
floodwall to the west and flood protection levee to the east. The design of the closure complex is being done in 
collaboration with representatives from the navigation industry and the US Coast Guard to ensure that the safest and 
most reliable system would be constructed. One of the primary design criteria of these gates is that the structure is 
large enough to meet the current flow rates in the channel. It would also be necessary to construct a permanent 
bypass channel. A 20,000 cfs pump station would be constructed, and would provide positive backflow prevention. 
A new levee would be constructed further eastward on what is currently the protected side. The levee work may 
require geotextile fabric andJor deep soil mixing to strengthen the levee foundation. Bayou Road would be realigned 
to provide access around the new levee on the protected side. Four million cubic yards of material would be 
removed during construction of the eastern floodwall, closure complex, levee, and road realignment. After being 
evaluated for suitability this material would be used as borrow for the HSDRRS project. The material not used for 
borrow would be disposed of in the Walker Road borrow sites. The overburden material (i.e. roots, stumps, tress, 
etc.) would be mulched and used on site or hauled away to a landfill. Any road material (i.e. rock and earthen 
material) would be used to construct the new road. The construction ofthis closure complex, levee, and road 
realignment would require a total of240 acres of additional ROW to implement the construction work. 

Detention Basin Improvements 
The WCC would cause water to be impounded in the Harvey and Algiers Canals, when closed during a storm event, 
creating a detention basin. The proposed action would provide 1OO-year level of risk reduction south of the 
confluence of the Algiers and Harvey Canals in lieu of parallel protection along the Harvey and Algiers Canals. 
Currently, there are over 25 miles of levees, floodwalls, gate structures, and 9 pump stations along the Harvey and 
Algiers Canals. The proposed action includes the use of Harvey and Algiers Canal as a detention basin. This would 
involve a combination of improvements and dredging activities along the Harvey Canal and Algiers Canal. 
Improvements would consist of building fronting protection and providing positive backflow prevention at pump 
stations, capping or replacing flood walls, and upgrading levees along the detention basin. 

Based on the results of hydraulic models for the GIWW WCC, a detention basin still water level of maximum 
elevation of 4 ft in Harvey Canal and 5.8 ft in Algiers Canal would provide protection along these canals. Dredging 
of the Algiers Canal would be required from the Belle Chasse Tunnel South to the Hero Cutoff to facilitate efficient 
drainage flows in the canal. A top of protection design elevation of 8.5 ft in compliance with HSDDRS standards in 
the retention basin would still require work along the Harvey and Algiers Canals. However, the work would be 
considerably less than what would be required if the retention basin stage were increased to the 100-year level of risk 
reduction. All work would be performed within existing ROW unless otherwise noted. 

Approximately 700,000 cubic yards would be excavated from the Algiers Canal. The frequency of maintenance 
dredging would exceed 25 years. Two disposal alternatives have been discussed with the Interagency Team (figure 
5). The preferred alternative is the disposal of the material into the Jean Lafitte National Historic Park and Preserve 
(JLNHPP) Lake Salvador "Geocrib," and the alternative use of the material is placement of the material in the 
Walker Road borrow sites. The alternative of placement of dredged material in the Walker Road borrow sites would 
be done only as a convenience to the government if the preferred option is not practicable. The placement of dredged 
material in the Walker Road borrow sites would not be considered backfilling of those sites. If dredged material is 
placed in the Walker Road borrow sites, the quantity of the material would be insufficient to refill those sites. 
Disposal of the material in either location would be considered a project feature. The first option of placing the 
dredged material into the JLNHPP Lake Salvador Geocrib is preferred because it is a beneficial use site and any 
wetlands created with this material could be counted as mitigation for the HSDRRS projects. 

