Michoud Slip and 
Michoud Canal.  The area was first owned by French settler Gilbert Antione de St. Maxent in 
1763 and later was purchased by Antoine Michoud.  The brick smokestacks from Michoud's 
sugar mill still exist at the entrance to the NASA facility.  Beginning in 1941, Higgins Industries 
built Liberty ships and later wooden cargo planes at the facility.  In 1961, NASA chose the 
Michoud facility for the production of the first stages of the Saturn rocket and continues to use 
the facility to the present day.  A recent architectural survey of the facility determined that three 
buildings associated with the space program and ten buildings associated with World War II 
activities are eligible for listing on the NRHP. 
 
Researchers conducted a boat survey within the eastern portion of the GIWW project area. This 
survey included marshes along the shorelines of the GIWW, portions of the MRGO, and a 
northern section of Bayou Bienvenue.  During the survey, shorelines were examined for cultural 
material and for evidence of intact cultural deposits.  Wherever possible, pedestrian survey, 
shovel test excavations, and/or probing were also conducted in high probability areas located on 
dry, high ground.  Probing found no buried shell deposits and no other cultural material was 
identified.  Due to low research potential, low artifact density, and lack of integrity, researchers 
determined that the locus was not significant and recommended no further work. 
 
Researchers also evaluated the potential for submerged cultural resources in the eastern section 
of the GIWW area.  Background research identified seven previously reported shipwreck 
locations in the surrounding area.  Confirmed sites are modern vessels located in the channels of 
the MRGO and the GIWW.  The likelihood for significant historic period shipwrecks and other 
nautical cultural resources is considered extremely low in these man-made and maintained 
channels.   
 
The following discussion of impacts is based on the information provided in the cultural 
resources investigation management summaries prepared by RCGA (Heller et al. 2008 and 
Heller and Hannah 2009). 
 
Discussion of Impacts 
 
Future Conditions with No Action 
 
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts to Cultural Resources 
 
Under the no action alternative the deficient levee/floodwall segments along the IHNC and 
GIWW would not be repaired or restored.  There would be an increased risk of flooding should 
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the deficient segments fail during a high water event.  Direct impacts to cultural resources 
associated with flooding could be submersion damage to cultural resources such as historic 
buildings, structures, and cemeteries.  Indirect impacts could result if subsequent repairs to 
historic resources were conducted in such a way that the historic features of the resource were 
irretrievably removed or demolished.  Indirect impacts to existing or undetected archaeological 
resources could occur should levee or floodwall failure result in scouring of an area containing 
such resources, thereby resulting in those resources being washed out of the subsurface and 
potentially being lost or damaged.  Impacts to both historic and archaeological cultural resources 
could be cumulative should the flooding occur throughout the New Orleans Metropolitan area.   
 
Future Conditions with Proposed Action 
 
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts to Cultural Resources 
 
All proposed activities associated with restoring and reinforcing deficient portions of the existing 
levees and floodwalls up to the 100-year level of risk reduction would be conducted within the 
existing ROW and would have no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on significant cultural 
resources.  The existing project ROW has been subjected to severe ground disturbing activities 
associated with the construction of the existing HSDRRS; excavation and construction of major 
canals and waterways including the IHNC, Michoud Canal, and GIWW; and the development of 
adjacent control structures and industrial facilities.  The likelihood for intact and undisturbed 
cultural resources in the existing ROW is extremely minimal.   
 
Known archaeological and cultural resources identified in the study area include: Site 16OR219 
(Camp Leroy Johnson), the U.S. Army Air Base Building, Site 16OR8 (Downman Road Site), 
Pontchartrain Park Residential Area, Pines Village Residential Area, New Orleans Lakefront 
Airport, Fountain of the Four Winds, Site 16OR41 (Paris Road), Site 16OR40 (Linsley Site), Site 
16OR55 (Atlatl Weight Site), and the NASA Michoud Assembly Facility.  No construction or 
materials staging would occur on the archaeological or cultural sites identified above; therefore, 
these properties would not be impacted by the proposed action.   
 
During the previous project surveys, researchers evaluated the potential for undiscovered cultural 
resources within sections of the eastern project area, including a 500 ft corridor on the protected 
side of the levee center line along the GIWW.  High probability areas for cultural resources 
within the ROW of the proposed action were identified along bayou shorelines and these areas 
were surveyed by boat.  No new archaeological sites were identified (Heller et al. 2008).  The 
likelihood of undiscovered cultural resources in the existing ROW is low given the amount of 
disturbance these areas have experienced in association with initial construction of the levees.  
Therefore, potential adverse impacts to cultural resources are not anticipated. 
   
Erosion of ground deposits during flood events can result in severe damage and destruction of 
archaeological sites.  Implementation of the proposed action would provide an added level of 
flood protection to significant historic properties located in the immediate project vicinity; 
therefore, potential beneficial impacts may occur as a result of the project activities.   
 
 In a 13 September 2010 letter, the Louisiana State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
reviewed the proposed project and concurred that should have no affect on historic properties.  
The project is currently under review by interested Indian Tribes.  The Decision Record for this 
IERS will not be signed until Section 106 consultation for the proposed action has been 
concluded.  
 
Implementation of the proposed action would have beneficial cumulative impacts on cultural 
resources in the New Orleans Metropolitan area.  This alternative is part of the ongoing Federal 
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Figure 11. Map of Bayou Bienvenue and Bayou Sauvage NWR 

effort to reduce the threat to property posed by flooding.  The combined effects from 
construction of the multiple projects underway and planned for the HSDRRS would reduce flood 
risk and storm damage to significant archaeological sites, individual historic properties, 
engineering structures and nineteen historic districts. 
 
3.2.6 Recreational Resources 
 
Existing Conditions 
 
This section focuses on the public recreational activities available in the project vicinity.  Fishing 
and boating are the dominant recreational resources within the project area, though there are also 
a number of parks and public playgrounds.  Within the project vicinity, primary public 
recreational activities include: 
   

• Boating and fishing in Lake Pontchartrain, the IHNC and the GIWW; 
• Fishing from Frank Davis Pier and bank fishing along the IHNC; 
• Boating and fishing from Lakeshore Park;  
• Passive recreation in Lakeshore Park, Pontchartrain Park, and small local playgrounds;  
• Pontchartrain Landing RV Park; and 
• Golfing at the Joe M. Bartholomew Sr. Golf Course. 

 
Most of the recreational resources noted above are near the northern IHNC, near the Seabrook 
Bridge and on the western side of the IHNC.  These are described individually in detail below.  
The other stations requiring restoration/reinforcement are in more industrial and isolated areas.  
The Bayou Sauvage National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) is nearby, south of Reach 2, stations 
406+00, 430+00 to 452+00, 454+00, and 525+00 to 530+00 (figure 11).    
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The Bayou Sauvage NWR is a natural area consisting of 23,000 acres of fresh and brackish 
marsh, providing habitat for wading birds, fish, and other wildlife (USFWS 2009).  Recreational 
activities within the refuge include boating, fishing, hiking, and bird watching (USFWS 2008).  
Peak waterfowl populations of 75,000 are found in the wetland areas during the fall, winter, and 
early spring months (USFWS 2007c).  Although there is a large migratory bird population, the 
Bayou Sauvage NWR is not listed as an Important Birding Area (IBA) by the National Audubon 
Society (Audubon 2010).  The nearest readily-accessible public access point within the NWR 
with respect to the project location is the Joe Madere Marsh Unit, which is accessible from 
Highway 90 to the east of the project site.   
 
Another potential recreational 
area in the eastern end of the 
project vicinity is Bayou 
Bienvenue, a portion of which is 
a natural and scenic water body 
designated by the State of 
Louisiana (figure 11).  The 
official designation is from the 
confluence with Villeré Bayou to 
Lake Borgne, which is over 2 mi 
from the nearest deficient 
segment of HSDRRS.  This 
bayou meanders from Lake 
Borgne, through the Golden 
Triangle marsh, across the 
MRGO, and then runs parallel to 
and south of the GIWW.  Near 
stations 17+50 to 24+00 and 
28+85 in Reach 1, Bayou 
Bienvenue merges with an 
outfall canal.  The bayou 
provides boating and fishing 
opportunities in a natural setting and is recognized as a local recreational resource that supports 
local opportunities associated with wetland ecosystems including fishing, canoeing, and wildlife 
observation.  Bayou Bienvenue is noted as an Impaired Waterbody by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA).  It is designated as “fully supporting” fish and wildlife 
propagation, primary contact recreation, and secondary contact recreation; but “not supporting” 
oyster propagation due to probable fecal coliform impairment most likely from wildlife other 
than waterfowl (USEPA 2010).  Although the eastern portions are used extensively, it is unlikely 
that the portion of Bayou Bienvenue nearest to the deficient segments in Reach 1 would be used 
for recreation, as this is essentially the outfall canal of a sewage treatment plant.   
 
Five boat launches are located in the project area.  The only public ramp is located within 1,500 
ft of station 268+00 in Reach 3, the Seabrook Boat Launch in Lakeshore Park (a collective term 
for the series of parks located along the south shore of Lake Pontchartrain).  Currently, the public 
launch at Seabrook Bridge is inaccessible due to construction work in the area.  Four private 
ramps also occur in the vicinity of the project: Eddie Pinto’s Boat Launch, located across the 
Paris Road Bridge from the project area (photo 6); and Seabrook Marine, Pontchartrain Landing 
recreational vehicle (RV) Park, and Trinity Yachts, which are located along the west bank of the 
IHNC adjacent to some of the deficient HSDRRS segments but outside of the ROW and the 
project footprint.  These features and other recreational resources in the area are illustrated in 
figure 12. 
 

Photo 6.  Eddie’s Boat Launch  
(located on the south side of the Paris Road Bridge) 
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APPENDIX C 
 

Detailed Figures of Temporary Staging Areas 
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APPENDIX D 
 

30-day Public Comments 
 



CAWIC 
November 13, 2010 
 
Col Edward Fleming 
C/o Ms. Laura Lee Wilkinson 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P O Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160-0267 
Laura.L.Wilkinson@usace.army.mil 
 
Re: IER 11 Tier 2 Borgne Comments 
 
Dear Ms. Wilkinson, 
 
Here is our comment, as follows--- 
 

1. Despite the diligence of the EJ effort by the Corps we do not believe the Corps 
has met the standard of EJ Executive Order 12898 by involving our community, 
and particularly the Lower Ninth Ward, in the development of this levee plan. The 
plan has come to us very late in the planning process and through a narrow 
window of comment opportunity. We ourselves have been hard-pressed to 
comment under these circumstances. The lack of comment from this 
neighborhood should not be read as acceptance of this Corps project but is more 
likely lack of suitable opportunity. 

 
2. The plan substitutes modeling of storm surges for the improved levee we see 

necessary for our protection across the top of:”Reach One”.  We do not think the 
model is inclusive enough of future extreme weather conditions and should be 
objectively analyzed in context of the whole by the National Science Foundation 
at the Corps request. This is a matter of prudence and request from a community 
flooded several times already under confident Corps protection. How about it? 

 
3. We think cumulative decisions made by the Corps in this immediate area. are in 

violation of NEPA.  These decisions too denied early involvement of community, 
and allowed adverse environmental impacts arbitrarily to benefit the shipping 
industry.  The Corps approved the Lock Replacement Project over substantive 
community objections including NEPA.  Now IER 11 accommodates these 
improper and unjust decisions, now to refuse improved levee protection along the 
MrGO five mile levee above Lower Ninth because this is reserved for the lock 
project activity.  This cumulative effect exacerbates injustice.  We ask that the 
Corps recognize this and make changes to correct this situation. 

 Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
John Koeferl 
President 

CITIZENS AGAINST WIDENING THE INDUSTRIAL CANAL 
4442 ARTS ST NOLA 70122    594 615 7266 

 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
NEW ORLEANS DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P.O. BOX 60267 
NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA  70160-0267 

 November 29, 2010  
REPLY TO                       
ATTENTION OF                          
 
Regional Planning and  
Environmental Division, South 
New Orleans Environmental Branch 
 
 

John Koeferl 
President 
Citizens Against Widening the Industrial Canal 
4442 Arts Street 
New Orleans, LA 70122 
 
Re: Draft Individual Environmental Report Supplemental (IERS) #11.b Tier 2 Borgne 

Comment Letter 
 
Dear Mr. Koeferl: 
 
Thank you for your correspondence of November 13, 2010 providing comments on 

behalf of Citizens Against Widening the Industrial Canal to our draft IERS #11.b-Tier 2 Borgne. 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District (CEMVN), would like to thank you 
for your participation in the public review process. 

 
The Commander considered the information provided in the IER document as well as 

those comments received from the public and from interested agencies.  Colonel Fleming made his 
decision based upon what is in the best interest of the people of southeastern Louisiana. The 
human environmental impacts were considered along with engineering criteria. Public safety is 
the primary consideration for the Hurricane Storm Damage Risk Reduction System. 

 
CEMVN appreciates your taking the time to submit comments and would like to address 

the concerns you brought up in your November 13th letter: 
 

1. Environmental Justice: It is first important to understand that the “levee plan” which you 
refer to is not the primary risk reduction system for the Lower Ninth Ward. The primary 
risk reduction system is the perimeter protection which includes the Borgne Barrier and 
Seabrook Gate, the development of which extensively involved your community as well 
as other low-income and minority communities, meeting the standard of EJ Executive 
Order 12898. This primary protection system provides equal risk reduction across the 
entire New Orleans Metropolitan area it encompasses.  In planning public meetings for 
the work proposed on the secondary risk reduction features, which you refer to as the 
“levee plan”, the CEMVN chose meeting locations closest to the majority of the deficient 
segments of levee and floodwall to be remediated under the proposed action, namely 
Gentilly and New Orleans East. Notice of these meetings was provided to the public 



through newspaper advertisements in the Times-Picayune and USA Today, as well as 
through postcards sent to previous attendees of public meetings, including meetings 
previously held in the Lower Ninth Ward. At the request of a Lower Ninth Ward resident, 
a third meeting was held in your neighborhood to explain the primary and secondary risk 
reduction systems, as well as solicit comments from your neighborhood. The CEMVN 
does not believe that the proposed action poses disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects on the Lower Ninth Ward, as the proposed action 
will ensure that this and all other neighborhoods have equal hurricane and storm damage 
risk reduction.  
 

2. Modeling: The modeling conducted to derive the elevations and designs necessary to 
meet the 100-year surge elevation also considered the resiliency of the system under 
conditions greater than the 100-year storm. The model considers the entire system as a 
whole, using a systems approach, and has been independently technically reviewed. An 
extensive USACE/FEMA internal review and American Society of Civil Engineers 
external review of the hydraulic design approach was conducted to determine system 
design elevations sufficient to provide protection from a hurricane event that would 
produce a 1% exceedence surge elevation and associated waves. Additionally, Battelle 
conducted an additional independent external peer review of the hydraulic modeling 
design report and the new 1% design guidelines developed using the lessons learned from 
Hurricane Katrina. 
 

3. The proposed action as identified in IERS 11.b Tier 2 Borgne covers required 
remediation of levees and flood walls that presently do not meet new Corps design 
guidelines.    The proposed action neither benefits nor involves the shipping industry. The 
proposed project is a hurricane and storm damage risk reduction system project, not a 
navigation project.  The cumulative impacts of this project in conjunction with the IHNC 
Lock project were analyzed and described in IERS #11.b. However, the Lock project 
does not impact whether or not the proposed action in IERS #11.b is constructed, and 
vice-versa.  The levee above the Lower Ninth Ward is not being refused improved 
protection due to the lock project. No work is proposed on this reach because 1) this 
levee meets the new and improved post-Katrina design guidelines for safety and stability 
and 2) this levee serves as secondary risk reduction behind the Borgne Barrier. Once the 
entire system is in place the Lower Ninth will have the same level of protection as the 
rest of the metropolitan area enclosed by the system. The plan for providing the 100 year 
level of Risk Reduction for the Lower Ninth is composed of the Lake Borgne Barrier and 
the Seabrook Complex along with the St. Bernard system currently under construction.  
The Lake Borgne Barrier is nearly complete and the Seabrook Complex and St. Bernard 
will provide the 100 year level of risk reduction by June 2011. 
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LOUISIANA COASTAL USE GUIDELINES 
CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION 

 
REPAIR AND RESTORATION OF LEVEES AND FLOODWALLS IN 
INNER HARVOR NAVIGATION CANAL/ GULF INTRACOASTAL 

WATERWAY CORRIDOR 
ORLEANS PARISH, LOUISIANA 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
 Section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, 16 U.S.C. 1451 et. seq. requires 
that "each federal agency conducting or supporting activities directly affecting the coastal zone 
shall conduct or support those activities in a manner which is, to the maximum extent 
practicable, consistent with approved state management programs."  In accordance with Section 
307, a Consistency Determination has been prepared for the proposed action covered under a 
forthcoming NEPA document.  Coastal Use Guidelines were written in order to implement the 
policies and goals of the Louisiana Coastal Resources Program, and serve as a set of 
performance standards for evaluating projects.  Compliance with the Louisiana Coastal 
Resources Program, and therefore, Section 307, requires compliance, to the maximum extent 
practicable, with applicable Coastal Use Guidelines. 
 
PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
 This project includes repair and restoration of the levees and floodwalls along the Inner 
Harbor Navigation Canal and Gulf-Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW). Portions of the existing 
levees/floodwalls within this corridor have been identified as not meeting the Hurricane and 
Storm Damage Risk Reduction System (HSDRRS) seepage and stability criteria. Approximately 
33 miles of levees and floodwalls have been examined for stability, seepage, and non-residual 
problematic areas. Of the 33 miles, approximately 5 miles have been recommended for repair to 
enhance flood protection. Because these reaches will no longer be the primarily line of defense 
given the construction of the Borgne Barrier and Seabrook Gate, these reaches are not being 
raised to the 100-year level of risk reduction. 
 
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
 This project includes restoration and remediation of portions of levees and floodwalls that 
do not meet the necessary factors of safety for stability, as dictated by current design guidelines.  
These design guidelines for these factors of safety assume conditions are such that the water 
levels within the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal is at least 12 feet [NAVD88 (2004.65)] or water 
levels are at the top of the levee or floodwall. The HSDRRS within this corridor is composed of 
various features, including earthen levees, I-Walls, L-Walls, T-Walls and closure gate structures, 
which all provide protection to the three sub-basins from the IHNC Lock to the Seabrook Bridge 
at Lake Pontchartrain and along the Gulf-Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW) from the IHNC to the 
IHNC Barrier which is near the Michoud Canal in eastern New Orleans. The project area is 
divided into three primary reaches, described below and shown in figure 1.  
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 Reach I extends from Stations 0+00 to 380+00 and extends along the east side of the IHNC 
from the IHNC Lock to the GIWW and also includes the south side of the GIWW from the 
IHNC to Bayou Bienvenue. Reach 1 has approximately 1600 feet of deficient areas.  
 
 Reach II comprises the east side of the IHNC from Lake Pontchartrain to the GIWW and 
extends along the north side of the GIWW from the IHNC to the Borgne Barrier. Reach 2 has 
approximately 1.5 miles of deficient areas. 
 
 Reach III lies along the west side of the IHNC and extends from the IHNC Lock at the 
Mississippi River to the Seabrook Bridge at Lake Pontchartrain. Reach 3 has approximately 3600 
feet of deficient areas.  
 

  



 
Figure 1: Approximately 5 miles of levee and floodwall in need of restoration and repair.  

Approximate work areas are highlighted in red.
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Several alternative methods, all of which would be built within existing rights-of-way, could be 
used to address deficiencies within the subject reaches. These methods include the following: 
 
Deep Soil Mixing (DSM): The deep mixing method is a stabilization method that uses cement, lime, 
slag, other pozzolonic materials, and combinations of these stabilizers to increase the strength and 
stiffness of soft or loose ground. DSM introduces panels of engineered grout or reagent into the 
underlying soils to modify their physical and chemical characteristics without excavation (see 
figure 2).  
 
 

 
 

Figure 2: Conceptual figure of deep soil  mixing 
 
Berm: Approximately 16,000 cubic yards of government approved borrow would be placed on the 
protected side of the existing protection system to increase stability. 
  
Buttress Wall: A buttress is an addition to an existing I-wall, installed in panels and connected by a 
concrete slab, projecting from the wall which serves to support or reinforce the wall. To reduce 
stresses in the stem, it contains buttresses at intervals along the wall to tie the stem and base slab 
together (see figure 3). 
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Figure 3: Conceptual figure of buttress wall 
 
Concrete Slab: A structural concrete slab would be poured perpendicular to the adjacent 
floodwall on the protected side to act against lateral forces. 
 
Relief Wells: Relief wells are vertically installed wells consisting of a well screen surrounded by 
a filter material designed to prevent inwash of foundation materials into the well. Relief wells 
intercept underseepage and provide a controlled outlet for the water, draining excess water from 
the subsurface sand layer (see figure 4).  
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Figure 4: Conceptual figure of relief well 
 

Preliminary analysis has developed a recommended plan for addressing deficiencies. Further 
analysis may indicate that a different alternative among those listed above may be more 
appropriate for a given reach. The following tables provide these recommendations. 
 
 

Reach I Recommended Repairs 
 

Station Type 
Estimated 
Length(ft) 

Recommended 
Repair  

 28+85 Levee 500 Deep Soil Mixing 
 18+00 I-Wall 300 Concrete Slab 
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Reach II Recommended Repairs 

Station Type 
Estimated 
Length (ft) 

Recommended 
Repair 

E-14 Gate  
Concrete 

Slab/Berm  
20+00 I-Wall 
30+00 I-Wall 
32+00 Gate 2000 Buttress Wall  
73+00 I-Wall 200 Berm  
79+00 L-Wall 3000 Berm 
268+00 T-Wall 
270+00 I-Wall 
278+00 I-Wall 1300 Buttress Wall 
449+00 I-Wall 400 Relief Wells 
454+00 I-Wall 400 Concrete Slab 

 
Reach III Recommended Repairs 

Station Type 
Estimated 
Length(ft) 

Recommended 
Repair 

268+00 I-Wall 600 Deep Soil Mixing 
258+00 I-Wall 
256+00 I-Wall 1000 Relief Wells 
200+00 I-Wall 600 Concrete Slab 

W-1 1+44 Gate 100 Concrete Slab 
 
Equipment that would be required to conduct the work includes generators, cranes, dump trucks, 
flatbed trucks, bull dozers, excavators, rollers, graders, tractors, front end loaders, portable air 
compressors, welding machines, cement pumping trucks, drills, augers, portable lighting, and 
water trucks. 
 
All construction that is to take place will occur within the existing levee/floodwall right of way. 
Construction is anticipated to begin between the months of July and October 2010, with duration of 
approximately 300 days. All access will be along existing roads, to include (figure 5):  
 
Reach 1: Primary access will be from Florida Ave, St.Claude Ave, and Jordan Ave, N. Claiborne 
Ave, Paris Rd. and to traverse the levee as needed.  
 
Reach 2: Primary access will be from Jordan Road, Almonaster Blvd, N. Claiborne Ave, Japonica St, 
Hwy 90, and Paris Rd, with secondary access through Terminal Road, Elaine St. and Boh Bros 
Almonaster yard, Industrial Pkwy, and to traverse the levee as needed.  
 
Reach 3: Primary access will be from Haynes Blvd, Frances Rd, Japonica St, Hwy 90, N. Claiborne 
Ave., Poland Ave, and St. Claude Ave, and to traverse the levee as needed. 



 

Figure 5: Project access would largely involve roads and properties highlighted in red  
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GUIDELINES APPLICABLE TO ALL USES 
 

Response 1.1 - 1.5: These guidelines are acknowledged and have been addressed through 
 the preparation of responses to the guidelines contained within the specific use categories. 

 
Guideline 1.6:  Information regarding the following general factors shall be utilized by the 
permitting authority in evaluating whether the proposed use is in compliance with the guidelines. 

  
a) type, nature, and location of use. 

 
Response 1.6 (a):  See Project Description. 
 

b) Elevation, soil, and water conditions and flood and storm hazard characteristics of 
site. 

 
Response 1.6 (b):  The project area is located within the Central Gulf Coastal Plain, or more 
specifically, on the eastern flank of the Mississippi River Deltaic Plain. Relief in the area is 
very slight with a minimum of four feet between the remnant alluvial ridge marking the 
location of an ancient distributary of the Mississippi River and the adjacent lowlands. 
Maximum elevations of 2 feet are found toward the southern end of the project area along 
the remnant alluvial ridge located between U.S. Highway 90 and Interstate 10. Minimum 
elevations of -4 feet are found in drained marsh areas near the north or Lake Pontchartrain 
end of the project. The foundation soils consist of artificial fill materials underlain by 
Halocene and Pleistocene age deposits. The material types consist predominantly of silty 
sands with some sands, fat and lean clays, silts and organics.  
 
Due to its proximity to the Gulf of Mexico, the study area is susceptible to tropical waves, 

 tropical depressions, tropical storms, and hurricanes. These weather events can produce 
 significant amounts of precipitation over a very short period of time and are often 
 accompanied by strong winds, tornadoes, and storm surge along the coastal areas. The 
 levees and floodwalls within the project area provide a level of risk reduction that is 
 currently below the 100 year level of risk reduction. Once the construction of the Borgne 
 Barrier (as described in Individual Environmental Report #11 Tier 2 Borgne) and the 
 Seabrook Gate (as described in Individual Environmental Report #11 Tier 2 Pontchartrain) 
 are constructed and operational, the subject reaches will become a redundant risk reduction 
 feature that will be required to withstand water levels caused by overtopping of the primary 
 risk reduction system. 

 
c) Techniques and materials used in construction, operation, and maintenance of use. 

 
Response 1.6 (c):  See Project Description. 
 

d) Existing drainage patterns and water regimes of surrounding area including flow, 
circulation, quality, quantity, and salinity; and impacts on them. 
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Response 1.6 (d):  No permanent disruption of natural hydrologic and sediment transport 
patterns, sheet flow, or water quality would occur from the proposed project. The IHNC is 
hydrologically connected to the GIWW, the MRGO, Mississippi River, and Lake 
Pontchartrain. The IHNC is approximately 30 ft deep, with a minimum 150 ft bottom width 
and 300 ft top width. The GIWW west of the Michoud Canal within the project area is 
authorized as 36 ft deep, 500 ft bottom width waterway. East of the Michoud Canal within 
the project area, the GIWW is authorized as a 150 ft width waterway.  The IHNC from the 
GIWW/MRGO confluence to the IHNC Lock is an authorized deep draft navigation channel, 
36 ft deep and 500 ft wide.  The IHNC lock is located at the southern terminus of the IHNC 
and allows waterborne traffic to transit to and from the Mississippi River, the GIWW and 
Lake Pontchartrain. The MRGO was deauthorized as a Federal waterway on June 5, 2008, 
with a rock closure structure constructed at Bayou La Loutre. 
 
The major influences on water levels within the basin are wind and tide with some localized 
effects by vessel traffic. Tidal ranges average approximately 1 ft and 2 ft at Lake 
Pontchartrain and Lake Borgne, respectively. Average flow velocity in the IHNC is about 0.6 
feet per second (ft/s); however, surface ebb and bottom velocities may exceed 2 ft/s. More 
recent velocity modeling has indicated that closure of the MRGO at Bayou La Loutre may 
decrease existing velocities in the IHNC by half however. 
 
The historic gage record (1923-2006) at the IHNC Lock shows that the median range of low 
to high water levels is -0.79 to 3.71 ft National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929 (NGVD29). 
Water level reached 10.61 ft NGVD29 during Hurricane Betsy. Although there are no water 
level records at the IHNC Lock for Hurricane Georges, records are available for nearby 
locations. During Hurricane Georges, the highest recorded water level in the IHNC at the 
Florida Avenue Bridge was 8.35 ft NGVD (1983 ADJ.) on 27 September 1998. The highest 
recorded water level (high water mark) at the IHNC Lock, due to Hurricane Katrina, was 
recorded at 14.3 ft NAVD88 2004.65. With completion of the HSDRRS in 2011 the risk of 
storm surge within the IHNC Basin is reduced. 
 
The MRGO acts as a limited tidal conduit for the exchange of saline water from the Gulf of 
Mexico into the IHNC and Lake Pontchartrain. Measurements of non-storm event flows in 
the IHNC have demonstrated the presence of an upper layer of water flowing out from Lake 
Pontchartrain and a lower layer flowing toward the lake. However, the construction of the 
MRGO closure structure at Bayou La Loutre is expected to alter this direct saline influence, 
decreasing the conveyance of saline water to the IHNC and Lake Pontchartrain. 
 

e) Availability of feasible alternative sites or methods for implementing the use. 
 
Response 1.6 (e): The range of feasible alternatives for addressing deficiencies are provided 

 in the project description.  
 

f) Designation of the area for certain uses as part of a local program. 
 

Response 1.6 (f):  None identified 
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g) Economic need for use and extent of impacts of use on economy of locality. 

 
Response 1.6 (g):    The proposed action would enhance the HSDRRS for communities in 

 the New Orleans Metropolitan area.  Construction activities would provide a temporary 
 direct socioeconomic benefit through local spending and employment.  In the long-term, the 
 proposed action would reduce the risk of storm-related flooding within the study area, and 
 associated damage to buildings and infrastructure, disruption of economic activity, and 
 displacement of residents would be more likely.  

 
h) Extent of resulting public and private benefits. 

 
Response 1.6 (h):  The proposed action would provide an increased level of risk reduction 

 for all communities in the project area, including Orleans and St. Bernard Parish.  
 

i) Extent of coastal water dependency of the use. 
 
Response 1.6 (i):  The proposed construction could be considered coastal water dependent, 

 as its purpose and need is to reduce the risk of storm-related flooding originating from 
 coastal waters. 

 
j) Existence of necessary infrastructure to support the use and public costs resulting 

from the use. 
 
Response 1.6 (j):   The existing transportation infrastructure would be utilized to construct 

 the proposed action.  Existing flood protection structures would be improved as part of the 
 proposed action.   

 
k) Extent of impacts on existing and traditional uses of the area and on future uses 

for which the area is suited. 
 
Response 1.6 (k):  Limited construction related impacts, such as increased noise and dust, 

 could be expected to users of adjacent areas.   
 

l) Proximity to and extent of impacts on important natural features such as beaches, 
barrier islands, tidal passes, wildlife and aquatic habitats, and forest lands. 

 
Response 1.6 (l):   The majority of the deficient reaches are adjacent to developed areas 

 within New Orleans. A small portion (1300 feet) of Reach 1 is located in the vicinity of 
 Bayou Bienvenue; however the reach is several miles from the portion of this bayou 
 designated as a Natural and Scenic River.  The proposed work would have no impact on this 
 Scenic River. 

 
m) The extent to which regional, state, and national interests are served including the 

national interest in resources and the siting of facilities in the coastal zones as 
identified in the coastal resources program. 
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Response 1.6 (m):   Hurricane and storm damage risk reduction for the City of New Orleans 

 greater metropolitan area, its residences, businesses, industrial use and infrastructure is of 
 National, state and local interest.  Because the location of the City of New Orleans is within 
 the Louisiana Coastal Zone, the siting of these levees and floodwalls within the coastal zone 
 is necessary. 

 
n) Proximity to and extent of impacts on, special areas, particular areas, or other 

areas of particular concern of the state program or local programs. 
 
Response 1.6 (n):  None identified. 
 

o) Likelihood of, and extent of impacts of, resulting secondary impacts and 
cumulative impacts. 

 
Response 1.6 (o)::  Because the proposed action would take place within existing right-of-

 way and within an existing HSDRRS facility, any impacts to the project area would be 
 temporary in nature and cease at the end of construction.  

 
p) Proximity to and extent of impacts on public lands or works, or historic, 

recreational or cultural resources. 
 

Response 1.6 (p):: Any impacts such as noise, dust or limited access to recreational 
resources, such as bank fishing, boating or use of public parks in the project vicinity, would 
be temporary in nature during the construction period. No public lands would be impacted 
by the proposed action. No cultural or historic resources are anticipated to be impacted by 
the proposed action. There is one known archeological site in the vicinity of Paris Road 
which is within the project footprint; however, no subsurface work is proposed in the 
vicinity of this site. The proposed action will be coordinated with the State Historic 
Preservation Officer under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  
 
 

q) Extent of impacts on navigation, fishing, public access, and recreational 
opportunities. 

 
Response 1.6 (q): Any impacts such as noise, dust or limited access to recreational 

 resources, such as bank fishing, boating or use of public parks in the project vicinity, would 
 be temporary in nature during the construction period. No impacts to navigation are 
 anticipated. 

 
r) Extent of compatibility with natural and cultural setting. 

 
Response 1.6 (r):  The proposed action is compatible with the natural and cultural setting 

 that exists today, as the project features of the proposed action are of similar nature to 
 current project features.  Under the proposed action, the aesthetic value of the project 
 corridor would be temporarily impacted by construction activities. No cultural or historic 
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 resources are anticipated to be impacted by the proposed action. There is one known 
 archeological site in the vicinity of Paris Road which is within the project footprint; 
 however, no subsurface work is proposed in the vicinity of this site. The proposed action 
 will be coordinated with the State Historic Preservation Officer under Section 106 of the 
 National Historic Preservation Act. 

   
s) Extent of long-term benefits or adverse impacts. 

 
Response 1.6 (s):  Long-term benefits include increase flood risk reduction for the adjacent 

 areas. There are no long term adverse impacts anticipated. 
 
Guideline 1.7:  It is the policy of the coastal resources program to avoid the following 

 adverse impacts.  To this end, all uses and activities shall be planned, sited, designed, 
 constructed, operated and maintained to avoid to the maximum extent practicable 
 significant: 

 
Guideline 1.7 (a):  reductions in the natural supply of sediment and nutrients to the coastal 

 system by alterations of freshwater flow; 
 
Response 1.7 (a): The proposed action would not alter freshwater flows. 
 
Guideline 1.7 (b):  adverse economic impacts on the locality of the use and affected 

governmental bodies; 
 
Response 1.7 (b):  All work would take place within existing right-of -way.  

 
Guideline 1.7 (c):   detrimental discharges of inorganic nutrient compounds into coastal 

waters; 
 
 Response 1.7 (c):  No detrimental discharges of such compounds are expected.   
 

Guideline 1.7 (d):   alterations in the natural concentration of oxygen in coastal waters; 
 

Response 1.7 (d):  No alteration of oxygen concentration will result from the proposed 
 actions. Best Management Practices and a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan will be 
 implemented. 
 

Guideline 1.7 (e):  destruction or adverse alterations of streams, wetland, tidal passes, 
inshore waters and waterbottoms, beaches, dunes, barrier islands, and other natural biologically 
valuable areas or protective coastal features; 

 
Response 1.7 (e):  No adverse effects to these resources are expected. Best Management 

 Practices and a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan will be implemented. 
 

Guideline 1.7 (f):  adverse disruption of existing social patterns; 
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Response 1.7 (f): Adverse social impacts would occur primarily from the rerouting or 
 addition of vehicular traffic, increased noise levels, and other construction-related items.  
 These impacts would be short-term and cease upon the completion of construction.   
 

Guideline 1.7 (g):  alterations of the natural temperature regime of coastal waters; 
 

Response 1.7 (g):  Project construction and operation would not cause a change in the 
 natural temperature regime of coastal waters. 
 
 Guideline 1.7 (h):  detrimental changes in existing salinity regimes; 
 

Response 1.7 (h):  No measurable change in existing salinity regimes would occur.   
 

Guideline 1.7 (i):  detrimental changes in littoral and sediment transport processes; 
 

Response 1.7 (i): The proposed action would not affect littoral or sediment transport 
 processes. 
 

Guideline 1.7 (j):  adverse effects of cumulative impacts; 
 

Response 1.7 (j):  The proposed action would not result in any long term adverse effects of 
 cumulative impacts. Temporary impacts from construction would compound impacts from 
 other construction within the project area, but would cease upon the completion of 
 construction. 
 

Guideline 1.7 (k):  detrimental discharges of suspended solids into coastal waters, including 
turbidity resulting from dredging; Best Management Practices and a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan will be implemented. 
 

Response 1.7 (k):  No dredging will occur.  No detrimental discharges of suspended solids 
 are expected.   
 

Guideline 1.7 (l):  reductions or blockage of water flow or natural circulation patterns within 
or into an estuarine system or a wetland forest; 
 

Response 1.7 (l):  No impacts to water flow or circulation patterns will result from the 
 proposed action. 
 

Guideline 1.7 (m):  discharges of pathogens or toxic substances into coastal waters; 
 

Response 1.7 (m):  No discharges of pathogens or toxic substances into coastal waters are 
 expected to result from the proposed action. 

   
Guideline 1.7 (n):   adverse alteration or destruction of archaeological, historical, or other 

cultural resources; 
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Response 1.7 (n):  No cultural or historic resources are anticipated to be impacted by the 
 proposed action. There is one known archeological site in the vicinity of Paris Road which is 
 The proposed action will be coordinated with the State Historic Preservation Officer  under 
 Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
 

Guideline 1.7 (o):  fostering of detrimental secondary impacts in undisturbed or biologically 
highly productive wetland areas; 
 

Response 1.7 (o):  No secondary impacts to wetlands are expected.  
 

Guideline 1.7 (p):   adverse alteration or destruction of unique or valuable habitats, critical 
habitat for endangered species, important wildlife or fishery breeding or nursery areas, 
designated wildlife management or sanctuary areas, or forestlands; 
 

Response 1.7 (p):  No adverse alteration or destruction of unique or valuable habitats is 
 expected. CEMVN will coordinate with US Fish and Wildlife Service to confirm that this 
 proposed action is not likely to adversely impact endangered or threatened species. 
 

Guideline 1.7 (q):  adverse alteration or destruction of public parks, shoreline access points, 
public works, designated recreation areas, scenic rivers, or other areas of public use and concern; 
 

Response 1.7 (q): No adverse alteration or destruction of these resources is expected. 
 
Guideline 1.7 (r):   adverse disruptions of coastal wildlife and fishery migratory patterns; 

 
Response 1.7 (r):  No disruption to migratory patterns is expected. 

 
Guideline 1.7 (s):  land loss, erosion and subsidence; 

 
Response 1.7 (s):  No land loss, erosion or subsidence is anticipated under the proposed 

 action.   
 

Guideline 1.7 (t):  increases in the potential for flood, hurricane or other storm damage, or 
increases in the likelihood that damage will occur from such hazards; 
 

Response 1.7 (t):  The proposed action would reduce the potential for damages throughout 
 the project area. 
 
 Guideline 1.7 (u):  and reductions in the long-term biological productivity of the coastal 
ecosystem. 
 

Response 1.7 (u):  No reduction in long-term biological productivity is expected. 
 

Guideline 1.8:  In those guidelines in which the modifier "maximum extent practicable" is 
used, the proposed use is in compliance with the guideline if the standard modified by the term is 
complied with.  If the modified standard is not complied with, the use will be in compliance with 
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the guideline if the permitting authority finds, after a systematic consideration of all pertinent 
information regarding the use, the site and the impacts of the use as set forth in guideline 1.6, and 
a balancing of their relative significance, that the benefits resulting from the proposed use would 
clearly outweigh the adverse impacts resulting from non-compliance with the modified standard 
and there are no feasible and practical alternative locations, methods and practices for the use 
that are in compliance with the modified standard and: 
 
a)   significant public benefits will result from the use, or; 
 
b)  the use would serve important regional, state or national interests, including the national  

interest in resources and the siting of facilities in the coastal zone identified in the coastal 
resources program, or; 

 
c)   the use is coastal water dependent. 
 
The systematic consideration process shall also result in a determination of those conditions 
necessary for the use to be in compliance with the guideline.  Those conditions shall assure that 
the use is carried out utilizing those locations, methods and practices which maximize 
conformance to the modified standard; are technically, economically, environmentally, socially 
and legally feasible and practical and minimize or offset those adverse impacts listed in guideline 
1.7 and in the guideline at issue. 
 

Response 1.8:  Acknowledged. 
 

Guideline 1.9:  Uses shall to the maximum extent practicable be designed and carried out to 
permit multiple concurrent uses which are appropriate for the location and to avoid unnecessary 
conflicts with other uses of the vicinity. 

 
Response 1.9:  The purpose and use of the proposed project would be for flood risk 

 reduction.  All work will take place within the existing right-of-way of the existing flood 
 risk reduction system. Therefore the proposed action use is consistent with the current use.  
 

Guideline 1.10:  These guidelines are not intended to be, nor shall they be, interpreted to 
allow expansion of governmental authority beyond that established by La. R.S. 49:213.1 through 
213.21, as amended; nor shall these guidelines be interpreted so as to require permits for specific 
uses legally commenced or established prior to the effective date of the coastal use permit 
program nor to normal maintenance or repair of such uses. 
 

Response 1.10:  Acknowledged. 
 
 
GUIDELINES FOR LEVEES 

 
 Guideline 2.1:  The leveeing of unmodified or biologically productive wetlands shall be 
avoided to the maximum extent practicable.   
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 Response 2.1: The proposed action would modify existing levees and floodwalls within 
 existing right-of-way and without changing the alignment.  
 
 Guideline 2.2:  Levees shall be planned and sited to avoid segmentation of wetland areas 
and systems to the maximum extent practicable. 
 
 Response 2.2:  The proposed action would modify existing levees and floodwalls within 
 existing right-of-way and without changing the alignment.   
 
 Guideline 2.3:  Levees constructed for the purpose of developing or otherwise changing the 
use of a wetland area shall be avoided to the maximum extent practicable. 
 
 Response 2.3:  The proposed action would modify existing levees and floodwalls within 
 existing right-of-way and without changing the alignment. The area behind the existing 
 levees and floodwalls is already developed. 
 
 Guidelines 2.4:  Hurricane and flood protection levees shall be located at the wetland/non-
wetland interface or landward to the maximum extent practicable.   
  
 Response 2.4:  The proposed action would modify existing levees and floodwalls within 
 existing right-of-way and without changing the alignment. 
 
 Guideline 2.5:  Impoundment levees shall only be constructed in wetland areas as part of 
approved water or marsh management projects or to prevent release of pollutants. 
 
 Response 2.5:  No impoundment levees would be constructed as part of the proposed 
 project. 
 
 Guideline 2.6:  Hurricane or flood protection levee systems shall be designed, built, and 
thereafter operated and maintained utilizing best practical techniques to minimize disruptions of 
existing hydrologic patterns, and the interchange of water, beneficial nutrients and aquatic 
organisms between enclosed wetlands and those outside the levee system. 
 
 Response 2.6:  Existing hydrologic patterns would not be altered.  The proposed action 
 would modify existing levees and floodwalls within existing right-of-way and without 
 changing the alignment. 
 
GUIDELINES FOR LINEAR FACILITIES 
 
 Guideline 3.1:  Linear use alignments shall be planned to avoid adverse impacts on areas of 
high biological productivity or irreplaceable resource areas. 
 
 Response 3.1:  Existing hydrologic patterns would not be altered.  The proposed action 
 would modify existing levees and floodwalls within existing right-of-way and without 
 changing the alignment. 
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 Guideline 3.2:  Linear facilities involving the use of dredging or filling shall be avoided in 
wetland and estuarine areas to the maximum extent practicable. 
 
 Response 3.2:  No dredging or filling of wetlands would occur under the proposed action.  
 
 Guideline 3.3:  Linear facilities involving dredging shall be of the minimum size and length. 
 
 Response 3.3:  No dredging would occur under the proposed action.  
 
 Guideline 3.4:  To the maximum extent practicable, pipelines shall be installed through the 
"push ditch" method and the ditch backfilled. 
 
 Response 3.4:  Any pipelines or utility crossings that are not in accordance with current 
 design criteria shall be relocated, removed, modified, or abandoned in place as part of this 
 project.   
 
 Guideline 3.5:  Existing corridors, right-of-way, canals, and streams shall be utilized to the 
maximum extent practicable for linear facilities. 
 
 Response 3.5: The proposed action would modify existing levees and floodwalls within 
 existing right-of-way and without changing the alignment. 
 
 Guideline 3.6:  Linear facilities and alignments shall be, to the maximum extent practicable, 
designed and constructed to permit multiple uses consistent with the nature of the facility. 
 
 Response 3.6:  Multiple uses (such as recreation and open space) of the levees and 
 floodwalls would be permitted. 
 
 Guideline 3.7:  Linear facilities involving dredging shall not traverse or adversely affect any 
barrier island. 
 
 Response 3.7:  No barrier islands would be affected. 
 
 Guideline 3.8:  Linear facilities involving dredging shall not traverse beaches, tidal passes, 
protective reefs or other natural gulf shoreline unless no other alternative exists.  If a beach, tidal 
pass, reef or other natural gulf shoreline must be traversed for a non-navigation canal, they shall 
be restored at least to their natural condition immediately upon completion of construction.  
Tidal passes shall not be permanently widened or deepened except when necessary to conduct 
the use.  The best available restoration techniques which improve the traversed area's ability to 
serve as a shoreline shall be used. 
 
 Response 3.8:  No dredging would occur under the proposed action. 
 
 Guideline 3.9:  Linear facilities shall be planned, designed, located, and built using the best 
practical techniques to minimize disruption of natural hydrologic and sediment transport 
patterns, sheet flow, and water quality, and to minimize adverse impacts on wetlands. 
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 Response 3.9:  No disruption of natural hydrologic and sediment transport patterns, sheet 
 flow, or water quality would occur from the proposed project.   
 
 Guideline 3.10:  Linear facilities shall be planned, designed, and built using the best 
practical techniques to prevent bank slumping and erosion, saltwater intrusion, and to minimize 
the potential for inland movement of storm-generated surges.  Consideration shall be given to the 
use of locks in navigation canals and channels which connect more saline areas with fresher 
areas. 
 
Response 3.10:  Acknowledged. 
 
 
GUIDELINES FOR DREDGED MATERIAL DEPOSITION 
  

Not applicable 
 
 
GUIDELINES FOR SHORELINE MODIFICATION 

 
Not applicable 
 

 
GUIDELINES FOR SURFACE ALTERATIONS 
 

Guideline 6.1:  Industrial, commercial, urban, residential, and recreational uses are 
necessary to provide adequate economic growth and development.  To this end, such uses will be 
encouraged in those areas of the coastal zone that are suitable for development.  Those uses shall 
be consistent with the other guidelines and shall, to the maximum extent practicable, take place 
only: 
 
a)   on lands five feet or more above sea level or within fast lands; or 

 
b)    on lands which have foundation conditions sufficiently stable to support the use, and where  

flood and storm hazards are minimal or where protection from these hazards can be 
reasonably well achieved, and where the public safety would not be unreasonably 
endangered; and 

 
1)    the land is already in high intensity of development use, or 
 
2)   there is adequate supporting infrastructure, or 
 
3)    the vicinity has a tradition of use for similar habitation or development 
 

Response 6.1:  The proposed project has the potential to reduce damages to Orleans and St. 
 Bernard Parish.  This would benefit all uses within the Parish. 
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Guideline 6.2:  Public and private works projects such as levees, drainage improvements, 

roads, airports, ports, and public utilities are necessary to protect and support needed 
development and shall be encouraged.  Such projects shall, to the maximum extent practicable, 
take place only when: 
 
a) they protect or serve those areas suitable for development pursuant to Guideline 6.1; and 
 
b) they are consistent with the other guidelines; and 
 
c) they are consistent with all relevant adopted state, local and regional plans. 

 
Response 6.2:  The proposed project will comply with all guidelines, laws, and plans and 

 has the potential to reduce flood risk to Orleans and St. Bernard Parish.   
 

Guideline 6.3:  BLANK (Deleted) 
 

Guideline 6.4:  To the maximum extent practicable wetland areas shall not be drained -or 
filled.  Any approved drain or fill project shall be designed and constructed using best practical 
techniques to minimize present and future property damage and adverse environmental impacts. 

 
Response 6.4:  No wetlands would be impacted by the proposed action.  

 
Guideline 6.5:  Coastal water dependent uses shall be given special consideration in 

permitting because of their reduced choice of alternatives. 
 
Response 6.5:  The proposed project is coastal water dependent.   

 
Guideline 6.6:  Areas modified by surface alteration activities shall, to the maximum extent 

practicable, be re-vegetated, refilled, cleaned and restored to their predevelopment condition 
upon termination of the use 

 
Response 6.6:  Following construction completion, temporarily disturbed areas will be 

 returned to pre-construction conditions.   
 

Guideline 6.7:  Site clearing shall to the maximum extent practicable be limited to those 
areas immediately required for physical development. 

 
Response 6.7:  Acknowledged.   

 
Guideline 6.8:  Surface alterations shall, to the maximum extent practicable, be located away 

from critical wildlife areas and vegetation areas.  Alterations in wildlife preserves and 
management areas shall be conducted in strict accord with the requirements of the wildlife 
management body. 

 
Response 6.8:  The proposed action would modify existing levees and floodwalls within existing 
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 right-of-way and without changing the alignment. 
  
Guideline 6.9:  Surface alterations which have high adverse impacts on natural functions 

shall not occur, to the maximum extent practicable, on barrier islands and beaches, isolated 
cheniers, isolated natural ridges or levees,' or in wildlife and aquatic species breeding or 
spawning areas, or in important migratory routes. 

 
Response 6.9:  The proposed project does not involve any surface alterations which have 

 adverse impacts to these resources.   
 

Guideline 6.10:  The creation of low dissolved oxygen conditions in the water or traps for 
heavy metals shall be avoided to the maximum extent practicable.   

 
Response 6.10:  No low dissolved oxygen conditions or traps for heavy metals will result 

 from the proposed action.   
 

Guideline 6.11:  Surface mining and shell dredging shall be carried out utilizing the best 
practical techniques to minimize adverse environmental impacts. 

 
Response 6.11:  Not applicable. 

 
Guideline 6.12:  The creation of underwater obstructions which adversely affect fishing or 

navigation shall be avoided to the maximum extent practicable. 
 
Response 6.12:  Not applicable. 

 
Guideline 6.13:  Surface alteration sites and facilities shall be designed, constructed, and 

operated using the best practical techniques to prevent the release of pollutants or toxic 
substances into the environment and minimize other adverse impacts. 

 
Response 6.13:  All practical techniques will be used to prevent the release of pollutants or 

 toxic substances.  A Phase I Hazardous, Toxic, Radioactive Waste (HTRW) Environmental 
 Site Assessment (ESA) will be completed for the project area. 

 
Guideline 6.14:  To the maximum extent practicable only material that is free of 

contaminants and compatible with the environmental setting shall be used as fill.  
 
Response 6.14:  Acknowledged.   

 
 
GUIDELINES FOR HYDROLOGIC AND  
SEDIMENT TRANSPORT MODIFICATIONS 
  

Not applicable 
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GUIDELINES FOR DISPOSAL OF WASTES 
 

Guideline 8.1:  The location and operation of waste storage, treatment, and disposal facilities 
shall be avoided in wetlands to the maximum extent practicable, and best practical techniques 
shall be used to minimize adverse impacts which may result from such use. 

 
Response 8.1:  The proposed project does not involve any such facilities. 

 
Guideline 8.2:  The generation, transportation, treatment, storage and disposal of hazardous 

wastes shall be pursuant to the substantive requirements of the Department of Natural Resources 
adopted pursuant to Act 334 of 1978 and approved pursuant to the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act of 1976 P.0. 94-580, and of the Office of Conservation for injection below surface. 

 
Response 8.2:  Acknowledged. 

 
Guideline 8.3:  Waste facilities located in wetlands shall be designed and built to withstand 

all expectable adverse conditions without releasing pollutants. 
 
Response 8.3:  The proposed project does not involve any such facilities. 
 
Guideline 8.4:  Waste facilities shall be designed and constructed using best practical 

techniques to prevent leaching, control leachate production, and prevent the movement of 
leachate away from the facility. 

 
Response 8.4:  The proposed project does not involve any such facilities. 

 
Guideline 8.5:  The use of overland flow systems for non-toxic, biodegradable wastes, and 

the use of sump lagoons and reservoirs utilizing aquatic vegetation to remove pollutants and 
nutrients shall be encouraged. 

 
Response 8.5:  The proposed project does not involve any such activities. 

 
Guideline 8.6:  All waste disposal sites shall be marked and, to the maximum extent 

practicable, all components of waste shall be identified. 
 
Response 8.6:  The proposed project does not involve any such sites. 
 
Guideline 8.7:  Waste facilities in wetlands with identifiable pollution problems that are not 

feasible and practical to correct shall be closed and either removed or sealed, and shall be 
properly re-vegetated using the best practical techniques. 

 
Response 8.7:  The proposed project does not involve any such facilities. 

 
Guideline 8.8:  Waste shall be disposed of only at approved disposal sites. 
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Response 8.8:  Acknowledged.   
 

Guideline 8.9:  Radioactive wastes shall not be temporarily or permanently disposed of in 
the coastal zone. 

 
Response 8.9:  The proposed project does not involve any such wastes. 

 
 
GUIDELINES FOR USES THAT RESULT IN THE ALTERATION 
OF WATERS DRAINING INTO COASTAL WATERS 

 
Not applicable 

 
GUIDELINES FOR OIL, GAS, AND OTHER MINERAL ACTIVITIES 

 
Not applicable 
 

 
CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION 
 
 Based on this evaluation, the New Orleans District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, has 
determined that the proposed action would be consistent, to the maximum extent practicable, 
with the State of Louisiana's approved Coastal Resources Program. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 











































SCOTT ANGELLE
LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR

§tatc lif iCl1Ut5tana
OFFICE OF THE LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR

Dt:f"AnTMt:NT or CULTURe, RecneATION BeTOURISM
OFFICE OF CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT
DIVISION OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

PAM BREt.IJX
SECRETARY

September 13, 2010

Ms. Joan M, Exnicios

Chief, New Orleans Environmental Branch

New Orleans District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P,O, Box 6267

New Orleans, LA 70160-0267

Re: Determination of Effect

Proposed Repair and Restoration of Levees and Floodwalls in

Inner Harbor Navigation Canal\Gulf Intracoastal Waterway Corridor
New Orleans, Orleans Parish, LA

Dear Ms. Exnicios:

We have completed our review of the referenced levee-floodwall repair and restoration project

and it is our opinion that it would have no adverse effect on any historic property.

If you have any questions, please contact Mike Varnado in the Division of Historic

Preservation at (225) 219-4596.

Phil Boggan

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

PB:MV:s

P.O. Box 44247 BATON ROUGE:.LOUISIANA 70804-4247 PHONE: (2251 342-8160 FAX (2251 219-0765 WWW.CRT.STATE:.LA.US
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
646 Cajundome Blvd.

Suite 400
Lafayette. Louisiana 70506

November 17,2010

Colonel Robert Sinkler
Commander
Hurricane Protection Office
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Post Office Box 60267
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267

Dear Colonel Sinkler:

Please reference the August 2, 2010, electronic correspondence providing supplemental
information regarding the "Draft IndiYidual Environmental Report Supplemental (IERS)
Improved Protection on the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal (llINC), Orleans and St. Bernard
parishes, Louisiana, IERS # 11b Tier 2 Borgne." That IERS is being prepared the under the
approval of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) to obtain compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (83 Stat. 852, as amended; 42 U.S.C. 4321- 4347) and is
authorized Public Law 109-234, Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act for Defense, the
Global War on Terror, and Hurricane Recoyery, 2006 (Supplemental 4), and Public Law 110-28,
U.S. Troop Readiness, Veterans' Care, Katrina Recoyery, and Iraq Accountability Appropriations
Act, 2007 (5th Supplemental). Those laws authorized the Corps of Engineers (Corps) to upgrade
two existing hurricane protection projects (i.e., Westbank and Vicinity ofNew Orleans and Lake
Pontchartrain and Vicinity) in the Greater New Orleans area in southeast Louisiana to provide
100-year hurricane protection.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) provided a November 26, 2007, Draft
Programmatic Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA; 48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C.
661 et seq.) report that addresses the hurricane protection improvements authorized in
Supplemental 4, a October 9, 2008, FWCA Report that provided recommendations specific to
IER 11 Tier 2 Borgne, and a October 23,2009, FWCA Report that provided recommendations
specific to IER 11 Tier 2 Pontchartrain. This letter supplements our previous reports and
addresses the proposed repair and restoration of portions of levees and floodwalls that do not
meet the necessary factors of safety for stability as dictated by the current Corps design
guidelines. This report constitutes the report of the Secretary of the Interior as required by
Section 2(b) of the FWCA. This report has been provided to the Louisiana Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries and the National Marine Fisheries Service, and no additional comments or
recommendations have been received from those agencies.

TAKE. RIDE·~~
iN~E~iCA~~~(



The study area is located within Orleans and St. Bernard Parishes within the Mississippi River
Deltaic Plain of the Lower Mississippi River Ecosystem. Higher elevations occur on the natural
levees of the Mississippi River and its distributaries. Developed lands are primarily associated
with natural levees, but extensive wetlands have been leveed and drained to accommodate
residential, commercial, and agricultural development. Federal, State, and local levees have been
installed for flood protection purposes, often with negative effects on adjacent wetlands. The
Mississippi River, the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW), and IHNC are prominent landscape
features, as are extensive oil and gas industry access channels and pipeline canals. Extensive
wetlands and associated shallow open waters dominate the landscape outside the flood control
levees, and Lakes Pontchartrain and Borgne are two major estuarine water bodies located within
the study area.

Habitat types in the study area include forested wetlands (i.e., bottomland hardwoods in varying
succesional stages and/or swamps), non-wet bottomland hardwoods, marsh, open water, and
developed areas. Due to development and a forced-drainage system, the hydrology ofmost of the
forested habitat within the levee system has been altered. The forced-drainage system has been
in operation for many years, and subsidence is evident throughout the areas enclosed by levees.

As previously mentioned, the Service has provided FWCA Reports for the authorized hurricane
protection project. Those reports contain a thorough discussion of the significant fish and
wildlife resources (including habitats) that occur within the study area. For brevity, that
discussion is incorporated by reference herein but the following information is provided to
supplement the previously mentioned reports and provide specific recommendations regarding
the proposed change in plans.

To ensure a IOO-year level ofprotection the subject reaches of the existing levees and floodwalls
along the IHNC will be repaired and restored to become a redundant risk reduction feature
associated with overtopping of the primary risk reduction system (i.e., the Borgne Barrier and
Seabrook Gate). Several methods of repair and restoration are proposed along the three primary
reaches which include numerous deficient segments of levee and floodwalls. Construction
methods include deep soil mixing, constructing berm on the protected-side of the existing system
to increase stability, constructing a concrete buttress wall in addition to the existing I-wall,
constructing a structural concrete base slab perpendicular to the adjacent floodwall on the
protected side, and constructing reliefwells. Approximately 62.5 acres of existing right-of-way
(ROW) could potentially be impacted by construction of the proposed action. Fourteen staging
areas, primarily located in upland areas not within the existing ROW, would be required for the
proposed action and would temporarily impact approximately 5.4 acres. Existing levee ROW
currently vegetated with grass provides minimal habitat for fish and wildlife resources.

SERVICE POSITION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Because the proposed project does not require mitigation and will not impact high quality fish
and wildlife habitat, the Sen-ice still does not object to the construction of the proposed project.
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The recommendations provided in our previous FWCA Reports continue to remain valid and
should be incorporated into future project planning and implementation.

Should you or your staff have any questions regarding this letter and our attached report, please
contact Angela Trahan (337/291-3137) of this office.

Sincerely,

Supervisor
Louisiana Field Office

cc: NMFS, Baton Rouge, LA
EPA, Dallas, TX
LDWF, Baton Rouge, LA
LDNR, CMD, Baton Rouge, LA
OCPR, Baton Rouge, LA
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Individual Environmental Report Supplemental IER #11b – Tier 2 
Borgne  
Public Meeting 
October 13, 2010 
 
Location St. Gabriel the Archangel Catholic Church 
Time Open House 6 p.m.- 6:30 p.m. 

Presentation 6:30 p.m. 
Attendees Approx.  40 
Format Open House  

Presentation 
Discussion 

Handouts  Seabrook Complex Fact Sheet 
 Lake Borgne Surge Barrier Fact Sheet 
 Corps Approval Process brochure 

Facilitator Nancy Allen, public affairs 
 
 
Nancy Allen:  Welcome. I’m Nancy Allen, the public 
affairs officer for the Hurricane Protection Office. Our 
commander Col. Sinkler couldn’t be with us this evening, but I 
want to welcome you and say thank you for taking time out of 
your schedule to be with us. I would like to introduce some 
staff members we have here tonight. We have Ron Elmer, our 
IHNC branch chief and he will be doing the presentation this 
evening. Bill Maloz, a project manager, Chantrelle Carriere, a 
project manager, Laura Lee Wilkinson and Lee Walker from 
environmental. We also have Joe Rochelle with us representing 
Councilwoman Clarkson’s office, Gerry Gillen from the 
Orleans Levee District and Clay Miller from the Port of New 
Orleans.  

 
 
Tonight’s meeting is to discuss Individual Environmental 
Report Supplemental 11b Tier 2, which focuses on improved 
protection in the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal. This IER 
Supplemental has not been released yet for public review, but 
tonight we will brief you on the information contained within it 
and take your questions and comments. We expect that it 
should be out by Friday. The 30-day public comment period 
for this document will start once it’s released for the public. 
We ask that you let us get through all the slides and then we 
will open up the floor for questions and comments. I’ll give 
you a brief update on the status of the system and then turn it 
over to Ron for some more information on specifics of the 
projects.  
 



   Public Meeting Summary 

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 2 of 15 
 

 
 
 
 
I do want to give you a brief update of where we are on the 
construction of the hurricane and storm damage risk reduction 
system. This is a $14.4 billion dollar system that was 
authorized and fully-funded by Congress and we are well on 
our way of our goal of providing 100-year level of protection 
by June 2011. The Hurricane Protection Office is overseeing 
construction on the East Bank of Orleans Parish and St. 
Bernard Parish, including the IHNC corridor, and the outfall 
canals. Along the New Orleans metro lakefront from the 17th 
Street Canal to the IHNC, we are more than 95% complete 
with that work. We are finishing up some floodwall 

construction on the west ends and four ramps along Lakeshore Drive and those streets will be re-opened 
within a few months. In New Orleans East, this portion of work is 100% complete. We are doing work 
here on the floodwalls from the Lakefront Airport up to Lincoln Beach. On the east side adjacent to the 
Bayou Sauvage Wildlife Refuge, we are building some of the most massive levees in the system; these 
are approximately 300 feet wide with an elevation of 22-24 feet. In this area, which we call LPV – Lake 
Pontchartrain and Vicinity 111, we are using a process called deep soil mixing where we are injecting 
cement into the soil to crate columns and that helps stabilize the foundation of the levees. The IHNC 
surge barrier here, the wall is complete and we are just finishing up work on the three navigation gates. 
Around St. Bernard, we are busy construction 23-miles of T-walls, two sector gates and two highway 
floodgates.  
 

 
We do like to remind everyone that reducing risk is a shared 
responsibility. We can all do our part to reduce risk including 
implementing zoning and building codes, outreach and 
education, having an evacuation plan, having insurance and 
then the structural features of the system like levees, 
floodwalls and flood structures. However, there is always 
residual risk living in Southeast Louisiana. We do ask you to 
be alert and have an evacuation plan and if your local officials 
order an evacuation, please follow those orders.  
 
 

 
 
 
The projects that we are discussing here tonight are subject to 
the National Environmental Policy Act or NEPA, which 
requires that we look at the impacts of this project and look at 
alternatives. These studies can be documented in different 
types of reports including environmental assessments, 
environmental impact statements or individual environmental 
reports and that is what we are talking about here tonight.  
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To give you a timeline, our document should be out by Friday 
and you will have 30 days to submit written comments and 
then in November 2010, we expect the IER decision record to 
be signed by the New Orleans district commander. All of our 
information regarding our environmental reports can be found 
on www.nolaenvironmental.gov.  
 
 
 
 

 
Ron Elmer:  I am the program manager for the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal program and that 
includes all the barriers, the levees and floodwalls along the GIWW and IHNC as well as the Seabrook 
structure. The purpose of this IER is to identify and make public the areas that we have found deficient 
along the IHNC with respect to the new design guidelines that we are required to follow when we build 
new levee and floodwall systems. These guidelines have certain safety factors for stability and seepage. 
We have done an analysis of all the levees and floodwalls, approximately 30 miles, and there is about 4.6 
miles of the system that doesn’t quite meet those guidelines with respect to stability and seepage.  
 
 

 
This slide shows you the ways and methods we plan on using 
to remediate and correct those deficiencies that we have found.  
In Reach One, this is the levee and floodwall system that runs 
along the Lower 9th Ward and the East Bank of the IHNC, the 
south side of the GIWW and ties into the barrier system by 
Bayou Bienvenue. Reach Two is the area in New Orleans East 
around the Michoud Canal along the GIWW and then on the 
east side going north towards the lake. The third reach is on the 
west side of the IHNC that runs from the lock at the river all 
the way to the lakefront. Those are the three reaches we broke 
up the work into.  

 
 

 
In Reach 1, based on the analysis to date, we are finding 
stability problems that we are correcting by using deep soil 
mixing and concrete slabs. We have some slides later that will 
show you graphically what we are doing. One Reach 2 there is 
approximately 16,700 feet of deficient area, which indicates 
different types of problems dealing with seepage and 
instability and these are the methods we plan on using to 
correct those deficiencies; stability berms, buttress walls, relief 
wells and concrete slabs. On Reach 3 there is approximately 
63-hundred feet of deficiency areas and we plan on using the 
same type of corrective actions to take care of those 
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deficiencies.  
 

 
 
This map in red shows the areas that are deficient and where 
they are located along the system. We are not quite finished all 
the analysis, but to date these are the areas we have found to 
be deficient and all indications are we can probably reduce the 
amount of work that is necessary once we finish analysis. The 
amount of work we are showing in the IER will potentially go 
down some.  
 
 
 
 
Right now our proposed construction schedule once the IER 
public review is done and decision record signed, we can then 
go out with contracts. We plan on advertising contracts in early 
2011 and there are several contracts and we should have 
everything done by next hurricane season, June 1, 2011. All 
the work that we are doing is within the existing footprint of 
the existing right-of-ways so we are not going out onto any 
private or commercial property within the footprint of the 
existing right-of-way of the levee system.  
 
 
 
 
Deep soil mixing is one of the methods we have to remediate 
the deficiencies we have in certain areas. The problem is when 
the water gets high enough on the wall, there is a stability 
problem where the earth wants to rotate this way and fail. Our 
solution is doing deep soil mixing, which strengthens the area 
where this possible failure plain exist and it keeps it from 
sliding.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
These are pictures of deep soil mixing that we have previously 
done along the IHNC along the West Bank. We did about 18-
hundred feet of wall right after Gustav and it went well.  
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Relief wells are another method for taking care of seepage 
problems; this is the canal side and this is the protected side. 
When the water gets up into the canal the water pressure in the 
sand layers that exist in some areas, builds up and the soil 
starts to move and the pressure so high that you will get 
movement of sand layer and the system will slide.  The bank 
becomes unstable because of movement of the sand layers 
below. To relieve that pressure we put in a relief well where 
that water is controlled into a pipe and into the drainage 
system so that it prevents the pressures from building up and 
moving the material.  
 
 
These are some pictures of some wells that are along the 
protected side of the canal. There are quite a few of them in 
some areas and they do function quite well.  
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
 
 
This is another method of repairing for a stability problem. 
Some areas where the stability problems exist we can solve 
that problem by adding additional dirt on the backside to 
compensate for that slow failure. This is quite an easy fix and 
goes quickly.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This is a buttress wall and another stability problem fix. There 
are existing grouted mats behind the wall for overtopping and 
erosion protection and that is where we see some stability 
problems in the smaller areas. What we are doing is going in 
removing this existing erosion protection, driving piles and 
building a slab behind to compensate for the stability problem.  
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There are some things that can be expected during 
construction, but most of the construction areas aren’t in too 
many residential areas, but there will be some construction 
impacts. There may be some elevated noise levels from the 
pumps, generators and motors of the equipment. We don’t 
see any road closures, but in some isolated areas there may be 
limited access during construction with the road traffic. We 
do expect to do some extended work hours where we will be 
working six days a week, 12 hours a day.  To minimize 
impacts, we will have requirements for controlling dust when 
the trucks are rolling in the street. We will use approved haul 
roads so we shouldn’t have any impact with the areas we are 
talking about in the construction efforts we will have going 
on.  

 
This is the Seabrook structure; the IER doesn’t cover this, it 
covers the levees and floodwalls, but this is an integral part of 
the system where the levees and floodwalls along the canal tie 
into the lakefront. This work has started and we are under 
construction and we are moving well with the construction. 
We don’t see any problems right and all indications is that we 
will have the 100-year level of protection next hurricane 
season and it’s moving quite well.  
 
 

 
 
The canal is closed at the Railroad Bridge at Seabrook because 
of us building the sector gates and lift gates. We are underway 
and the canal is closed and we are anticipating roughly a 12-
month closure period.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Nancy Allen:  Some additional items we want to 
bring to your attention. We do have an IER available for public 
review and you see the review dates here. It is for the 
Contractor Furnished Borrow. You can submit your comments 
by phone, by e-mail or at www.nolaenvironmental.gov. 
 
 
 
 
On Monday Oct. 25th we will have a meeting on the Westbank 

regarding the Belle Chasse Tunnel construction impacts 
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On Oct. 26th, we will be in New Orleans East at the St. Maria 
Goretti Church for a New Orleans East construction update 
as well as to take additional comments and questions on the 
IER 11b Supplemental. So we will be giving a briefing on 
this project and provide an update on other New Orleans 
East projects at that time. Also on Tues. Oct 26th, there is a 
meeting about SELA and that is at Loyola New Orleans.  
 
 
 
 

 
There are always opportunities for you to give us feedback. 
Make sure you sign in and you will be added to our mailing 
list. Comments can always be submitted on 
www.nolaenvironmental.gov and you can address your 
comments specifically to Patricia Leroux for this and other 
projects. Comments here tonight will also become part of the 
official record.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
We have two web resources. There is 
www.nolaenvironmental.gov, all of our environmental 
documentation is there. We also have the New Orleans 
District webpage, which is www.mvn.usace.army.mil and 
this information is also on all our fact sheets in the back of 
the room.  We also have a construction impacts hotline; if 
you have issues or questions or see something please call this 
hotline and someone will get back in touch with you and try 
to minimize those impacts in your neighborhood.  
 

 
 
We also have several networks at Twitter to give out short, 
brief messages. If you are curious about any of these 
projects, please visit Flickr, which is a photo-sharing website 
and you can find pictures of all of our projects. We are also 
on Facebook. We also like to have people come out and see 
our projects so if you have a community group, you can 
schedule a field trip or have someone speak to your group, 
please let us know and we will get your information.  
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These are our direct links to all social media.  
 
We are now going to open it up for your comments or questions. We don’t have speaker cards so we are 
just going to line up at the microphone and I’ll take you in that order. I do ask that you be respectful of 
everyone and keep your comments to three to five minutes so we can get to everyone. If you still have 
questions or concerns afterwards, you can see any of the Corps folks. All comments will be considered 
part of the public record. We will do our best to answer questions about other projects, but if we don’t 
have the answer, we will get back to you.  
 
Billy Marchel:    You say you are repairing or fixing deficient areas, how are you defining 
deficient? 
 
Ron Elmer:   We are following the guidelines set following Katrina for design of 
floodwalls based on the stability and seepage.  
 
Billy Marchel:    So is that going to say maintaining the existing elevation of the IHNC 
floodwalls with the 500-year survivability?  
 
Ron Elmer:   Yes, what we are doing is making sure they satisfy the design criteria for 
stability and seepage. The existing levees and floodwalls vary in height anywhere from 12-15 feet and 
that is being analyzed for what they are for water to the top of those walls for the specs they have set for 
the design criteria.  
 
Billy Marchel:   And the strength and survivability for overtopping we can …. 
 
Ron Elmer:   They are presuming for the 500-year, yes… 
 
Billy Marchel:   So if you look at the LACPR Report that shows for a 400-year event with 
the Michoud Gate and Seabrook Gate in place, the water in the industrial canal will be 12 feet.  
 
Ron Elmer:   No it won’t, it will be 10 feet. 
 
Billy Marchel:   So, what you are saying is with that wall in place, that this side of that 
wall would be survivable and hold up to a 400-year event.  
 
Ron Elmer:   Right now, the 100-year storm event, if we had design solved, there 
would be eight feet of water in that canal, that’s the theory. If we have a 500-year storm, it would get up 
to 10 feet. 
 
Billy Marchel:   The walls are now 12 feet with a 500-year survivability, so we would 
have potentially 500-year protection o this side of that wall for some overtopping.  
 
Ron Elmer:   There shouldn’t be any overtopping, no.  
 
Billy Marchel:   Ok, plus we have 18.5 foot lakefront levee and a 500-year survivability 
so between New Orleans and the Industrial Canal and the 17th Street Canal, we will basically have 500-
year protection in the part of New Orleans.  
 
Ron Elmer:   What we are saying is that the system being designed to be resilient to 
the 500-year storm; I’m not saying we have a 500-year level of protection. We have a 1% of a 100-year 
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level of protection is what we are building. It is resilient to withstanding the 500-year storm is what I’m 
staying. You will have substantially more overtopping on the 500-year event on other features of the 
system, but within the IHNC it will be 10 feet because it’s the secondary line of protection. You have the 
barrier and the Seabrook structure that is your 500 line of protection.  
 
Billy Marchel:   I’m just saying that the lakefront is not going to overtop in a 4 or 500-
hundred event …. 
 
Ron Elmer:   You are going to have some splash over for the 500-year event…. 
 
Billy Marchel:   Not with the LACPR you aren’t… 
 
Ron Elmer:   Well I’m not familiar with the LACPR report.  
 
Howard Rogers:   I’m a resident of Gentilly and the director of the New Orleans Council on 
Aging. My question is about the Seabrook floodgate. Looking at the floodgate and looking at the 
description that you have, I noticed that the existing floodwalls don’t meet the standards and I understand 
you are going to build a flood gate to tie into the floodwall. The other question I asked of the engineers a 
few years ago. When the floodwall was breeched in the Lower 9th Ward, there was an I-wall that replaced 
a T-wall and we asked the question of why not come along and raise the rest of those I-wall to that same 
height of the T-wall that is there? 
 
Ron Elmer:   When we were first authorized by Congress to proceed with the 
construction of the barrier and Seabrook, we looked at several alternative ways of proving the 100-year 
protection. Now, we are protecting for a storm surge that is 18.5 feet high right here. The highest wall you 
have in here is 15 feet and that’s the new one. We are designing for a 10.5 foot lake surge for the same 
storm and that’s the difference. You have 18.5 feet of water trying to get through this way and you have 
10.5 feet of water coming from here. So we looked at what was the best way of getting 100-year level of 
protection. If we have to design these walls and levees for that 18.5 foot surge here, these walls would 
have to be 18 to 19-feet high; that would make it a 100-year level of protection. The cost of building and 
replacing all these levees and floodwalls, every one of them, the cost is phenomenal compared to building 
the barrier here and building the Seabrook structure and controlling the level of water. That is why we did 
not go into raising all the levees and floodwalls. All we were authorized to do after the storm was repair 
the ones that were damaged and that is what we did.  What we are doing now because the change in the 
design guidelines, and we are depending on these walls for as secondary line of protection and they meet 
the guidelines, so the best alternative for giving this area the 100-year level of protection was to block 
surge here and here and not have to replace all these levees and floodwalls. We would have to tear out 
even the new ones we built after Katarina because they are not sufficient; we couldn’t add onto them.  
 
Howard Rogers:   My last question is what is going to stop any kind of storm surge coming 
up the river?  
 
Ron Elmer:   Well, the design storm doesn’t give you a surge large enough to overtop 
the lock that’s in place. The lock is high enough to protect you against a 100-year storm surge elevation 
that is produced in the river at that location.  
 
Leigh Bock:   I represent folks who are on the inside of the floodwall, not the side that 
everyone else is on. This does nothing for us expect guarantee that we are going to get flooded.  
 
Ron Elmer:   You do not get flooded any more than you would if we didn’t build this 
barrier and we had to raise all these levees.  
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Leigh Bock:   Can I ask why there were no pumps designed to this system? 
 
Ron Elmer:   Because it wasn’t considered necessary because we have the storage to 
handle any overtopping of the structures.  
 
Leigh Bock:   In the process you are flooding everybody on the inside.  
 
Ron Elmer:   No, if those structures weren’t there and you get the same event, the level 
of water surface would be higher.  
 
Leigh Bock:   I understand that, but you are pumping the rest of the city into that area, 
correct?  
 
Ron Elmer:   Correct, and we have all the elements that take into account … 
 
Nancy Allen:   You are not pumping the entire city into there… 
 
Ron Elmer:   No 
 
Leigh Bock:   But you just said is we are going to get an eight foot flood… 
 
Ron Elmer:   You are going to get an eight food elevation for that design storm. If that 
happens, you will get eight feet of water… 
 
Leigh Bock:   And if that happens, I have six feet of water on my property. 
 
Ron Elmer:   Correct. If the barrier and Seabrook structure weren’t there and we raised 
the walls to say 18 to 20 feet, you would have more than eight foot; you would have 10 or 12 feet.  
 
Leigh Bock:   I just want the record to show that nothing is being done to protect the 
people on the inside. You are creating a situation where the city is pumping into there and deliberately 
raising the water up to an eight foot level during a 100-year storm, which means I have six feet of water 
on my property.  
 
Ron Elmer:   Correct, and if we did not have the barriers in place, you water elevation 
would be higher than that.  
 
Leigh Bock:   I agree, but shouldn’t there be some kind of pump system to alleviate that 
you are pumping water in; don’t you need to pump it out? 
 
Ron Elmer:   There is enough storage that amount of water. You are on the flood side 
of a hurricane protection system. You are going to get flooded. 
 
Leigh Bock:   Yeah, but the idea of putting the locks at either end was to stop that, 
right?  
 
Ron Elmer:   No, it was to protect the populated areas; it wasn’t to protect the area that 
is on the flood side of the hurricane protection. We are not making it worse; we are making it better. You 
will have less water for those storm conditions. You will have less water elevation in here than you have 
had in the past.  
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Billy Marchel:   As a follow-up comment, on the west side of the Harvey Canal, they put 
a pump system in and they designed it with gate closures that can pump over 20,000 cfs and they are 
maintaining a water level of five feet as opposed to +8 on that side. Plus five was chosen because that 
supported the industries inside the floodwall so there is a difference for those who designed the system in 
the Harvey – Algiers Canal versus the group that’s made the decision over here and that’s worth talking 
about. We are getting short shifted on this side.  
 
John Koferlo:    I’m from Citizens Against Widening the Industrial Canal.  I want to 
make sure I understand what you are saying.  At a meeting a year ago, I asked you about a levee that we 
would like to see built between the surge barrier and the IHNC and you at that time said you weren’t 
planning on building a levee there because we were all inside the wider hurricane protection area. I 
remember talking about that because we didn’t feel safe. Now you are saying with that drawing up there, I 
don’t really understand what those yellow lines mean, but you are saying you are going to now replace all 
the existing levees with…. 
 
Ron Elmer:   We are not replacing, we are remediating those areas so that the y satisfy 
the design guidelines that we are required to satisfy. I showed you the examples of how we remediate 
those areas with deep soil mixing, relief wells, etc.  
 
John Koferlo:   So across the top, those yellow lines… 
 
Ron Elmer:   This is just the levee alignment. The areas in red are where we are 
proposing to do work.  
 
John Koferlo:   From the bridge to the surge barrier, we have an earthen levee there now 
that is 12 feet high and on the water side of it, we have an old part of the MRGO that is 41-feet deep so 
that’s basically the earthen side of MRGO, it’s still there?  
 
Ron Elmer:   All of this is earthen levee system for the most part on this side, yes. 
There is some wall but it’s a small amount of wall and it ties into the barrier right here. You have existing 
levee, which is about 15-feet high. The only area where it’s 12 is the wall area some old walls.  
 
John Koferlo   When you get done fixing those walls on the West Bank of the Industrial 
Canal, how high is the levee going to be across the top of the Lower 9th Ward there?  
 
Ron Elmer:   We are not raising the levees or walls. 
 
John Koferlo   Well, I’m here to say that you need to; you need to have a good levee 
there because we have listened to you over the years and we have objected to your solutions even before 
you were here. We have flooded twice; we flooded in Betsy because of MRGO and you said no problem 
we will take care of it. We flooded in Katrina and Rita and those were times where you assured us we 
wouldn’t flood. We are tired of that and we are tired of being the last people consulted when these plans 
are made. This is really the first time we’ve been invited in to hear this plan and we know you’ve talked 
to Clay Miller and others and we know that the [Inaudible] has plans for the new lock and other things, 
which I think is going to be built along this area here and these are things that really bother us because we 
get in on the tail end of it and we’ve flooded before and we don’t want to flood again. We don’t think it’s 
fair and just the way the procedures are. We like you a lot, but it has not worked for us and we really need 
a levee there that’s as strong as the levees in St. Bernard and everywhere else around the IHNC. I noticed 
also on this IER #11, that the way the document is authorized it’s to protect the IHNC and the other IERs 
were to protect the populations in that area and … 
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Ron Elmer:   We are protecting the populated area that abut to the…. 
 
Vanessa Gueringer:  I am the chair for Community Voice in the Lower 9th Ward. I am very 
upset and I’ll just say I don’t like the Corps and I don’t like [Inaudible]. I was late this evening because I 
had two bridges up at one time in my neighborhood and Tuesday I had three bridges up in my 
neighborhood and we are trapped like rats down there. [Inaudible]…just the inside the degradation that 
you all do where you all go into our neighborhoods. It’s the city, it’s the Corps, it’s the port, y’all don’t 
care about us, about population down there. Our levee is at 12 feet and y’all have authorization from 
Congress to raise it everywhere else except in the Lower 9th. We have flooded in Katrina, Betsy, and in 
Gustav we had water overlapping the Upper 9th; they didn’t show the water on the other side but it was 
equally as high. You think that these surge barrier and the Seabrook structure is going to suffice; you 
don’t care about us, because you protect the population of the city that you want to protect. We are the 
Achilles heel, just like your former commander said and they don’t have any intention of being fair about 
this. You want to do the locks and hold us hostage with two antiquated bridges that clearly need to be 
replaced and the Corps comes into our neighborhood and say it’s going to be 10-15 years of construction , 
traffic jams, bridges up. Now we are going to destroy your neighborhood some more and [Inaudible]. I 
will fight you the Corps, the port, the city because it is wrong what you are doing on the Lower 9th Ward 
and New Orleans East [Inaudible]. Get real and do the right thing. Do you go to church and believe in 
God? You must believe in the devil that’s what you believe in. You don’t believe in us. You would rather 
see us rot and die. Why couldn’t the levees be higher? Tell me why we have an earthen levee in our 
community that needs to be addressed. Tell me why the day before the meeting you see it in the paper? 
Because you [Inaudible]...we did community outreach. Even if ten people show up you want to be able to 
justify it. It’s wrong for you to do that. Sit on stuff for months and then and you come here and we have 
30 days to respond. Ya’ll got to stop this stuff and guess what, there’s more than me fighting so we are 
going to be here doing this dance for a long time. It is environmental racism; environmental injustice 
[Inaudible]. I sat in the council chambers this week talking to Reinventing the Crescent folks, which was 
supposed to come into my neighborhood, but the port then signed an agreement with the city to make sure 
they get to use the land they wanted to, but it’s not coming down to my neighborhood. Someone decided 
along the way it wasn’t going to happen and I’m sick and tired of coming to these meetings and hearing 
all of this. We are nowhere on your minds.  When you show all these drawing of surge barriers, it’s not 
going to protect us.  
 
Darryl Malek-Wiley:  I am the environmental justice organizer of the Sierra Club and this just 
goes back to the whole process of the IERs. We’ve been saying from day one that this whole process is 
limiting comment from the public and we don’t feel like it meets the full requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act. I’ve yet to see any document on the cumulative impact of all the IERs; it’s sort 
of yes, trust us and we will fix in it all in the end and I have the problem with the concept of the Corps 
fixing anything in the end in the beginning here. So this whole process of community involvement needs 
work; we are here talking about a document that is not going to be released until Friday. I would like to 
have something I can read before I have a meeting so we can have more informed discussion. I know that 
you work hard to make sure the document is correct, but we would like to have a chance to read it before 
we get up here and talk about it.  The whole process from day one on these IERs is that the document is 
coming tomorrow, but tell us what you think tonight and the Sierra Club and other environmental groups 
don’t think that is proper and that this whole process if flawed and that we have to see what comes up at 
the end.  
 
Nancy Allen:   This was not the intention of tonight’s meeting to have the meeting 
before the document was released. We scheduled the meeting and rather than canceling and rescheduling, 
we just decided to go ahead and have this meeting. We will have another meeting on Oct. 26th so you will 
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have plenty of time to review that document and either submit your comments in writing or we will be 
there on the 26th to answer your questions and take your comments then.  
 
Billy Marchel:   I just want to make address the comments on the levee on the north side 
of the IHNC and the comments from the lady in the Lower 9th.  Both of those areas, New Orleans East 
and the Lower 9th Ward, will have the same level of protection and the same strength of levees, whether 
it’s a levee or floodwall, it will be built to a 100-year elevation and 500-year survivability. That means it 
will last to a 500-year storm, but it may have some overtopping. So no one is discriminating against New 
Orleans East or the Lower 9 anymore than they are discriminating against the people that live west of the 
Industrial Canal. The system is being built with the same specifications throughout and for someone to 
think they are getting shorted; the only ones who are getting shorted are the Industrial Canal people 
versus the Harvey Canal people. Everyone in the area is getting 100-year protection, which is a starting 
point, it’s not where we need to go in the long run, but don’t say anyone is discriminating against you 
because you are in the Lower 9th or you are in New Orleans East because that is not the case.  
 
Vanessa Gueringer:  I beg to differ. It has been a campaign of degradation and disrespect 
towards our protection in the Lower 9th Ward. This lock project, and I didn’t speak on that, you want to 
store all this sediment that’s in that canal on Bayou Bienvenue right in our community. So, there has been 
disrespect and discrimination. It is a known fact that this is what the government does in poor 
neighborhoods. They put things they wouldn’t put in other’s neighborhoods and it is a form of 
environmental racisms; that’s what it is. I beg to differ. We have been flooded and until you live where I 
live and been flooded all these times, you can’t say that. Walk in our shoes and you will see what I’m 
saying.  
 
Simon Hand:   I live in the Lower 9th Ward. I want to reiterate what was said about this 
levee wall here on the GIWW. We have 20-foot levees in St. Bernard and 18-foot levee there on the canal 
and just a 12-foot there along the GIWW so I want to second what was said about that levee needing to be 
higher. I have a question about the walls on the Industrial Canal. On the Claiborne Bridge there is a step 
down in the wall where the new wall ends that you put in and where the old wall begins and there is a step 
down about 3 to 4 feet there, can you explain how that works? By the looks it seems to be a problem if 
you have water in the canal and within a short space…. 
 
Ron Elmer:   The lowest elevation on the GIWW currently existing is 12 feet and it 
occurs in a number of different locations.  We have some walls that are 12.5 or 13 feet, it varies all the 
way through. The design conditions, the water will never be higher than 10 feet and that’s with the 500-
year storm event, a storm that is worse than Katrina. The water will only get to 10 feet in here.  
 
Simon Hand:   Is that because of the storm surge [Inaudible] 
 
Nancy Allen:   It’s because of the IHNC surge barrier … 
 
Ron Elmer:   Once this barrier is completed the water can’t get into the system. The 
only water that is getting into the system is water overtopping the barrier and what we did was calculate 
how much water would overtop the barrier. The barrier is 26 feet high. The 100-year storm surge is 18.5 
feet high so if you got 18 feet of additional wall where the waves are barely splashing over, we know how 
much water will come over in that 100-year storm. We put that water in the basin and there are a set of 
pumping stations that contribute water into that system and that’s roughly 7,400 cfs that’s pumped in and 
that’s if each pump is pumping at a 100% capacity over a 24-hour period during the event. All that water 
is added into the calculation and I can tell you, if anyone knows anything about pumping stations, they do 
not pump at 100% capacity so we are being conservative with the amount of water with the amount of 
water we are calculating into the canal. So, you have the overtopping on the barrier, you have rainfall and 
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then you have the actual rainfall into the canal that’s not pumped in and then you add wind setup at 8.5 
feet and assuming we are closing the canal when it’s at +3 elevation, that makes it less than eight feet of 
water and we are being conservative with the amount of water we are putting in there because you will 
never get 100% capacity. During Katrina, only one of the seven pump stations kept up and it was the one 
in Michoud facility; the rest of them were down and not pumping. So we did a conservative estimate on 
what possible water would come into that closed system and high the water would get and that is what we 
calculated. Even with the 500-year storm on the barrier with the surge elevation at 20 feet, you still have 
another six feet of wall and the only thing that is getting over the wall is the splash of waves and when 
you contribute all that water, it gets up to 10 feet. With a Katrina storm you should not have problem with 
anything in the canal once we finish all the work. They were tested in Gustav. We had only 12 feet of 
water in the canal during Gustav and that won’t happen once the barrier and Seabrook is in place.  
 
Simon Hand:   One other comment about the different treatment of the Lower 9th Ward 
and other parts of the city. I understand about what you are saying that the whole system being built to the 
same standards…. 
 
Ron Elmer:   Same level of protection across the city… 
 
Simon Hand:   But, the Lower 9th Ward is the only place where the lock extension 
project is being built right next to it. In other words, that neighborhood is the only one that has a giant 
project being built right next to it that is going to last 10 – 15 years and it is going to cause traffic delays 
and noise, possibly jeopardizing that floodwall there and making that canal deeper and more dangerous so 
I think that needs to be recognized even though the same level of protection might be being provided 
throughout the city. This is lock expansion project is a whole different thing; I’m pretty sure there is 
nothing else in the system like that being built right up next to a…. 
 
Ron Elmer:   In an urbanized area, you are correct. Probably nowhere else in the 
system, but I’m not involved in the lock project so I can’t answer too many questions.  
 
Male Speaker:    If that would have been in play you wouldn’t have had the flooding from 
the industrial canal you had because there would have been a new, stronger T-wall along there. 
 
Nancy Allen:   I just want the emphasis we are not here to talk about the lock as we are 
not the office that is building the lock. The IHNC Lock Replacement has been authorized for more at least 
50 years and it’s funded on a yearly basis. What we are here to talk about is the construction of the 100-
year system with the goal of having that protection in place for the entire system, same level of protection, 
on one June 2011.  
 
Simon Hand:   I think it needs to be mentioned in the context of this area that we are 
looking at here. You can say it’s a separate thing, but I think it needs to be talked about with this because 
you can’t separate the two.  
 
Ron Elmer:   True. If and when a new lock is built, it will have to be built for 
hurricane protection. It will have to satisfy the same criteria and all these other things. When they design 
that new lock, it will have to satisfy the same conditions for hurricane situations; it has to be built to the 
same criteria.  
 
Billy Marchel:   I can’t imagine being in my house when I had this much water. When the 
surge barrier is closed and the pumps in the rest of the city aren’t working because of a storm that is out in 
the gulf and coming in and we have a stalled storm with a lot of rain, I can imagine very well a scenario 
where the Lower 9th Ward floods in these conditions because the water can’t get and the pumps aren’t 
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working and it’s just raining for days. I would love to see your model one day but I just know that is 
going to happen unless measures are taken to change that.  
 
Nancy Allen:   I do want to reiterate that this document will be released by Friday and it 
will be open for a full 30-day comment period and you will have a chance to look at the at document and 
then come back to a public meeting if you choose on Oct. 26th in New Orleans East. We will answer your 
questions and hear your comments on this document.  
 
Vanessa Gueringer:   Why don’t you have a public meeting in the Lower 9th Ward? 
 
Nancy Allen:   That wasn’t where we scheduled the meeting. We move the meetings 
around. We added a second on the 26th that was the only one that would be after the release of the 
documents.  
 
Vanessa Gueringer:   You should be having a meeting in the Lower 9th.  
 
Nancy Allen:   You can make that request as part of the 30-day comment period. We are 
going to stay and can answer any more questions and we have materials in the back. Again, we are more 
than happy to schedule group visits out to the surge barrier or to other projects. We have surveys in the 
back of the room if you can fill them out before you leave. Thank you for coming.  
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New Orleans East – Construction Update & IER 11b-Tier 2 Borgne 
 
Location St. Maria Goretti Church  
Time Open House 6:00 p.m.  

Presentation 6:30 p.m., followed by a discussion 
Attendees Approx. 30 
Format Open House  

Presentation 
Handouts  Approval Process Brochure 

 2010 Status map 
Facilitator Nancy Allen   
 
 
 

 
Nancy Allen: We are here for a Corps of Engineers 
Construction Update and public meeting on IER 11b. If you 
are here for another meeting, you are welcome to stay with us, 
but I believe there are other groups meeting as well. I’m Nancy 
Allen with public affairs of the Hurricane Protection Office. 
Our commander Col. Sinkler couldn’t be here this evening and 
sends his apologies. I want to thank you for being here and 
taking the time to be with us. I want to introduce a few 
members of the Corps staff we have with us. There is Ron 
Elmer who is our IHNC Branch Chief, Captain Brock Schmidt 
who is the officer in charge of Orleans Parish, Bill Maloz and 

Chantrell Carriere, Laura Lee Wilkinson and Lee Walker from Environmental. We have TK Tieu with us 
from Councilman Fielkow’s office and Gerry Gillen from the Orleans Levee District.  
 
 

 
Tonight we have a dual purpose meeting. We are going to give 
you a brief overview of the Hurricane and Storm Damage Risk 
Reduction System and also go into more detail of the progress 
in New Orleans East. We are also here to discuss IER 
Supplemental 11b Tier 2, which focuses on improved 
protection in the Inner Harbor Navigational Canal. That IER is 
currently out for public review so we will be taking your 
comments tonight and those will be part of the official record. 
We are going to ask that you let us get all the way through the 
slides and then we will take your comments and questions. 
Everyone was given a speaker request card when you came in 

and if you do have a comment or question you would like to ask, we ask that you fill that out and hold it 
up in the air, someone will come get it and we will be calling in the order that we received the cards.  
 
 
 



Public Meeting Summary  

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 2 of 19 

This is the entire Hurricane and Storm Damage Risk 
Reduction System and I want to provide you on a brief update 
on the system. This is a $14.4 billon dollar system that was 
authorized and fully funded by Congress and we are well on 
our way of the goal of providing 100-year protection by June 
1, 2011. Our office, the Hurricane Protection Office, is 
overseeing construction on the East Bank of Orleans Parish 
and St. Bernard Parish, including outfall canals and the IHNC. 
Along the New Orleans metro lakefront we are more than 95% 
completed as we finish up some floodwall construction on the 
east and west ends of that stretch and some ramps along Lake 

Shore Drive, which we are in the process of finishing and opening. We will give you more details about 
New Orleans East this evening. The surge barrier is here and the wall is complete. We are now working 
on three navigable gates. That is a 26-foot tall surge barrier out in the waterway here. I think some of you 
have seen if and if not, we would like to give you a tour. In St. Bernard, we are building 23-miles of T-
wall, two sector gates and two floodgates and all that construction is underway. 
  

We used to refer to this as the Hurricane Protection System 
and recently we began calling this the Risk Reduction System. 
Buying down risk and reducing risk is what is important. All 
of us share in a responsibility in reducing this risk. In this 
diagram, we show everyone’s initial risks and then there are a 
variety of things you can do to lower your risk and everyone 
has a role; whether it’s building codes, flood insurance, zoning 
and then structural things like levees and floodwalls. We do 
remind you we are still in hurricane season and hopefully we 
will get through the season without having a storm this year, 
but we do urge you to have an evacuation plan ready and if 
local officials call for an evacuation, please follow those 
orders.  
 
 
IER 11 Supplemental is a NEPA document, that’s the National 
Environmental Policy Act. Before the Corps begins any major 
project we have to do an environmental process that allows us 
to look at the human and environmental impacts of any project. 
These can be documented in several ways including an 
environmental assessment, an environmental impact statement, 
or an individual environmental report, an IER and that’s what 
we are going to talk about. All the projects under construction 
have already been through this NEPA process, but we are here 
tonight to tell you about the proposed project along the Inner 
Harbor Navigation Canal listen to you and get your feedback.  
With that, I’m going to turn it over to Captain Schmidt and he 
will talk about the New Orleans East Construction.  
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Capt. Brock Schmidt:  I’m the officer in charge of 
Orleans Parish and I’m here to give you an update on the 
project in New Orleans East. New Orleans East is getting 
about 800 million to one billion dollars in construction. The 
projects we have going on are 105 adjacent to the lakefront; 
106, a gate at Haynes Boulevard; 108, which is a completed 
project along the Bayou Sauvage;109, which goes on the east 
side of Bayou Sauvage; 110, which is the cross at the railroad 
tracks; and 111, which connects into the surge barrier along 
the GIWW.  
 

 
 

The 105 project that goes along the lakefront, has been moved 
south from its original location. Originally, the project was 
along the Lakefront Airport; it’s been moved to the south side 
of the railroad tracks. The reason for that is we wanted to move 
the protection a little closer to that area and have an easier 
crossing for Downman Road where there will be two gates 
involved in that project. If you go out there, you will notice the 
construction is focused on the Downman Road area. There 
should be two lanes opened there around the November 11th 
timeframe, and the road itself should be completely opened in 
January. The overall project will be completed in April of next 
year and this project continues all the way out to Crowder. The 
overall project is being raised about two feet.  
 
 
Project 106 is driving sheet pile along the Lake Pontchartrain 
Levee here.  The reason why sheet pile is being put in place, in 
order to raise the levee 2.5 feet they are going to, they would 
have to have extended it out and take part of Downman Road. 
So what we did is drive sheet pile about 35-40 feet down and 
put a two foot concrete cap on top of that.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project 107, this is Lincoln Beach and there is a gate there and 
they are replacing that with a new gate, about two feet higher 
than the existing gate. All these projects are due to be 
completed by June 1, 2011. Most will be completed by early to 
mid-May of next year.  
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Project 108 is completed and it’s the earthen levee to the north 
side of Bayou Sauvage. What they did was raise it about 2.5 to 
three feet; most of it on the protected side of the levee system. 
It all includes the Collins pipeline, a T-wall section in that area. 
The project is complete and we are looking to turn that over to 
the Orleans Levee District in the next couple of months.  
 
 
 
 
Project 109 is a pretty unique project. It started out at the 
southern most point at 18.5 feet high and continues to about 14 
feet at its northern point. This project is being raised to 25 feet 
at its southern point and 18 feet at its northern point. In order 
to raise that levee to that height, we actually had to triple the 
foot size of it. In order to do that, we had to put in a sand 
blanket and wick drains in order to keep water. We actually 
recaptured what was Bayou Sauvage at the time and it’s going 
to be about 3.4 million cubic yards of clay, which is being 
added to the existing levee. That equals to over a Superdome’s 
worth of clay at this point.  
 
 
Along 109, there are three highway crossings. This is 110, 
which is what we call 109 LPV and right here what you can 
see are the sand blankets and the wick drains. Each one of 
these drains is punched about 35 to 40 feet into the ground. It’s 
a thin piece of material about that wide and about this thick, 
and actually pulls the water from underneath and pushes it 
back into Bayou Sauvage, which is what you are looking at 
right here. This is the clay that is being placed on it. They will 
place about 3.4 million cubic yards.  
 
 
 
 
 
This is an overhead shot. Right here is the existing levee on 
109 and where this sand is, that will be the new foot.  
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LPV 110, the railroad crossing. LPV 110 is the replacement of 
a railroad gate for the CSX Railroad in the middle of Bayou 
Sauvage, so it’s not commonly seen, but it’s out there. What 
we have done is the contractor isn’t going to start this work 
until December first so he will spend the next month preparing 
and mobilizing. All his submittals are in and the gate is being 
built at this time. When he starts in December, he will start 
demoing this region here and replace the gate by June 1, 2011.  
 
 
 
LPV 111; this is a 5.3 mile stretch of levee that is adjacent to 
the GIWW. In this particular project, what they have done is 
instead of expanding the foot of the levee, they have deep soil 
mixed. They have actually taken and mixed 1.7 million cubic 
yards of cement and earth below the surface. The reason for 
that is the current soils in Louisiana allows a ton of subsidence. 
What we have done is essentially create 18-hundred concrete 
columns below the levee. The levee at its western most point is 
+32 feet and at its eastern most point is +25.  Once you get past 
the levee there will be a 32-foot T-wall that will tie into the 
surge barrier.  
 
 
 
As you can see here, this is a deep soil mixing project and the 
existing levee 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This is deep soil mixing actually occurring. It takes about an 
hour for each one of these times. What they do is drive down 
into the middle of the earth and it takes an hour down and an 
hour back up.  
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This is the flood wall and this is Nancy Allen standing next to 
the floodwall, so if this is about five feet, you can see the 
height of the floodwall. It is built on a six foot section of the 
levee.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
This is the tie-in right here. The earthen levee is out here to the 
east and this is the corner tie-in and back through here it ties 
into the existing surge barrier, which is 26 feet with the 
navigable waterways. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ron Elmer: I’m Ron Elmer and I’m the program 
manager for the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal system. Most 
people know that the INHC has the Industrial Canal, that’s a 
local term used for the IHNC that run from the Mississippi 
River where the lock is to the north at Seabrook where the 
airport is. This is the GIWW going to where the surge barrier 
is being built and this is the MRGO. On this picture you can 
see in inset of what the Seabrook structure will look like. It’s 
going to be a 95-foot wide sector with two 50-foot vertical lift 
gates on either side for additional flow. We just started 
construction on this. The existing channel is closed for 

navigation and currently we are filling a big hole and we have started construction of the T-walls that tie-
in from the land onto where these structures are going to be built. Nancy earlier mentioned that he barrier 
wall, and this inset here shows you a depiction of what that looks like, but the barrier wall itself is 100% 
complete. It’s approximately 10,000 feet long from the north side of the GIWW all the way across 
MRGO where it ties into the MRGO levee system that is being built along St. Bernard there. The only 
opening that currently exist in this 10,000 feet is 150-foot wide opening where navigation is currently 
being passed through for the barges; it’s being passed through right here. What we are doing with the IER 
that is out for public review is looking at restoring and remediating existing levees and floodwalls along 
the GIWW and the IHNC that do not quite meet current design guidelines. There is approximately 33 
miles of levees and floodwalls along this system and there is approximately 4.6 miles that we are going to 
have to address with this remediation work. This inset here is a vertical lift gate that is a part of the barrier 
and it’s currently under construction. This is for small recreational boats to use as it’s only 56-feet wide 
with a 35-foot clearance once the gates are in place. This system will be in place by next hurricane 
season. This depiction up here shows the two gates that will be built along the GIWW; one is a barge gate 
and the other is a sector gate. The barge gate abutments are done; the barge gate itself is under 
construction in Sulphur, LA and it will be shipped over here in March or April and we will then be able to 
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hook that up and get it ready for operation next hurricane season. Come next hurricane season we expect 
to have this entire system in place where we can close it for the 100-year storm surge and you will have a 
100-year level of protection. Same with the mediation work we plan on doing along here as that will also 
be done by next hurricane season and the Seabrook structure will have the 100-year level of protection, 
but there will still be working ongoing on the gates.  However, the cofferdam system that we are building 
to create an area to construct these gates, that cofferdam system will meet the 100-year level of protection 
next year. You will have the 100-year level of protection through here as well as along the MRGO and the 
New Orleans East area.  
 

 
 
This is an area photo of the barrier. This is the MRGO and this 
is the GIWW and this is heading back towards the IHNC; you 
can see the city in the background. This barrier wall itself is 
complete with the only opening is right here and it’s 150-foot 
wide where barges are currently traveling through on the 
GIWW. This is Bayou Bienvenue and this is where the vertical 
lift gate is being constructed.  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
This is another picture of the barrier wall on the flood side 
where the storm surge would come up against the wall. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
This is the back side of the barrier wall where you see the piles 
that support the wall.  
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This is a photo of the Seabrook structure. This is going to be 
the 95-foot wide sector gate and the two vertical lift gates on 
either side.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This is a current picture by the bridge where we are building 
the sector gate and two vertical lift gates. The gate is being 
constructed about 540 feet south the Ted Hickey Bridge. We 
exercised the construction option back in July of 2010 and we 
expect the cofferdam system to be in place by spring of 2011. 
Like I said earlier, that cofferdam system will provide that 100-
year level of protection in the beginning of next hurricane 
system while we finish up the gates.  
 
 
 
 
Like I said earlier, the canal is closed and will be for the next 
12 months while we construct the gates and this sign identifies 
to boaters and others that access to the lake is closed.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
The IER Supplemental 11b-Tier 2 Borgne is now out for public 
review. It went out on October 15th and will be out for a 30-day 
public comment period. The 30 days will end on November 
13th and hopefully, unless there are significant comments, we 
are hoping that a decision record will be signed shortly after 
that and we get started on the construction and remediation of 
the levees and floodwalls along the IHNC and GIWW.  
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The purpose of the work we are doing is to reinforce portions 
of 4.6 miles of levees and floodwalls along this system. We do 
have another slide that shows the area where we need to do the 
work. The reason we are doing the work is that the design 
guidelines that we must follow have become more stringent 
and they have changed since Katrina for higher factors of 
safety and different type of analysis we have to do for seepage 
and stability. We have done an analysis of 33 miles of levee 
and floodwalls and we found approximately 4.6 miles that do 
not meet the guidelines and those are the areas we will go into 
and do this restoration work.  
 
 
This is the proposed action on the three reaches and the 
approximate length of deficient areas in those three reaches. 
These are the different types of remediation work we will be 
doing. We are using deep soil mixing when there is a stability 
problem. We have concrete slabs that will also help us in 
resisting and making suspect areas more stable. We are adding 
stability berms in some areas and we are also using buttress 
walls and for seepage problems we are using relief wells. In 
the back we show examples of each one of these methods for 
solving the problems we have. They have been used before and 
they work well.  
 
 
Here in the red areas along the GIWW and the IHNC, these are 
the areas we will be doing work. We are almost finished the 
analysis and there is the potential that we may reduce some of 
these areas down and may not have to do as much work that 
we are showing on this particular drawing.  
 
 
 
 

 
 
For the remediation work, if everything goes well with the IER 
and we get the decision record completed in November, we 
anticipate advertising the contracts in early January 2011 and 
the construction that we are doing will be completed by next 
hurricane season. All the work we are doing will go within the 
existing footprint of the levee and floodwall. There is no need 
for us to get additional right-of-ways. 
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If you look at these areas labeled by letters, these are staging  
areas that we are proposing to stage equipment and from what I 
understand, most of these sites are no in residential areas or 
close to houses. These are approximations of what we think we 
will need for staging, but I have a feeling the number of areas 
actually used will be less than this once we get done.  
 
 
 
 
 
This is a depiction of how deep soil mixing works. What you 
do here is auger down and mix cement in with the soil and 
what this does is….if you look at this slope line here, this is a 
failure plain. Based on analysis when water gets up against the 
wall, the force on the wall wants to make this soil rotate and 
fail and what deep soil mixing does is interrupt that failure 
plain and prevent it from happening.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Here are pictures of some soil mixing jobs we have done in the 
past. There is a lot of this happening on the on-going hurricane 
protection system right now.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This is a relief well and this is what we use to solve seepage 
problems. What happen is in some areas, you have sand layers 
below the levee system and when the water in the canal goes 
up along the wall, the pressure of all this water pushes water 
through the sand layer. This pressure can get high enough that 
it makes the sand move and that is the last thing you want 
happening under the levee is having the dirt moving. It will 
cause the levee to fail. So what we do is put in these relief 
wells and it interrupts that sand layer and it controls the flow of 
water; it’s not that much water but enough to make the dirt 
move.  The water is collected into the relief well and feed into 
the city drainage system.  
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Here are some pictures of relief wells. These are along the 
IHNC on the northern end and you will see a lot of the relief 
wells in place.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This is another method of solving a stability problem that isn’t 
so bad to use the soil mixing, all you have to do is add an 
additional amount of dirt on the backside to compensate for the 
additional force that is being created when the water goes up 
against the wall.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This is what we call a buttress wall. What you currently have is 
an I-wall with a sheet pile underneath it and you will have 
these erosion blankets on the back side from when water 
splashes over to dissipate the energy of the water going over 
the wall. What we are going to do is remove these things, drive 
piles and put in a new stability slab to compensate for stability 
problems we are finding in some locations.  
 
 
 

 
 
 
During construction, there will be some elevated noise from 
equipment being used. Road access may be limited at some 
times and we will be working extended hours, six days a week 
up to 12 hours per day.  Trucks will be utilizing approved haul 
routes to minimize the impacts of increased traffics on the 
road. There is a hotline for questions and complaints and you 
can contact this number here.  
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Nancy Allen: In addition to IER 11 we are getting 
public comment on, there is also IER 12 Supplemental that is 
also available for public comment. You can put your 
comments in by phone, you can e-mail or you can submit them 
on www.nolaenvironmental.gov. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We have several upcoming meetings; I know several of you 
asked about LCA public meetings and three of those are 
scheduled in November as well as Monday, Nov. 8th we will 
be having another meeting about IER Supplemental at Light 
City Church in New Orleans at St. Claude Ave.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
There are numerous ways that we take public important, which 
is very important to us. If you signed in this evening you will 
be added to our mailing list and you will get announcements 
on all of our public meetings. You can always go to 
nolaenvironmental.gov to get the latest information. All of our 
records are there as well as reports. Any comments you would 
like to submit regarding to this IER can be sent to this contact 
information here.  
 
 

 
 
 
There are two website you should know about, which is 
nolaenvironmental.gov and the other is our district homepage, 
which is mvn.usace.army.mil and again we do have a 
construction impact hotline and we do record every complaint 
we get and do our best to rectify the situation.  
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We are also on Facebook, Flickr and Twitter. If you are 
looking for some updated photos of all the projects, you can go 
to Flickr. We use the other two sites for meeting and event 
notes.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
We are now going to open it up for your comments and questions. We have no speaker requests cards so 
if anyone has a card with them they can hold their hand up. Otherwise we will just open the floor. We do 
ask you to keep it to three minutes and we ask that you speak into the microphone because we do record 
these meetings and all the meeting summaries go on nolaenvironmental.gov as they all become part of the 
public record as well.  
 
Gregory Hamilton:   I just want to be sure I understand this. You were talking about the 
additional work on the GIWW, the 4.6 miles, and you were calling that remediation and restoration work; 
that’s in addition to a lot of work that has been done.   
 
Ron Elmer:  Yes, there has been a substantial amount of work done since Katrina. 
They added a lot of erosion protection behind all the walls in case of splash over. There were areas we 
have already done seep soil mixing, but those were areas we considered extremely critical. What we are 
finding after Katrina, it took two or three years to come up with revised design guidelines that we had to 
follow. We have just recently finished the analysis of all the levees and floodwalls and there are these 
areas in red that do not quite meet those guidelines. Instead of meeting a safety of 1.4, it might be 1.38 so 
we are going in, and we don’t consider these areas critical because all these areas were hit by Hurricane 
Gustav and we did have between 11 and 12 feet of water inside the IHNC, and none of these walls gave 
us a problem. They are strong, but they fall just short of meeting the guidelines and that is why we are 
doing this work. This is the secondary line of protection. Once you have the barrier and Seabrook in 
place, the majority of the storm surge will be stopped, but the barrier is designed to be overtopped and 
there will be water going into the IHNC. So we have to make sure those walls can hold that water safely 
and meet the guidelines.  
 
Gregory Hamilton:   You did say you were on schedule for June? 
 
Ron Elmer:  Yes, all that work will be done before next hurricane season.  
 
Gregory Hamilton:  And right now the cofferdams that are under construction at the gates on 
the barrier, they presently have the capacity of about five feet? 
 
Ron Elmer:  Right, but those cofferdams will be out come next hurricane season as 
the gates will be in place. We will still be doing some mechanical work as such, but the gates will be able 
to be closed for a storm event and provide the 100-year level of protection.  
 
Melanie Ally:  The Orleans East Lakefront Airport floodwall I see is 16.0 to 21.5 from 
Downman Road to Read Blvd., I see that it’s a yellow line that says it doesn’t meet the 100-year risk 
reduction. Is that already completed?  When it is completed will it then meet the 100-year?  
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Capt. Brock Schmidt:  No, it’s not complete. Currently that is under construction now and it 
does not currently meet the 100-year level of protection. When it’s completed around May of next year, it 
will meet the 100-year level of protection.  
 
Melanie Ally:  The MRGO outlet, which we were told it’s [Inaudible] for flooding in 
this New Orleans  East, will that meet the 100-year level of protection? 
 
Capt. Brock Schmidt:  What’s been done is that the surge barrier that Ron was talking about 
will actually block any water that would come up the MRGO. The MRGO was closed off 40-50 miles 
down from New Orleans and the surge barrier is eight to nine miles from the center of the city so that 
water will not actually enter into the MRGO, it won’t actually come into the IHNC with any force, which 
is a critical piece here. What happened during Katrina was water came in with force, but now when it hits 
the surge barrier it won’t have any force if it were to enter the IHNC. That entire area is now part of the 
secondary protection so water with force hits the surge barrier it stops at that point and any water that 
comes in after that will trickle in like it would into a soup bowl as opposed to coming in with force and 
hitting the walls with force. Essentially it will raise up to 100-year level of protection and water will not 
enter through MRGO with any force into this area.  
 
Nancy Allen:  The MRGO is here and there is one closure south of here off the map and 
that is closing with a rock dike.  We then constructed the surge barrier here across the GIWW, Lake 
Borgne and MRGO and that is 26-feet high so that will essentially block 100-year storm surge plus. So all 
of this becomes a secondary line of protection and we will be remediating all of those and the entire 
system will be at the 100-year level of protection by June 1, 2011; it is a common level of protection 
across the system.  
 
Male Speaker:  What is the estimated total cost of all the protection? 
 
Ron Elmer:  East and West Bank there is approximately 14 billion dollars.  
 
Nancy Allen:  It is a 14 billion dollar system and that is fully funded and we have all the 
funds in the bank and we are spending it.  
 
Vanita Rogers:  You mentioned the well that you were building to offset the water that 
would go into the drainage system, the relief well, have you considered that it will be hurricane season 
with the rain, but have you also considered the pumping stations in those particular areas for the amount 
of water? 
 
Ron Elmer:  Yes. There are seven pump stations that pump water into the IHNC and 
the GIWW in that area and the amount of water that theses relief wells collect isn’t really a lot of water; it 
doesn’t really add that much to the system. What you want to do is keep that water from moving through 
the sand and making the sand move to make the levee unstable. We have taken into account, all the 
pumping stations and their capacities and we assume they are running at 100% capacity even though that 
rarely happens and we’ve been very conservative in our analysis of how much water will go into the 
system so we are exaggerating what we think will get there and that is what we are doing to determine 
how much water will be in there.  
 
Vanita Rogers:  You also showed the four areas of remediation. Can you say where the 
lowest one? 
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Ron Elmer: The lowest one right here and that is 
actually a piece of wall that is right next to the existing lock on 
the west side. It’s not much of a wall and there is some 
remediation work that has to be done. That is actually on the 
Corps property for the lock.  
 
Vanita Rogers: Now the red one, right there. Now 
where is that one located?  
 
 
 

Bill Maloz:  Right by the Florida of the bridge. 
 
Ron Elmer:  Just north of the Florida Bridge.  
 
Vanita Rogers:  So it’s on the other side of the bridge.  
 
Ron Elmer:  Yes, it’s on the lake side of the bridge.  
 
Vanita Rogers:  And the others one will go right down the rest of the canal right there.  
 
Ron Elmer:  Yes, there are different areas scattered throughout the system that we are 
looking at.  
 
Gregory Hamilton:  There was a report about two months ago that some of the funding for 
the Corps for reinforcing the pumping station in certain works had to be reduced because the overall costs 
was greater than anticipated for all the projects; they had to shift money around. Have you made any 
progress in restoring that money? 
 
Nancy Allen:  That’s the storm proofing projects you are talking about. The Corps was 
authorized a certain amount for storm proofing project for some Orleans pump stations, Sewerage and 
Water Board projects, and some Jefferson Parish pump stations. Those parishes were actually the ones 
who looked at the amount the money we were given by Congress and made the decisions about what 
projects they wanted to have done. They took all the projects and prioritized them and made decisions 
about which projects would be funded and what wouldn’t be funded. So it is up to Congress now if they 
choose to grant additional money for the storm proofing projects, but at this point the two local entities 
have decided how they want that money spent on the different projects. In New Orleans, it’s Sewerage 
and Water Board.  
 
Gregory Hamilton:  So no real progress has been made?  
 
Nancy Allen:  No, we’ve had this same amount of money from the beginning but some 
of the bids came in a little higher so we did some shifting of priorities along with the Sewerage and Water 
Board.  I am going to clarify something. Everyone was given a status map tonight and just knows that this 
map is dated June 2010 so this was just a snap shot as of June 2010; what were the areas most at risk and 
what were the areas that met the 100-year criteria. At this point, nearly everything that is red is under 
construction for the 100-year system. If you were to do a map now it would look different. It you were to 
do a map three months or six months from now, it would continue to change. The goal is to get to green 
by June 1, 2011 and we are well on our well of meeting that 100-year level of protection. This map is five 
months out of date.  
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Vanita Rogers:  The deep soil mixing, a comment was made with how Louisiana soil is, 
so how are you judging which ones will be mixed with the cement and where are you going to be putting 
that.  
 
Ron Elmer:  They are doing an analysis of how strong that cement they are putting in 
there has to be. Every area is different. You have to analysis the existing condition of the soil in that 
particular area as the soils vary throughout the system. You have to design the concrete mix with the soil 
that is in place because you are mixing the soil and pumping the concrete to make a column. In every 
location it’s a determination on the type of soil you have and how much strength you have in the concrete 
and that analysis is done to determine the exact mixture of cement and soil when you are doing these 
things.  
 
Nancy Allen:   I also think she’s asking why we do deep soil mixing in some places and 
not others.  
 
Ron Elmer:  If you are asking why we use deep soil mixing and not something else, 
the deep soil mixing is in areas where you have the greatest stability problems; that gives you more 
strength. In some areas our stability problems are very minor and it doesn’t take that much work and you 
don’t need that type of system to get it to where it meets the guidelines. You can do it by adding an 
additional berm or something else.  
 
Vanita Rogers:  I’m just looking at the area and to me all the soil is like the same.  
 
Ron Elmer:  It varies. It’s all bad I can tell you that but it does vary from area to area.  
 
Vanita Rogers:  I know, but to me it’s like it’s not that much variation. Also, are you 
considering that they are not fortifying that pump by Florida Ave. Bridge?  
 
Ron Elmer:  I don’t know what work they are doing on that pump station right now.  
 
Vanita Rogers:  That was one of the ones they cut so I don’t think anything will be done 
for that particular pump and that’s where you are putting your remediation work is being done right there 
on the wall where the pump is not going to be working. Are you putting a well there or what?  
 
Nancy Allen:  The storm proofing projects are improvements to existing pump stations 
that will help them better operate during a storm and make it so that in some cases the operators can stay 
there. So that pump station will be functioning, they are just not upgrading any of the elements with 
additional funding from Congress. The pump station will still work and that pumping is added into the 
capacity in the IHNC.  
 
Vanita Rogers:  Somewhere in that there, that particular area is the lowest area; therefore, 
if you are not going to strengthen the pump that is already being subjected to the water from a hurricane 
and it needs remediation, are you doing something else there? Are you doing the well there… 
 
Ron Elmer:  At that particular site I’m not sure what the remediation method is off 
hand.  
 
Bill Maloz:  The fronting and storm protection we are not doing, that is associated 
with the pump and they have the same design criteria that we do so that is being taken care of for the 100-
year level of protection. We can show you in the back what we are doing so you know what those soils 
are below that ground and why we use what we use.  
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Heather Egger:  I have a question about the access channel behind the Lake Borgne Surge 
Barrier. This canal was constructed so that it could be accessed by heavy equipment?   

Ron Elmer:  Yes, and barges. We had to work off barges because it was over water. 
We dug an access channel across that triangle from the GIWW to the MRGO. That access channel will be 
structurally closed off when we finish the job. There will not be access through that area by boats. Are we 
filling in the canal? No. We will be putting erosion protection on the banks on both sides, but the canal 
will be shut off. We do have to keep it open in case we need future heavy equipment needs for any major 
repairs that come up because that is the only way you can get equipment into that area to do any repair 
work. The equipment must come in by barge.  
 
Female Speaker:  I just want to clarify a point with the deep soil mixing. I know as you go 
down in the earth you go through layers of dirt, sand and clay and such. So how far down are you doing 
the deep soil mixing?  
 
Bill Maloz:  It varies, but about 30-feet maximum.  
 
Female Speaker:   So that’s above the sand? 
 
Nancy Allen:  No, it’s through the sand.  
 
Ron Elmer:  What these things have to do is interrupt this failure plain. Our analysis 
shows that once you get the water on top of the wall, the soil will fail and start moving so what we have 
to do is interrupt that failure plain and keep that dirt from rotating and that is what that does.  
 
Female Speaker:  I was just wondering why you didn’t go all the way to clay. 
 
Ron Elmer:  Because it’s not necessary. We have to interrupt that failure plain and the 
problem is here; the problem is not down there.  
 
Female Speaker:  No, I just wonder would the extra length make it stronger. 
 
Ron Elmer:   The depth of how far they go is based on the weight of the material being 
pushed. It’s the matter of the forces you are trying to counteract.  
 
Melanie Ally:  I understand that the T-wall levees are the strongest. The levees that you 
are going to be completing in the New Orleans East area, are they going to be the T-wall levees?  
 
Capt. Brock Schmidt:  The T-walls will be put up along the Lakefront Airport.  On the existing 
earthen levee, they are driving sheet pile there and putting a cap on it. The reason why is because the way 
it’s structurally done, the sheet pile drives down deep enough you won’t see any failures on either side. 
The existing I-walls that are there will be replace with T-walls.  
 
Nancy Allen:  T-walls along the levees have pluses and minuses. They are all being 
built to the same standards so some of the construction in New Orleans East is replacing I-walls with T-
walls and some of it is levees.  We will stick around and are a happy to go over the maps in the back and 
the illustrations … sir, go ahead. 
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John Koeferl:   I just came from a meeting in the Lower 9th Ward and I know there is 
quite a lot of interest of having you come and present this.  
 
Nancy Allen:  November 8th we will be at Light City Church. That request was made at 
the last meeting and we scheduled that within a couple of days.  
 
John Koeferl:  I think the area that concerns us most is this old levee and I know you’ve 
addressed it, but it’s the levee along the six miles along the main part of the Industrial Canal and the surge 
barrier. We think that it’s too low and we know you are going to fix the worse spots, but we still feel it’s 
too low and we are going to get the water first in New Orleans East and the Lower 9th Ward and St. 
Bernard when the water rises in there, which it is sure to do. Many people feel that you should build your 
headquarters there and get off that high levee Uptown and come on down. I’m not being vicious here; I’m 
being real because that’s where it is. You all don’t seem to see that. I don’t know where you go home to 
every night, but we go home and it doesn’t feel good being in a place that we feel that is being taken care 
of; it’s always last. When the money ran out, there’s no more money to build that levee there and that’s 
where the water came in. We’ve just gone ahead and built where there were levees and seawalls along the 
Industrial Canal, but there was never a real levee along there and there is still not because of how the 
legislation was worded. You are going to put the toxic sediments there from the Industrial Canal project 
and you are going to use it as land to build a new lock, but not to build a levee that we feel we need. 
That’s our complaint and you really don’t seem to be looking out for us and we are feeling it. We don’t 
think this work is complete until we are protected and that’s both in the Lower 9th Ward and St. Bernard 
and New Orleans East. I know you are working hard at it, but I don’t think you see if from our point of 
view.  
 
Ron Elmer:   What I can tell you is that every individual within this risk reduction 
system when it’s complete, everyone will have the same the level of protection. No one is being treated or 
given preferential treatment. Everyone will have the same level of protection no matter where you live.  
 
 John Koeferl:  You will have a little bit more above the Corps office and Uptown. You 
will have a little bit more.  
 
Ron Elmer:  Sir, every person living in the metropolitan area behind this system when 
it’s done, will have the same level of protection. That is what we are building.  
 
John Koeferl:  You have to excuse me as I have all this stuff building up in me. There 
was an article in the Times Picayune this week about someone claiming the flood protection factors that 
the Corps was using, the model, really needs to be examined by the National Science Foundation or… 
 
Ron Elmer:  Which it has been done… 
 
John Koeferl:  By the National Science Foundation? 
 
Nancy Allen:  By the National Science Academies of Science and many other 
organizations, several times over… 
 
John Koeferl:  Would you be willing to do that…well, I would like to see that, it’s 
available? 
 
Ron Elmer:   We can document that different review processes we went through and 
all the different organizations, universities, as they have reviewed the model, the design guidelines we are 
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using. It’s been approved across the board, not only by the Corps, but by a number of individuals and 
institutions outside the Corps.  
 
John Koeferl:  But yet there are still some people that have…. 
 
Ron Elmer:  Yes, there’s always going to be some people that don’t believe…. 
 
John Koeferl:  But there are scientists and they are people… 
 
Ron Elmer:  What I can tell you is that we have a majority of the scientific 
community and academia agreeing with what we are doing. The majority.  
 
Nancy Allen:   Our commitment to the Southeast Louisiana Flood Protection Authority 
at the meeting was that we would provide them any assistance that they needed if they chose to have 
another review of the model. The model is 152 storms on a variety of tracks, with a variety of 
characteristic. I think it is something like 10,000 combinations of tracks. There is a slide that shows all the 
historical tracks, theoretical storms, etc. It took five super computers, I think, at both the engineering 
research and design center in Vicksburg and at different universities to run this model and to run and 
produce the 100-year level of protection and translated it to the heights and elevations throughout the 
system. So it’s not a simple process to review, but we certainly support SLFPA need to do that and we’ve 
already committed to giving them all the information they could use.  
 
Are there any other questions or comments? You did receive a survey when you came in and if you could 
fill that out that would be very helpful. We will be talking about IER 11b Supplemental again on Monday, 
November 8th in the 9th Ward at Light City Church on St. Claude Ave. and we invite you all to attend. 
You can always find the information on our public meetings on nolaenvironmental.gov. We will stick 
around to answer your questions and if you would like to submit written comments, you have until Nov. 
13th to do so. Thank you for coming.  
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Individual Environmental Report Supplemental 
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Improved Protection on the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal  
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Format Open House  

Presentation 
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Facilitator Nancy Allen   

 
 
Nancy Allen: Good evening.  I’m Nancy Allen and 
I’m the public affairs officer for the Hurricane Protection 
Office. I want to thank everyone for being here tonight. I would 
like to introduce a few members of the Corps staff we have 
with us.  You will be hearing from Ron Elmer who is our 
IHNC Branch Chief.  Dr. John Grieshaber is chief of execution 
support, Laura Lee Wilkinson is our environmental manager. 
We also have with us Captain Brock Schmidt and Major David 
Carter and others to answer questions as needed. We will stay 
around afterwards if you have questions you would like to talk 

one-on-one about. I also have a few other introductions. We have Mike Hunnicut from FEMA, TK Tieu 
from Councilman Arnie Fielkow’s office and Jerry Gillen from the Orleans Levee District.  To start us off 
we are going to opening prayer from Tyrone Larkee from Light City Church.  

 
Tyrone Larkee:   Father God we thank you for this time and opportunity to be here and we 
stand before you.  I thank you for the people that are here tonight Father God; I pray your blessings on 
them. I pray your blessings on this meeting for the people of this neighborhood and this city and this 
region Father God. I thank you for all you have done and all your blessings in the mighty name of Jesus, 
amen.  

 
Nancy Allen: We would like to thank the Light City 
Church for having us this evening. The purpose of tonight’s 
meeting is to discuss IER Supplemental 11b, which focuses on 
improved protection in the Inner Harbor Navigational Canal. 
That IER is currently out for a 30-day public review. We will 
give you a brief status update on construction in the region and 
we taking your comments tonight when we are done.  We are 
going to ask that you let us get all the way through the slides 
and then we will take your comments and questions. Everyone 
was given a speaker request card when you came in and if you 
would like to ask a question or make a comment, just fill out 
that card and either turn it in at the desk or when we get to the 
question and answer period, if you hold it up in the air and we 
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will call on people in the order that there cards were received 
this evening. All comments tonight will be part of the public 
record on IER 11b, Tier 2.  
 
When we talk about flooding in New Orleans, there are four 
major flood risks that need to be addressed. They are flooding 
from the Mississippi River, flooding from rainfall, flooding 
due to coastal erosion and flooding from hurricane storm surge. 
All four of those can be affected by global subsidence and sea 
level. There is a system in place for each one of these flooding 
risks. Tonight we will be primarily focusing on reducing risks 
from hurricane storm surge, but as you can see from this 
illustration, they do overlap and all of them have to be taken 
into consideration through different systems of risk reduction.  

 
I want to give you a brief update on the status of the Hurricane 
and Storm Damage Risk Reduction System.  This is a 14 billon 
dollar system that was authorized and fully funded by Congress 
and our mission is to provide 100-year level of protection by 
June 1, 2011. We have about 200 days left to achieve that 
protection.  Our office, the Hurricane Protection Office, is 
overseeing construction on the East Bank of Orleans Parish and 
St. Bernard Parish, including the entire IHNC corridor. There 
are really three key strategic improvements that we have made. 
The first is blocking off the avenues through which storm surge 
entered the city. We are blocking off from Lake Borgne, from 

Lake Pontchartrain and the three outfall canals. The second is raising and strengthening levees and 
floodwalls across the system using the same criteria that provides a consistent 100-year level of protection 
for the entire region. Everything within this system will be at the 100-year level of protection. That is also 
what we call the one percent system, meaning that you have a one percent chance every year of a storm 
exceeding this design, but it is a consistent system across the region. The third improvement is repairing 
and storm-proofing interior pump stations and we are doing that in Orleans, Jefferson Parishes and we did 
repairs in St. Bernard and Plaquemines Parishes as well.  Along the lakefront in metro New Orleans, we 
are almost complete with this construction. We have a little bit of work here on either end on the ramps 
and floodwalls and all of those closures along Lakeshore Drive will be reopened in a few months. Moving 
into New Orleans East, this portion of the work is 100% completed. This portion is all under construction 
right now; we are doing some floodwall work near Lakefront Airport and then some levee work in here 
and we are well on our way with that.  Over here in the most eastern portion, we are building the most 
massive levees in the system; these are about 300-feet wide and some very high elevations and those 
boarder along the Bayou Sauvage Refuge. This section is what we call LPV 111 and what we are doing 
there is using a process called deep soil mixing to inject cement into the soil to create columns. This 
stabilizes the soil under the levees and allows us to build up these levees here. Work is going well along 
the IHNC Surge Barrier. Again, this is where we are closing it off here. The barrier wall is 26 feet high 
and that is complete. Everything we are doing now is with the three gates in here. In St. Bernard we are 
building about 23 miles of T-walls all around ST. Bernard and two sector gates and two flood gates. That 
work is currently underway. By June 1, 2011 the system will be able a 100-year storm even though work 
will continue for about the next year or so as we finish everything.  
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We used to refer to this as the Hurricane Protection System, 
but what we’ve learned is that it is really buying down or 
reducing risk. Even after we construct the system there will 
always be some residual risks to all of us who live in this area. 
What this diagram shows is that you show your initial risks 
and then show the way everyone who shares responsibility can 
lower their risks.  We have non-structural, zoning, building 
codes, outreach, having a evacuation plan, having insurance 
and then down to the structural features of the system. All of 
these things will work in tandem to reduce your risk, but the 
key thing to remember is that in Southeast Louisiana there is 
always residual risk and we suggest that everyone have an 
evacuation plan and heed the warning of an evacuation.  
 
IER 11 Supplemental is a NEPA document. Before the Corps 
begins any major project we have to complete NEPA 
documentation, and that’s the National Environmental Policy 
Act. It means that we analyze the impacts of the project and 
investigate any alternative means. There are several ways these 
studies can be documented. Whether it’s through 
environmental assessment, an environmental impact statement 
or what we are using on this system, an Individual 
Environmental Report, and IER. Public participation is the key. 
We are here to listen to you and answer your questions. We 
look at both the human and environmental impacts of all these 
projects. All of these projects in the system have NEPA 
documentation and all of that is available on-line at 
nolaenvironmental.gov. With that I’m going to turn this over to 
Ron Elmer to give you some information on IER 11.  

 
 

 
 
Ron Elmer: Good evening. I am the program 
manager for all the work that is ongoing along the IHNC 
corridor and the GIWW. My office is responsible for 
overseeing the construction of the barrier, which is shown here 
in red. This is a drawing of what that barrier wall looks like. 
Like Nancy said earlier, the entire wall is complete. The only 
opening that we have is the openings along the GIWW where 
we are constructing the sector gate, which is on this side right 
here. This barge gate, the opening is completed. The barge 
isn’t here yet, but it will be for next hurricane season so we 

will be able to close off that. Right now there is a cofferdam in place right here, where navigation can’t 
get through. We are constructing the sector gate. The sector gate will be here by next year and we will be 
able to close this also by next hurricane season. On Bayou Bienvenue, this is the type of construction we 
under construction; it’s a vertical lift gate. This is a smaller gate and will be primarily used by smaller 
vessels, shrimp and fishing boats. Another structure that is currently under construction is the Seabrook 
Structure out at the lakefront by the airport. We have just started this construction within the last couple 
of months and we are scheduled to have the 100-year level of protection in place by hurricane next season 
at that location also. The IER that is out for public review is addressing the interior the old levee and 
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floodwalls that exist along the Industrial Canal, which is a local term for the IHNC, and along the GIWW. 
Following Katrina the design guidelines were revamps after forensic analysis of what happened during 
Katrina and the way this barrier is designed, it’s designed to be overtopped. It’s at a 26-foot elevation and 
the levees and floodwalls that tie into it along the GIWW here are going to be at 32 feet as well as the T-
wall they are building along the MRGO. What we are doing is taking advantage of the storage capacity 
that we have in the IHNC and the GIWW to hold water that will splash over during the 100-year storm. 
Our predictions are that the water surface elevation along the interior will get up to eight feet during the 
100-year storm and even during the 500-year storm it will get up to a 10-foot elevation and the existing 
levees and floodwalls vary in elevation from 12-15 feet. Because of the new design guidelines we are 
investigating all these levees and floodwalls to determine whether they can meet those guidelines with the 
water conditions we are going to be introducing during the storm. That is what this public meeting is 
about and the IER is addressing the proposed action that we have in place to do some remediation work 
along here so that these walls do meet the new design guidelines.   
 

 
This is a picture of the barrier that we were showing you that 
this wall is completed. Right now there is a cofferdam here 
and the vessels are traveling along this side. The vertical lift 
gate along Bayou Bienvenue right here is also under 
construction.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
This is another picture of the barrier wall. This is on storm side 
and it’s quite an impressive structure.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This is on the protected side of the barrier and shows the batter 
piles that go up to the deck and then go down into the ground to 
support the structure. These piles are approximately 245 feet 
long and they go down to almost a -200 feet into the ground.  
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This is a rendering of what the structure will look out at 
Seabrook that is currently under construction. There are two 
vertical lift gates that will block flow and then there is a 
sector gate that navigation will travel to get into the lake and 
the canal.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
These are the dimensions; the sector gate is about 540 feet 
south of the railroad bridge. We will have the cofferdam in 
place, which is a circular sheet pile cell that we will construct 
across the canal on both the north and south side of where the 
gate will be built. You pump the water out and then you 
construct the gates in the dry land.  
 
 
 
 
 
We have placed some large signs showing that the canal is 
closed. It is closed for navigation into the lake and from the 
lake into the canal. This will stay closed until we finish 
construction.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
We built a rock dike that is just south of the bridge. There is a 
large hole in the canal, about 90-feet deep, that we need to fill 
with sand and when tides come in and out from the lake 
through this narrow opening at the bridge, we were concerned 
about losing some of the sand as we dumped it into the hole so 
this is helping us fill that hole much quicker.  
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IER Supplemental 11b, Tier 2 Lake Borgne, which is the 
document that is now out. It went out on Oct. 15th and it’s open 
for a 30-day public review. The public review comment period 
ends on November 13th. Unless there are some significant 
comments, we are hoping a Decision Record to be signed 
within a week after that November 13th date and we will move 
on with the construction.  
 
 
 
 
The purpose of the IER is to identify areas we are going to be 
doing proposed action to get the walls and levee systems that 
don’t quite meet the new guidelines up to those standards. 
There are approximately 4.6 miles of levees and floodwalls in 
different spots within the system that we will be looking at and 
doing work on. We broke this down to Reach 1, which is the 
levee and floodwall system that goes around the Lower 9th 
Ward up into the GIWW and then around to the barrier. Reach 
2 is the one that goes around the New Orleans East side and 
Reach 3 is the western side of the canal in metro New Orleans.  
 
 
In Reach 1 we have approximately 1,200 feet of area we need 
to do work in. On Reach 2, almost 17,000 feet and on Reach 3 
we have 6,300 feet of work area. There are several different 
methods we will be using to address the different types of 
deficiencies that we are analyzing. As mentioned earlier, there 
is deep soil mixing and that is what they are using along the 
GIWW levee system to strengthen the foundation conditions 
so that we can raise the levees up along there. We will be using 
that in some areas to correct stability problems. We will also 
be using concrete slabs to resists the bending forces that occur 
on walls when water gets on them. Some areas we will be 
adding additional dirt to strengthen the levee system; we call 

those stability berms. There is another method we call buttress walls where we drive piles and build slabs 
to buttress against the existing walls. In areas where we have seepage problems we will use relief wells 
that drain the water that seeps through the sand layers below the levee to prevent the seepage from 
causing an unstable levee section.  

 
This shows the areas where we are looking at doing the 
proposed work; where it is in red. There is a spot along here 
near Reach 1. There is another area along the Michoud Canal 
and the GIWW as well as along the IHNC itself towards the 
lake end of the canal. There is one little spot near the lock, a 
piece of wall that we are looking at doing some additional 
strengthening.  
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If everything goes well with the IER public review and the 
Decision Record is signed and with all the plans and designs 
are completed, we will advertise in early January in 2011. 
Construction will be completed by next hurricane season as we 
do have enough time to do all the repairs before then. All the 
work we are doing will be done within the existing right-of-
way along the levee system and floodwalls.  
 
 
 
 
This shows the deep soil mixing method that we will use for 
stability problems. What they do is drill down with an auger 
and when they raise the auger; then pump in cement to create 
these columns. The purpose of the columns is to strengthen 
where we have detected a failure plain in the system and these 
columns intercept these failures and prevents this whole 
system from rotating and causing a levee or wall failure.  
 
 
 
 
 
This is a picture of some deep soil mixing we did along IHNC 
prior to Gustav. This shows the auger going in and coming out 
and creating the cement columns.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This is a depiction of how the relief well works. Where we 
have the water in the canal rise up against the wall, that 
addition pressure pushes water in sand layers that exist below 
some of the levee sections. If you do not control that push of 
water, it forces water in the sand layers it could start to move 
the materials and cause a levee failure. What we do is put in 
relief wells and what that does is control the flow of the water 
in the sand layer and it brings it up in the well and discharges it 
into the existing storm system.  
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These are some pictures of relief wells that are in place now. 
This is what they look like when they are finished.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This is an example of a stability berm being used to offset 
some stability we might have in some areas. In some areas 
where we are quite close to meeting the guidelines but they do 
still show some instability, one counter-method of acting on 
the instability is to add to dirt on the back side, which is called 
a stability berm, to offset and potential failure.  
 
 
 
 

 
This is an example of a buttress wall. Right now what you 
have is sheet pile going into the ground with an I-wall and a 
scour pad behind it, this grey piece. What we will be doing is 
taking these pads out and driving piles and then putting in a 
slab to buttress this wall against a stability problem.  
 
Female Speaker:   Can you say that again? 
 
Ron Elmer: What’s out there now is this concrete 
wall sticking up; it’s an I-wall with a sheet pile into the 
ground. In areas where this is the best way to offset detected 
stability problems, what we will do is take this pad out, drive 
pilings and then report a slab behind the wall to make it more 
stable.  

 
 
 
Here are some impacts that can be expected during 
construction. There will be elevated noise levels from the 
equipment. In the areas that we are working in there may be 
some access limitations. We do plan to work extended times, 
six days per week up to 12 hours per day. We will enforce that 
contractors use approved haul roads in the areas and not drive 
through neighborhoods.  
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Nancy Allen: In addition to IER 11b that is out for 
public review, there is another IER out regarding the Belle 
Chasse Tunnel construction. Again, IER 11b public comment 
closes at midnight on November 13th. All comments made here 
tonight will become part of the record and you can submit 
them until November 13th via phone, e-mail or online at 
nolaenvironmental.gov.  
 
 
 
 
We are in the process of writing a comprehensive 
environmental document that will look at all the cumulative 
benefits and impacts of construction of the Hurricane and 
Storm Damage Risk Reduction System. This is the schedule 
for that document. We expect a draft to be released in April 
2011 and then we’ve already held one scoping meeting, which 
was on September 2, 2009, and we will hold more meetings. 
All this information regarding the Comprehensive 
Environmental Document can be found on 
www.nolaenvironmental.gov. 
 
 
 
We do have some upcoming meetings, including some 
pertaining to mitigation. I know that was a question at the last 
public meeting so there is another meeting to talk about 
mitigation for the system on December 7th. We also have some 
coastal meetings coming up as well.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
There are many opportunities for public input. Make sure if 
you signed in tonight at the back table and if you did, you will 
be on our mailing list. Again, you can submit any comments at 
nolaenvironmental.gov. There is an email address listed and 
then there a contact person and that Patricia Leroux.  
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We have two websites. The first is nolaenvironmental.gov. 
That is where all of our environmental documents are located. 
We also have our district website is mvn.usace.army.mil. We 
have also established a construction impact hotline. If you 
have any questions or concerns about construction in your 
neighborhood, you can call this number, 1-877-427-0345. 
There are magnets in the back that have that number. We take 
reports from everyone who calls and we do all we can to 
resolve the situation.  
 

 
 
 
We are also using websites like Twitter, Flickr and Facebook to 
put out additional announcements. You can find us by searching 
for Team New Orleans on these sites. We are now going to 
open up for your questions and comments. You were given a 
speaker request card in the back and I do have a stack here from 
those who filled them out. If you  have one at your seat and you 
would like to make a comment, hold it up in the air and 
someone will come pick it up. You will have three minutes at 
the microphone. We do ask that you be respectful and give 
everyone their amount of time to speak. We do have a light 
system to track time.  The light will blink yellow when you 

have a minute left and you will have a buzz when your time is up. We will be here as long as needed to 
answer your questions and take your comments. Once we’ve gone through all who have put in a card, we 
will open it up to anyone with follow-up questions. There will be transcript made of tonight’s meeting so 
it’s important that you speak into the mic and speak one at a time so we can get an accurate transcript, 
which will be available on line.  
 
Beth Butler:  I just wanted to say that we are against the expansion of the Industrial 
Canal and this is a timely subject because when you look at what we have to do and spend all this money, 
we need to spend more to make our area safer. I am very concerned that the [Inaudible] Canal is still not 
being handled by the Corps of Engineers. That has somehow been left off the list and it’s a big drainage 
form Metairie into our city every time that thing overfills and it needs to be added back into the Corps 
responsibilities and not a line item in the federal budget. That is very important to our area. Also, the 
whole thing about MRGO and filling it in can’t be done quickly enough.  We really need to step on this 
and I would also like to have you have the critics positions brought up as part of a presentation so we can 
have a better discussion because it’s just the Corps presentation and we’ve had a lot of experts say this is 
not adequate for flood protection.  
 
Nancy Allen:  If you have any questions concerning criticisms of the Corps, we are 
happy to address those.  
 
Linda Jackson:  I’ve heard several times tonight about community input and the Lower 
9th Ward community has not given that input because you’ve never had meetings here because this is the 
first. I would appreciate it if you would have more so more people in the community can come out and 
give their input. I understand there are a lot of things going on around the Lower 9th Ward and no one has 
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given their input because there were no meetings. I heard you go to the East and West Banks, but not the 
Lower 9th Ward and we would like to be a part of that program.  
 
Nancy Allen:  Thank you. We do ask that you sign up in the back because all Corps 
meetings are publicized and we are also available to come to community and home owner associations, 
church and homeowner groups to speak. Nick Silbert has some cards and if you would like to have one 
our team members come speak to your group, we are happy to do that.  
 
Linda Novak:  I have a number of questions. When you said while pointing the slide on 
the Bayou Sauvage area, you said that the levee walls would be 32-feet high?  
 
Ron Elmer:  Yes, where they tie into the surge barrier, they start out at 32 feet.  
 
Linda Novak:  I just wanted to make sure because nowhere on this map does it say 32 
feet. The highest is 28, 27? 
 
Capt. Brock Schmidt:  That’s because they actually built the wall higher…what you see on there 
is a 100-year level of protection number and we’ve actually gone above that so it will be 32 feet.  
 
Linda Novak:  I would also like to know if the height of the levee walls along the IHNC 
is equal height no matter where you are up and down the canal. 
 
Ron Elmer:  No. The existing levees and floodwalls within the existing IHNC varies 
from place to place from anywhere from 12 to 15 feet.  
 
Linda Novak:  Is there is a reason why we don’t want to make them all as high as 
possible and equally along the length of it? 
 
Ron Elmer:  We were charged with providing a 100-year level of protection and that 
is what we are doing by building the barrier and the Seabrook structure. The levees and floodwalls that 
will be behind those two structures will become secondary line of protection.  
 
Linda Novak:  That leads me to and it’s a question that you may not be able to answer. 
All of this work you are doing won’t amount to much if there are large objects in the Industrial Canal 
such as barges or ships and they once again go crashing through levees so the surge barrier won’t make 
any difference in that situation. So my question is what organization is tasked with insuring that there are 
no potentially damage objects in the canal? 
 
Ron Elmer:  The Coast Guard is responsible for making the rule governing whether or 
not barges are inside the IHNC. They will ask for our input and we will give them our recommendations.  
 
Linda Novak:  I would like to know about the navigation gates. I would like to know the 
size of that navigation gate, specifically what size of ship will be able to get through that gate?  
 
Ron Elmer:   First of all, that is a barge channel so you won’t get ships in there. There 
are two gates and each one is 150-feet wide and -16 feet deep.  
 
Linda Novak:  One final question, if you could address the issue of why the areas in red 
were the ones chosen to be updated last.  
 



Public Meeting Summary  

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 24 

Ron Elmer:  Because those are the ones based on our analysis do not quite meet the 
new design guidelines so we need to do this remediation work so that they do meet the guidelines. We 
analyzed all the walls and levees and those are the areas where we have deficiencies with respect to 
meeting the new guidelines.  
 
Nancy Allen:   Let me clarify. Are you talking about the areas that are red on that status 
map that you have? 
 
Linda Novak:  I guess my question is why is this area the last to be updated?  For 
instance, the top area around the lakefront in green and yellow means that area is up to the standard you 
want it to be or close to it.  
 
Ron Elmer:  That is the status map of where we are with the 100-year level of 
protection being built.  
 
Nancy Allen:  That’s where we were as of June 2010. All of the area on that map, 
everything that is red and amber, will be green by June 1, 2011.  
 
Linda Novak:  I suppose you do not understand what my question is. I want to know 
why you chose that first versus that last. 
 
Nancy Allen:  We didn’t. There was less work needed in some areas than others, but all 
of it was to be completed by June 2011 to handle the 100-year storm.  
 
Vanessa Gueringer:  Are there any plans to improve the existing IHNC levee north of the 
Lower 9th Ward, which is 12 feet high and an unreinforced dirty and grassy ridge and also are there plans 
to improve the secondary protection, which is a sheet pile wall along Florida Avenue belonging to the 
Orleans Levee Board.  
 
Ron Elmer:  I’m not certain what areas you just identified in particular…. 
 
Vanessa Gueringer:  I’m talking about Florida Ave., there is a sheet piling levee system along 
Florida Ave.  
 
Nancy Allen:   It’s where the new and old…. 
 
Ron Elmer:   I don’t if that’s in one of the areas we are going to be doing remediation 
work on.  
 
Vanessa Gueringer:  So you are saying there are no plans to reinforce it?  
  
Ron Elmer:  No, not as far as I know.  
 
Vanessa Gueringer:  So that sheet piling is going to remain? 
 
Ron Elmer:   Yes. 
 
Vanessa Gueringer:  Isn’t it true that the 12-foot earthen levee that protects us from a five-
mile stretch of a 41-foot deep MRGO channel remains authorized right above the Lower 9th Ward? We 
are talking about the MRGO and we are talking about a 40-foot deep channel that is five miles within the 
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MRGO channel that is above Lower 9th. We understood that MRGO was deauthorized in its entirety, the 
entirety of MRGO… 
 
Ron Elmer:   The MRGO was deauthorized where it converges and goes into the 
GIWW, from this spot all the way down to the gulf, that portion of it.  
 
Vanessa Gueringer:  Why wasn’t that stretch deauthorized the five mile stretch above Lower 
9… 
 
Ron Elmer:   Because it was a different authorization and it’s still a deep channel that 
has to serve… 
 
Vanessa Gueringer:  Was it not deauthorized because the Port asked you not to deauthorize it?  
 
Ron Elmer:  I do not know how that came about as I was not a part of that.  
 
Vanessa Gueringer:  In any case we were not notified about the entirety of MRGO was not 
deauthorized.  Isn’t it true that the Crop plans a large toxic sediment reservoir, a confined disposal facility 
for the lock project on the south side of the 12-foot earthen levee in the flood plain that will sit right 
beside Bayou Bienvenue if you do the lock project? 
 
Ron Elmer:   I’m not familiar with the lock project. We have Bobby Duplantier here to 
answer that.   
 
Bobby Duplantier:  There is a proposed two-cell confined facility right in the area that you 
are speaking of, but that material has been tested and it has shown no significant risk to human health or 
the environment. In addition, it will be capped and covered to be sure none of it seeps out into the area.  
 
Vanessa Gueringer:  You’re going to be really sure of that? One last question if I can. You 
talked about an eight-foot splash over from the surge barrier. Once those surge gates are closed and this 
splash over happens in the IHNC and there is a hurricane and there is rain, we are talking about eight feet 
and we already have the lowest levees in the entire system that are basically at 12 feet, can you be sure it 
will only be eight feet and we are not going to flood? 
 
Ron Elmer:   Based on our analysis that is what I believe. We have used very 
conservative numbers assuming a 100% capacity of all the pumps pumping water in and we took all the 
rainfall and applied it to the system. We have taken a very conservative approach to it and we are saying 
eight feet for the 1% storm, the 100-year storm, and 10-feet for the 500-year storm.  
 
Vanessa Gueringer:  You can’t ever be certain. We are the most flooded neighborhood in the 
city and once you close those gates, we are going to be trapped like rats in here if that water exceeds eight 
feet and we are dealing with 12-foot levees. The levees need to be raised just like they have been raised 
for the entirety of the levee system. We again are being left out.  
 
Ron Elmer:  Once again, the system on the inside, the secondary line of protection, 
you have a primary line of protection that will provide the same level of protection everyone has in the 
entire system; everyone is getting equal treatment.  
 
Vanessa Gueringer:  We are not.  
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Theola Garret:  Why does the design allow for any overtopping at all in the system and 
secondly, why are we preparing for a 100-year risk instead of 500-year protection? If the project is 
authorized then why don’t we do the 500-year plan as opposed to 100-year? Also, you mentioned some 
failure plains and areas where there is some instability and I would like to know where they are located 
especially if they are in the Lower 9th Ward near Claiborne and Florida Avenue in particular. My next 
question is the Shaw group, where are they from and who are they? Also, the hotline number that you put 
up there with the 277 number, where are those people located that we will be talking to about our 
complaints? 
 
Nancy Allen:   Let’s work backwards. The construction hotline goes to a member of the 
public affairs staff here in New Orleans. We then figure out what project and area it’s associated with and 
then we get it to Capt. Schmidt or one of our other folks. It is handled locally and we do our best to get 
you an answer or provide information or point you in the right direction.  
 
Ron Elmer:   I remember the one about Shaw. Shaw is a Louisiana -based company in 
Baton Rouge. As far as the areas we are looking at, where you see these red spots along the GIWW and 
the canal, those are the areas we are looking at doing proposed action. The Lower 9th Ward is down here 
so there is one spot here, the closet one to your area that we will be doing work; this is right where the 
levee ties into….that’s Florida Avenue, north of Florida Ave. Congress authorized us to do the 100-year 
storm; we can only do what Congress authorizes us to do. We can’t go beyond that. As for splash over 
and why we allow that. As you have seen since Katrina, there is a lot of emphasis on how the Dutch do 
things. They do these kinds of things. You take advantage of your conditions and storage capacity and 
you implement that and make that part of your system and how it operates. If we would have built this 
wall up to the 32 feet up to the other side where we are tying in, we probably couldn’t have built this type 
of wall; it would have to have been different and would have cost more. This was an effective use of the 
existing conditions and what we were trying to do. This is a standard practice in the Netherlands to use 
storage area for storm water.  
 
Theola Garret:  I do have another question about scouring as I don’t know where the 
flood wall is now along the canal from Claiborne to Florida Avenue if you have the scouring pads or 
whatever… 
 
Ron Elmer:   Following Katrina that was one of the first major things we did. We put 
scour pads behind all the existing walls.  
 
Theola Garret:  Is that wall at its highest elevation or is there any plan in the future to 
raise it. I know the last person who was in charge said it was raised two feet but they redid it after Katrina.  
 
Ron Elmer:   They did after Katrina to the walls that had catastrophic failure, they 
rebuilt those walls to 15, yes.  
 
Theola Garret:  And that wall is a T-wall and not an I-wall? 
 
Ron Elmer:   Yes, all our walls will be T-walls, no I-walls.  
 
Nancy Allen:  I do want to recognize state senator Cynthia Willard-Lewis just came in; 
we thank you for being here.  
 
Vanita Rogers:   You didn’t mention much about the remediation. I was at the last 
meeting in New Orleans East and I talked about the deep soil mixing and I had concerns about it because 
you kept mentioning that the soil in Louisiana is so bad. Right after they had in the Times-Picayune and 
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the problem they had with BP because of the cement. I’m wondering if you have a quality control or some 
standard that you will have for all of your deep soil mixing in that some areas have worse soil that will be 
mixed and you are not going to get the stability that you will need or how are you going to handle that?  
 
Ron Elmer:  On all of our construction projects, we have an extensive quality 
assurance program. The contractors that are building have a quality control plan system in place that they 
are required to do varying amounts of testing on the concrete they are pouring as well as the soil they are 
putting in the levee systems. There is an extensive quality control put into place from the contractors and 
on top of that, we the Corps  also do quality assurance tests on what they have already tested. We do a 
double testing within our control.  
 
Theola Garret:  So you already have it established what grade of cement you want? If 
that particular area doesn’t come up to grade do you bring something in to make it up grade?  
 
Ron Elmer:   Yes, when we are using concrete they test it and if it doesn’t meet the 
specifications, it’s redone. It’s taken out and redone, but that rarely happens.  
 
Theola Garret:  Since you are saying that you are doing the deep soil and it’s going to be 
right for the soil for that area, so where do you get the soil…. 
 
Ron Elmer:  In the deep soil mixing, they use the soil that is there. They auger down 
and as they back the auger out, they inject concrete. Now they have done soil test where they are doing 
this and in every situation is different. They design the concrete mix based on what the soils conditions 
are at that spot.  
 
Theola Garret:  The lady just asked about the remediation areas were and one was going 
to be at Florida and another time, I think you said one was going to be by the lock?  
 
Ron Elmer:  There are a couple of spots. Theirs is this area on the east side by Florida 
Avenue as well the spot next to the existing lock.  
 
Theola Garret:  On those two areas, what kind of remediation will you be doing by the 
lock and for the one by the bridge?  
 
Ron Elmer:   They are doing deep soil mixing here and they are putting a concrete slab 
here at the lock.  
 
Theola Garret:  Deep soil mixing will be by the Florida Avenue?  
 
Ron Elmer:  Yes.  
 
Theola Garret:  In what areas are you going to put the well?  
 
Ron Elmer:  I know there are some areas along here that we have to put some 
additional wells and along this area, but it varies from place to place.  
 
Theola Garret:  I’m still concerned because our area will have overtopping and our 
pumps are not being shielded on Florida Avenue so I’m concerned about the height you say you are  
going to allow for topping.  
 
Ron Elmer:   The lowest wall on the system is 12 feet.  
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Theola Garret:  Right, but if you are saying you are going to allow for topping into the 
drainage system and the pumps aren’t working… 
 
Nancy Allen:  We are allowing for overtopping at the surge barrier, we are not allowing 
for overtopping on the levees and floodwalls.  We do have a blowup of this map on display and we can 
stay back there afterwards and if you specific questions on what type of work we are doing in areas, it’s 
probably easier to see back there and we can answer those questions.  
 
John Koeferl:  I have already made some comments. You know I’m uneasy about the 
12-foot levee along the old MRGO section. I think it’s not adequate, but tonight what really strikes me is 
that there has been modeling that has determined the height of levees and I know that the modeling has 
been done by the National Academy of Science and that it has been done a little piecemeal for this section 
and that section and this consideration and that consideration. I heard that in other testimony in other 
meetings that we’ve had. I’m concerned that no independent review has been done with an overview to 
the protection of us all down here for hurricane protection and from the navigation channels that are being 
built separately by another Corps department. I’m concerned that there isn’t the coordination of the 
publically obvious person who has the overview. The best I could find are the people doing the levees 
don’t really know what the plans are for the changes in the levees that are made necessary by the deep 
new lock project. Is that correct?  
 
Ron Elmer:  If and when they build the new lock, all the levee systems that would be 
affected by it will be built to the new standards that we have now.  
 
John Koeferl:  But they are not built to those standards now as far as we know.  
 
Ron Elmer:   These are the areas we are saying that are not meeting those standards 
and that is what the purpose of this meeting is to show you the areas that we are going to go in and do 
work for the areas that do not meet those guidelines. If and when they build this new lock, if they move it 
north of Claiborne that was the proposal when I looked at the project, all the levees that will be built as 
part of that project will have to meet these same guidelines.  
 
John Koeferl:  And you have no idea or nothing to tell us about what those guidelines 
would be. It’s conceivable that the levees will have to be done over, right? 
 
Ron Elmer:  Not the ones we are doing, no.  
 
John Koeferl:  Along the Industrial Canal, along Jourdan Ave. we already have relief 
wells because the soil underneath the levee, the seawall there, isn’t able to be drained without those relief 
wells, so there is a certain amount of water liability there. If on the canal side six more feet is taken out 
and that is just the beginning of navigation for containers, then it seems to me that it will be a lot weaker. 
Right now it has a safety factor, according to you all, of 1.3. Sandy soil with an I-beam construction and 
relief wells. What my question is, is how much more depth in the canal can that particular levee stand? It 
seems to me that it’s pretty close to what is capacity is right now.  
 
Dr. Greishaber:  Let’s take this back to the original part of your question.  You’re 
concerned with the levees that are protecting you for hurricane protection. Today, they are designed for 
the existing conditions today. When a change is made to the system, they add a lock, they deepen the 
channel there is an actual design that is revisited for the change in the condition. So if they dredge the 
canal six feet deeper, than part of that project would be the institution of additional relief wells, additional 
dirt, deeper cutoffs, whatever is required. This is a balanced system today for the existing condition. No 
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changes will happen that will put this system in jeopardy because when the change happens, the 
adjustments will be made to the existing hurricane protection system.  
 
John Koeferl:  You don’t mind if I ask you right now what those changes are going to 
be. The lock project is an authorized project and I as a citizen and resident down here want to know what 
to expect from it.  
 
Dr. Grieshaber:   The changes would be a function of the depth. If you are telling me it’s 
going to be six-feet deeper, I would either add additional sheet pile or additional wells or a combination 
of both.  
 
John Koeferl:  You don’t mind me asking to know that now.  I want to know what right 
this is an authorized project… 
 
Nancy Allen:   Bobby do you want to give an update on the lock?  
 
Bobby Duplantier:  You are correct that the lock is an authorized project but it is still very 
early in its design phases. We are not even 20 to 30% complete design yet. Once we complete that design 
then we will be able to turn that over and figure out what changes will have to occur in the system to 
accommodate this new structure.  
 
John Koeferl:  I would like to know what we are in for, you know.  To have an 
authorized project that is going to dig the canal deeper and yet you can’t tell us what impact that is going 
to be on the levees that are already pretty marginal as far as I’m concerned. With relief wells that tells me 
that there is not a whole lot that can be done without going a lot deeper with sheet piling or doing a lot of 
soil remediation, but do you see what I mean? It seems like there isn’t anybody who can give us the 
overview, the long-term planning of what’s going to happen in our area. It’s not enough to say when that 
project gets rolling, when that stuff starts happening that someone will then design and provide the money 
for something that has a lot of implications for us. We live down here. We don’t want to have our lives 
disrupted and have our children and grandchildren not be able to get back-and-forth the canal, to have our 
property values down because you can’t tell us what these two projects coming together are going to 
mean in real dollars and cents. I don’t think that is a unreasonable request.  
 
Dr. Grieshaber:   Let me go back. The system you referred to of relief wells, you use the 
term marginal; I take exception to that. These levees and floodwalls along the IHNC corridor are designed 
to the same stringent criteria as the rest of the hurricane protection system. This is the same criteria that is 
used in St. Bernard, St. Charles, Jefferson Parish, Orleans Parish and New Orleans East. There is no 
marginal system here. We have criteria that was very stringent and we have applied it to every aspect of 
the system. Secondly, that criteria is going to be a constant. If there are changes that are brought about by 
the lock project that criteria will still be applied. Whatever it will take, whether it is more relief wells, 
deep sheet pile or a combination of both, you will have that ….. 
 
Nancy Allen:   [Inaudible] 
 
Dr. Grieshaber:  As far as what was done under modeling, let’s go back to before there 
was a hurricane protection system. Hurricane Betsy came. When Congress put together the authorization 
to build a system, they only knew one storm. They came up with Hurricane Betsy as the critical storm and 
we designed our system for a Betsy-like storm. We looked at three approaches coming up the river. Now 
with the advent of super computers, we were able to generate 152 storms and we used six super 
computers. The Department of Defense gave up three of their super computers to do nothing but analysis 
on this model. We had three computers from universities. We then took these 152 storms and came up 
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with our system. We then went back and we took Camille, Katrina, Flossie, George and we plugged it in 
to make sure we had a good model. So the modeling has been very rigorous. They have taken every 
combination that these super computers could come up with and they came up with the model. They then 
turned around and tested the model with storms that we’ve already had. So this isn’t just a guess; this was 
a very rigorous solution of every possible combination that was brought together and used to develop the 
storm surge that set the elevations to protect this area.  
 
John Koeferl:  Has the model factored in subsidence and sea level rise? 
 
Dr. Grieshaber:  Yet it did. If you look at all these numbers there are two numbers. They 
are what we call the 2057 number and the current number. The 2057 number is taking into account 
general subsidence and sea level rise and that is why we have projected all of our walls to an elevation to 
the 2057 number because it’s difficult to add to a wall that had already been built.  
 
John Koeferl:  And a slow moving storm that causes the surge gates to be closed and the 
city to be pumping water into the canal and if it stays five or six days maybe a storm we haven’t had yet 
that will sit over us and pour down 20 inches a day for four or five days, would be a serious event in the 
Lower 9th Ward with those 12-foot levees.  Inside is what concerns us.  
 
Dr. Grieshaber:  We are going to close those gates at elevation three. We will close the 
gates at three and we say we will have 24 straight hours of a 10-year rain event and we will estimate that 
every drop of water that falls within the basin ends up in the canal, even those we know the pumps can’t 
officially  move that much water. So we reached the conservative estimate for how long we can have this 
rain and we reached out and took the most conservative estimate by assuming every drop of water that fell 
within that basin got pumped into the IHNC, which is not really the case, and then we assumed all the 
rain that fell in and we put all that.  That totaled less than eight feet and then we used eight feet as our 
design. Now this modeling tells us a lot of things. One the big storms don’t just sit out there. The kind of 
storms that would get you overtopping at the surge barrier have to move through or they will die if they 
sit there and stay as tropical storms. If they are tropical storms there is a good chance we don’t close the 
Lake Pontchartrain gate any way. So what we have is an extremely conservative approach to a very 
rigorous model. 
 
John Koeferl:  Would you be willing to give that model and other work to the National 
Science Foundation… 
 
Dr. Grieshaber:  I’m sure the National Science Foundation was part of the review. The 
levels of review were the ASCE, National Science Foundation, IPET; these models have been given to 
everyone. We want to know the right answer. If someone can find a flaw step up and tell us.  
 
John Koeferl:  Well I asked you about a storm that sits out there three or four days and 
you used 24-hours and a 24-hour storm and that doesn’t seem the storm that we fear.  
 
Dr. Grieshaber:  The storm that you are speaking of that will stay in one place for days … 
 
John Koeferl:  A huge storm that moves very slowly so that the surge gates are closed, 
the city is pouring water into the canal and we are here. A lot of can’t evacuate and the water is going to 
come over the lowest place, which is right by us and we are part of what absorbs the water and we are not 
happy with that. We are the fail safe for the system. It doesn’t feel very comfortable to us.  
 
Nancy Allen:   We need to move on to another speaker, sir. We will come back to you 
when we get everyone else who hasn’t gone yet.  
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State Senator Cynthia Willard-Lewis: To continue the discussion when I came in about the consistency 
and uniformity of the system and about the wall heights. Before Katrina we had variations in heights from 
parish to parish and from within the city.  So now you’ve done this extensive modeling and come up with 
this target height that protects every part of the city and parishes from the perfect 100-year storm, but it’s 
still different so could you speak to that for a second.  
 
Ron Elmer:  The model results show that your 100-year storm elevation is different 
from one spot to another. In Jefferson Parish on the lakefront the 100-year level is different than what it is 
at Seabrook and it’s different from what it is in St. Bernard. The system is being built on the data that 
came out of these models.  
 
State Senator Cynthia Willard-Lewis: Before Katrina, when we had the earthen levees that were 
subsiding going from Orleans to St. Bernard, there was a variation in the height of the levee systems even 
though they may have been along Paris Road, which is part Orleans and Jefferson Parish. I just raise that 
as an example and can you speak to that in terms of the same geographic zone would there be any 
differences or has that been corrected in the height of the levees.  
 
Ron Elmer:  There are differences in the height….. 
 
State Senator Cynthia Willard-Lewis: But in the same zone?  
 
Ron Elmer:  For instance, the wall they are building along the MRGO, it starts out at 
32 feet and when it gets here it is lower.  
 
State Senator Cynthia Willard-Lewis: It’s taking into factors the natural elevations or what? 
 
Ron Elmer:  It’s taken into fact all the different geography that you have and how the 
storm surge affects those particular areas. As you can see you have a funnel here so if a storm surge 
comes in here obviously the water is going to stack up higher at the barrier than it will at this point 
because you are out here. That is just the way the water reacts with the storm; it varies throughout the 
system. At Seabrook for instance, the 100-year storm elevation is 10.5 feet. At the barrier it’s 18.5 feet. 
So we are building the system to address those elevations that came out of the model.  
 
State Senator Cynthia Willard-Lewis: I understand that at Seabrook it would be at one point and then 
the MRGO would be at another because you have distances separating; you got topography that is 
different. M y concern again is an example is Paris Road, which connects Orleans and Jefferson, before 
all the extensive work, before there was all this review and science and modeling and projections for what 
would be the best most comprehensive system. There were differences in the elevation and it may have 
been because of subsidence over the years and no one was monitoring it. I don’t know what caused it but 
I’m just trying to verify that has been remedied.  
 
Dr. Grieshaber:  What you are talking about is before we had a system in name only. 
What happened is that we were partially funded; we did not have a fully funded system. We built as 
Congress gave us money. So we went forward and built with the money as we had it and there were times 
when we had subsidence take place and we only had the funds to build up small portions of the areas that 
subsided. Today, we have a fully-funded system. We learned and were told that one of the problems was 
that you didn’t have a system. The second problem was you didn’t build it all at one time. Now we are not 
in that situation. The exact case you are talking about was one side got money for a levee raise and the 
other side didn’t.  
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State Senator Cynthia Willard-Lewis: So inequities have been adjusted have been in adjusted in this 
system approach, which is everyone is protected That’s what we wanted to have on the record and I thank 
you for your response and to the recognition that it was a problem in the past and hopefully the 
corrections have been made to resolve it. I also want to ask about information that shares and 
communicate to the public about the jobs that have been given to local families from Orleans, St. Bernard 
Parishes. Everyone knows Shaw and they are a great company, but the question is to drive the jobs to the 
local level so families that were impacted where skills are available are a part of the rebuilding of their 
protection for their future. I think it just builds for greater trust and builds a great economics throughout. 
We realize this is the largest civil works project in the history of the Corps, $800 million, so my question 
is do we have the data that shows the individuals and the corporations from Orleans Parish that have 
participated in the work? 
 
Ron Elmer:  On the Shaw contract in particular, we do have the data that shows all the 
small business firms that got subcontracts from Shaw that are locally owned, Louisiana-owned or if they 
are from out of state.  
 
State Senator Cynthia Willard-Lewis: Along with that, what percentage of the total value is there? 
 
Ron Elmer:  We can get that to you.  
 
Nancy Allen:  Just speaking for the whole system, of the 14 billion dollars, we have 
awarded more than two billion dollars to small businesses and I think more than 75% of those are local or 
Louisiana small businesses. We have a very active small business program and Ned Foley, who is our 
deputy for small businesses, would probably be the best person to package that information so we will 
take that back to him.  We can also speak to all the companies who are getting the big contracts.  
 
State Senator Cynthia Willard-Lewis: We don’t want the history and the relationship to be as it was 
with our beautiful National Guard $200 million project and very little work was given to locals and to 
small businesses.  
 
Ron Elmer:  We do incentivize for the contractors to use small and locally-owned 
businesses.  
 
State Senator Cynthia Willard-Lewis: I think those type of incentives are great, and yes we recognize 
Louisiana corporations, but again the devastation was here in New Orleans and in St. Bernard and 
Plaquemines, and again to help build the economy of the businesses that were destroyed is prudent and 
wise particularly if the same skill sets are there.  If there is an incentive for those communities who lost 
homes, businesses, employees, I think that type of thought process…and I know you have to deal with 
federal regulations and rules, but that again drives the dollar into the community and builds trusts and 
builds relationships. My last questions as I move to the state, the issue of insurance and the fact that 
insurance premiums continue to rise in this region even though you are doing this great work and 
Congress has extended this unheard of amount of money to push forward our protections of this region 
that will benefit from the work being done by people committed to making this region safer, but the 
insurance industry acts as if nothing has happened or changed because rates continue to increase. Can you 
speak a little bit to certification and communication with the insurance industry, being our state 
commissioner, has he been on tour of the closure of the MRGO. It’s a significant project.  
 
Nancy Allen:  We do have someone here from FEMA, but homeowners insurance in 
not FEMA. 
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State Senator Cynthia Willard-Lewis: We are really proud Mr. FEMA as we probably need both. If it’s 
all about risk reduction, which the projects have been about risk reduction then there should be a 
corresponding reduction in the rates that people are paying because right now people are being driven out 
of their homes because of increasing insurance premiums and being at that the national level. I was in a 
debate about insurance and the region I represent the companies paid nothing because people were told 
their homes were destroyed by flood and that’s a national program so thank you for all the advance on 
that and the good work you are doing now and the public assets that are coming up. Since you are here, 
I’ll let you know we need our schools back in the 9th Ward so we appreciate your help in getting that 
done, but anything that would help from the national perspective to recognize all of the work that the 
Corps is doing so that there is a corresponding decrease in flood insurance rates and we had that same 
discussion with our commission of insurance on homeowners.  
 
Mike Hunnicut:  I agree with you. We have done some preliminary estimates and looked 
at the future outcome and what it’s projected to be. I’m from St. Bernard Parish so I live on the same 
island that you live on. I’ve looked at some of the data and the data shows me that because of a lot of 
improvements the city and St. Bernard has done with drainage, the levee improvements, we will see an 
improvement and our flood elevation levels dropping. It won’t be the whole community, but it will be 
parts of it. So there will be areas that will be taken out of flood hazard areas and put into non-special flood 
areas, which will reduce flood insurance.  
 
State Senator Cynthia Willard-Lewis: Would you keep us posted on those meetings and timelines? 
 
Mike Hunnicut:  With the flood insurance and the maps and until the levees are completed 
FEMA will be redoing the official maps, which won’t be until 2012.  Right now, to keep everyone at 
ease, flood insurance has been frozen for this area. We are not increasing or decreasing anything. What 
we will be doing is redevelop the maps and we will be holding public hearings in the five parish areas 
affected by the levees.  
 
Nancy Allen:   We can certainly reach out to the insurance commissioner to see if he 
wants to do a tour and in fact, we invite anyone who would like to see the projects we can coordinate a 
group tour. We can take you up on the barrier and other areas.  Do we have other questions from those 
who have not had time to ask questions or make comments?  
 
John Koeferl:  Three minutes isn’t very long so I haven’t been able to tell you what a 
good job you are doing. I want to thank you for all your work and you can’t help it if you have orders that 
may preclude you from doing things that we wanted. I wanted to make a note here about my question 
about the coordination necessary about levee work and the lock project. Do you remember Hurricane 
Gustav when the head of the levee work, Karen Durham -Aguilera saying don’t worry it’s just sloshing 
and lapping and nothing to be concerned about. But actually we were very fortunate I think because what 
had happened was the Galvez Street Wharf had been removed from that area of the seawall but there 
wasn’t any coordination or care for repairing the wall, which was weaker than the rest of the wall. There 
was no one watching over that and that created a crisis. One place where it was worse was in Katrina 
where the lock work was doing excavation beside the levee wall that broke, there was no coordination 
between people looking over the levee for hurricane protection and doing the project work and we know 
what happened there; we got flooded. I’m not asking for you to accept liability for that as I know you are 
under orders for that too, but this is a very important issue for us. In asking that question I’m not trying to 
stump you or get something I don’t feel….I ask it as a legitimate questions so we know what needs to be 
done out there and it’s not just one project or another, but that someone somewhere in or outside the 
Corps is watching out for the whole. We are right were all this happens. We have three different levees, 
we have the Corps Lock Project levee controls, we have the Hurricane Protection Levee, we have the 
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Mississippi River Levee and it’s all involved in change in this project. We don’t have a sense that anyone 
knows where it’s going.  
 
Theola Garret:  I asked earlier about remediation that was going along the Industrial 
Canal at each one of the sites. Do you know? 
 
Nancy Allen:   We can do that now, but I’m just not sure everyone can see the red on the 
map, but we will show you each spot. Everywhere on this map where there is a red line that is where we 
are doing some form of remediation work. What we are doing here along the Michoud Canal, that is a 
proposed stabilization berm and near there is relief wells.  
 
Female Engineer:  [Inaudible] 
 
Ron Elmer:   Stability berm right here, we have deep soil mixing here, over here we 
have another stability and here we have a concrete slab. On the east side just across from the lake, we 
have buttress wall along here, south of here there is a stability berm and concrete slab and on the west 
side we have all relief wells.  
 
Theola Garret:  Someone made the comment that in the post-Katrina levee that you put 
up that there are deep wells in that also? 
 
Ron Elmer:   There were relief wells already in place before Katrina as that was the 
standard practice for that type of issue. There were relief wells in the system prior to Katrina. After 
Katrina we did add additional relief wells and after Gustav, we added more here.  
 
Theola Garret:  In the last meeting you said with the deep wells the water goes into the 
drainage system so I’m still saying that if you are in the middle of a storm and it’s raining on your side 
and you are getting a lot of water, but if you have a lot of deep wells on that side you are going to get 
more water into the …. 
 
Ron Elmer:  But it’s not a lot of water. All those parameters were taken into 
consideration in the analysis.  
 
Theola Garret:  I was just looking at all the areas outside the Industrial Canal so making 
comments I would prefer having something else noted.  
 
Ron Elmer:   You have to understand that we are using the latest and greatest 
engineering and science that we have available to us to design the system.  
 
Vanessa Gueringer:  I’m just going to say this. What we feel in this neighborhood is that we 
don’t’ fee like there has been any consistency to the height of these levees. To tell us that there are levees 
that are being raised to 32 feet and we are still at 12 feet really upsets us. To tell us that you’ve done all 
these computer generated analysis of eight feet of water lapping over into the canal and we are at 12-feet 
levees, doesn’t sit well. To say in your report that all the IERs in the New Orleans area say that they 
protect population, except this one. This one in your report is said to protect the IHNC, it does not say that 
it is advanced protection to protect the population. When you all came last year to this neighborhood with 
the port to talk about the lock expansion project, to hear you say 15 years of traffic jams, bridges being 
out, devaluation of our property, trucks driving all day, pile driving, then you would pump $47 million 
into the community,  by then we will be a ghost town. There is no consistency or urgency to provide 
protection for this, the most flooded area in the city. You all want to sit here and control what mother 
nature wants to do. You say it’s going to be eight feet and that a storm won’t sit over the canal and dump 
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that kind of water. During Gustav I looked at water lapping over the canal on the upper 9th side and I had 
to believe that it was like that on the Lower 9th side.  And you talk about the Seabrook Structure being in 
place by June 1 and you say you are going to put a cofferdam in 2011, can you assure us that is going to 
be in place? We’ve been lied to over and over again by you people as to whether our protection will be in 
place. You then come and say June 1st comes we had some issues so guess what, y’all not really fully 
protected yet. I understand we are people and we are just like the rest of the city. It hurts us that we are 
the last ones to get protection and to hear you all stand up and say there are no differences being made, 
yes there are. I don’t understand you people. Is there any compassion for our lives in this area, for our 
property or is it always about the bottom line, money. The port, the city and your jobs. It’s not about us 
because we have flooded over and over again and until you walk in our shoes, you will never understand 
how we feel. So all of this means nothing because there is no consistency and no urgency to protect us 
and we know that.  
 
Ron Elmer:   First of all, we do have a sense of urgency. We are working extremely 
hard to have all these systems in place next hurricane season. Right now we envision we will be done on 
time, that’s our schedule. As far as it goes, every individual living behind this system when it’s done will 
have the same level of protection. I don’t know any other way to put it…well then you know more than 
our engineers and our scientists.  
 
Vanessa Gueringer:  We still have metal pile driving along Bayou Bienvenue that the Orleans 
Levee Board won’t address. We have all kind of pockets of weak situations in our levee system. They talk 
about blight being a jack o’lantern affect; we have a jack o’lantern levee system. Instead of T-walls, we 
have I-walls. How did you get authorization to heighten levees everywhere else but in this area, the area 
that has flooded the most because you know why, you want to hold us hostage with this lock project. The 
city wants to dredge and put the sediment on Bayou Bienvenue and then you will poison our water down 
here. You don’t care about us.  
 
Nancy Allen:   I want to make one clarification. The Seabrook Structure will not be 
completed as it looks here by June 1, 2011. The cofferdam will provide 100-year level of protection by 
June 2011 and there is work going on all over the system. Basically the entire levee system is all being 
constructed right now. There is work in all parishes, everywhere is under construction right now and the 
mission is to reach the 100-year level of protection by June 2011 for the entire system.  
 
Vanessa Gueringer:  The surge barrier is the only thing that is going to protect us. When they 
are not we have all these weak situations in our levee system and they are not being addressed.  
 
Ron Elmer:  Yes they are and that’s the purpose of this IER. We are looking at all the 
levees and floodwalls on the IHNC and GIWW to verify which areas do and do not meet the design 
guidelines and we are doing work to make sure they do.  
 
Vanessa Gueringer:  You need to take a tour of all these areas of the levee system and let us 
 tell you how protected this looks to us. We’ve been flooded. You haven’t experienced that, we have.  
 
Nancy Allen:   Do we have other questions or comments? We will stick around and 
answer any questions and listen. There is a map in the back with this remediation area and we can show 
you specifics. You were given a survey when you came in and if you could fill that out and leave it. 
Again, we are happy to take anyone out to see any of these projects, please let us know what we can do 
and we can speak to neighborhood or church groups. For a tour our speaking engagement, you can get a 
card from Nick Silbert and send him your request.  
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Dr. Grieshaber:  If you want to organize something, we will gladly go with you and walk 
the system and show us the areas of your concern. Because if there is something out there that we don’t 
know about, we want to know about it.  
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Mississippi River Levee and it’s all involved in change in this project. We don’t have a sense that anyone 
knows where it’s going.  
 
Theola Garret:  I asked earlier about remediation that was going along the Industrial 
Canal at each one of the sites. Do you know? 
 
Nancy Allen:   We can do that now, but I’m just not sure everyone can see the red on the 
map, but we will show you each spot. Everywhere on this map where there is a red line that is where we 
are doing some form of remediation work. What we are doing here along the Michoud Canal, that is a 
proposed stabilization berm and near there is relief wells.  
 
Female Engineer:  [Inaudible] 
 
Ron Elmer:   Stability berm right here, we have deep soil mixing here, over here we 
have another stability and here we have a concrete slab. On the east side just across from the lake, we 
have buttress wall along here, south of here there is a stability berm and concrete slab and on the west 
side we have all relief wells.  
 
Theola Garret:  Someone made the comment that in the post-Katrina levee that you put 
up that there are deep wells in that also? 
 
Ron Elmer:   There were relief wells already in place before Katrina as that was the 
standard practice for that type of issue. There were relief wells in the system prior to Katrina. After 
Katrina we did add additional relief wells and after Gustav, we added more here.  
 
Theola Garret:  In the last meeting you said with the deep wells the water goes into the 
drainage system so I’m still saying that if you are in the middle of a storm and it’s raining on your side 
and you are getting a lot of water, but if you have a lot of deep wells on that side you are going to get 
more water into the …. 
 
Ron Elmer:  But it’s not a lot of water. All those parameters were taken into 
consideration in the analysis.  
 
Theola Garret:  I was just looking at all the areas outside the Industrial Canal so making 
comments I would prefer having something else noted.  
 
Ron Elmer:   You have to understand that we are using the latest and greatest 
engineering and science that we have available to us to design the system.  
 
Vanessa Gueringer:  I’m just going to say this. What we feel in this neighborhood is that we 
don’t’ fee like there has been any consistency to the height of these levees. To tell us that there are levees 
that are being raised to 32 feet and we are still at 12 feet really upsets us. To tell us that you’ve done all 
these computer generated analysis of eight feet of water lapping over into the canal and we are at 12-feet 
levees, doesn’t sit well. To say in your report that all the IERs in the New Orleans area say that they 
protect population, except this one. This one in your report is said to protect the IHNC, it does not say that 
it is advanced protection to protect the population. When you all came last year to this neighborhood with 
the port to talk about the lock expansion project, to hear you say 15 years of traffic jams, bridges being 
out, devaluation of our property, trucks driving all day, pile driving, then you would pump $47 million 
into the community,  by then we will be a ghost town. There is no consistency or urgency to provide 
protection for this, the most flooded area in the city. You all want to sit here and control what mother 
nature wants to do. You say it’s going to be eight feet and that a storm won’t sit over the canal and dump 
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that kind of water. During Gustav I looked at water lapping over the canal on the upper 9th side and I had 
to believe that it was like that on the Lower 9th side.  And you talk about the Seabrook Structure being in 
place by June 1 and you say you are going to put a cofferdam in 2011, can you assure us that is going to 
be in place? We’ve been lied to over and over again by you people as to whether our protection will be in 
place. You then come and say June 1st comes we had some issues so guess what, y’all not really fully 
protected yet. I understand we are people and we are just like the rest of the city. It hurts us that we are 
the last ones to get protection and to hear you all stand up and say there are no differences being made, 
yes there are. I don’t understand you people. Is there any compassion for our lives in this area, for our 
property or is it always about the bottom line, money. The port, the city and your jobs. It’s not about us 
because we have flooded over and over again and until you walk in our shoes, you will never understand 
how we feel. So all of this means nothing because there is no consistency and no urgency to protect us 
and we know that.  
 
Ron Elmer:   First of all, we do have a sense of urgency. We are working extremely 
hard to have all these systems in place next hurricane season. Right now we envision we will be done on 
time, that’s our schedule. As far as it goes, every individual living behind this system when it’s done will 
have the same level of protection. I don’t know any other way to put it…well then you know more than 
our engineers and our scientists.  
 
Vanessa Gueringer:  We still have metal pile driving along Bayou Bienvenue that the Orleans 
Levee Board won’t address. We have all kind of pockets of weak situations in our levee system. They talk 
about blight being a jack o’lantern affect; we have a jack o’lantern levee system. Instead of T-walls, we 
have I-walls. How did you get authorization to heighten levees everywhere else but in this area, the area 
that has flooded the most because you know why, you want to hold us hostage with this lock project. The 
city wants to dredge and put the sediment on Bayou Bienvenue and then you will poison our water down 
here. You don’t care about us.  
 
Nancy Allen:   I want to make one clarification. The Seabrook Structure will not be 
completed as it looks here by June 1, 2011. The cofferdam will provide 100-year level of protection by 
June 2011 and there is work going on all over the system. Basically the entire levee system is all being 
constructed right now. There is work in all parishes, everywhere is under construction right now and the 
mission is to reach the 100-year level of protection by June 2011 for the entire system.  
 
Vanessa Gueringer:  The surge barrier is the only thing that is going to protect us. When they 
are not we have all these weak situations in our levee system and they are not being addressed.  
 
Ron Elmer:  Yes they are and that’s the purpose of this IER. We are looking at all the 
levees and floodwalls on the IHNC and GIWW to verify which areas do and do not meet the design 
guidelines and we are doing work to make sure they do.  
 
Vanessa Gueringer:  You need to take a tour of all these areas of the levee system and let us 
 tell you how protected this looks to us. We’ve been flooded. You haven’t experienced that, we have.  
 
Nancy Allen:   Do we have other questions or comments? We will stick around and 
answer any questions and listen. There is a map in the back with this remediation area and we can show 
you specifics. You were given a survey when you came in and if you could fill that out and leave it. 
Again, we are happy to take anyone out to see any of these projects, please let us know what we can do 
and we can speak to neighborhood or church groups. For a tour our speaking engagement, you can get a 
card from Nick Silbert and send him your request.  
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Dr. Grieshaber:  If you want to organize something, we will gladly go with you and walk 
the system and show us the areas of your concern. Because if there is something out there that we don’t 
know about, we want to know about it.  