Provided the material is determined to not be contaminated, the material could be excavated via either: 
a) hydraulic cutter head dredge and transported as a slurry to a disposal site(s) via pipeline, or 
b) via mechanical dredge (i.e. barge mounted dragline or backhoe) and placed in barges and transported to site, and 
either removed from the barges via a hydraulic pump and transported to the site via pipeline, or offloaded from 
barges, placed within trucks, and hauled to disposal site where it would then be mechanically offloaded into the 
disposal site. 



Algiers Canal Dredging Extent and Beneficial Use Areas 
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Figure S - Algiers Canal Dredging Extent and Beneficial Use Areas 

Other Actions 

Arrnoring 
Arrnoring may be required at a number of locations throughout the HSDRRS. These locations may include: 
transition points (where levees transition into any hardened features such as other levees, floodwalls, and pump 
stations), floodwall protected side slopes, pipeline crossings, and earthen levees that are exposed to excessive wave 
overtopping during a SOO-year hurricane event. For the proposed action, nearly all of these armoring areas would 
occur along the GIWW. However, the specific locations have not yet been determined. Arrnoring types vary, but the 
following are the most common, from the most resistant, downward: 
• ACB - Articulated concrete blocks. 
• ACB/TRM - Articulated concrete blocks/Turf reinforced mattress: the hydraulic parameters and physical 
conditions are such that small modifications could allow a reduction to TRM. 
• TRM - Turf reinforced mattress 
• TRMlGrass - The hydraulic parameters and physical conditions are such that small modifications could allow a 
reduction to grass. 
• Well maintained grass cover. 

Utility Relocations 
As needed, utilities would be relocated to cross the project arca in accordance with existing standards. Disruptions of 
service would be kept to a minimum. Relocations would be conducted in order to avoid impacts to the wetland areas, 
and the Enterprise Pipeline would be directionally drilled underneath the 404c area to avoid impacts to that 
significant resource. There could be minor impacts to wetlands in the areas where the directional drilling are staged 
from and to. 



1. Review of Compliance (§230.1 0 (a)-(d)). 

A review of this project indicates that: 

a. The discharge represents the least environ­
mentally damaging practicable alternative and if in 
a special aquatic site, the activity associated with 
the discharge must have direct access or proximity to, 
or be located in the aquatic ecosystem to fulfill its 
basic purpose (if no, see section 2 and information 
gathered for environmental assessment alternative); 

b. The activity does not appear to: (I) violate 
applicable state water quality standards or effluent 
standards prohibited under Section 307 of the Clean 
Water Act; (2) jeopardize the existence of Federally 
listed endangered or threatened species or their 
habitat; and (3) violate requirements of any Federally 
designated marine sanctuary (if no, see section 2b and check 
responses from resource and water quality 
certifying agencies); 

c. The activity will not cause or contribute to 
significant degradation of waters of the United States 
including adverse effects on human health, life stages 
of organisms dependent on the aquatic ecosystem, 
ecosystem diversity, productivity and stability, and 
recreational, esthetic, and economic values (if no, 
see section 2); 

d. Appropriate and practicable steps have been 
taken to minimize potential adverse impacts of the 
discharge on the aquatic ecosystem (if no, see section 5). 

Preliminary I 

~ NO* ~NO 

FOR (I) ONLY 

YES I NO* I YES I NO 

~ NO* 

3 NO* ~ NO 



2. Technical Evaluation Factors (Subparts C-F).	 N/A Not Significant Significant* 

a. Physical and Chemical Characteristics of the 
Aquatic Ecosystem (Subpart C). 

(1)	 Substrate impacts. 
(2) Suspended particulates/turbidity impacts. 
(3)	 Water column impacts. 
(4)	 Alteration of current patterns and water circulation. 

(5) Alteration of normal water fluctuations/
 
hydroperiod.
 
(6)	 Alteration of salinity gradients. 

x 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

b. Biological Characteristics of the Aquatic 
Ecosystem (Subpart D). 

(1)	 Effect on threatened/endangered species and their 
habitat. 

(2)	 Effect on the aquatic food web. 
(3)	 Effect on other wildlife (mammals, birds, reptiles, 

and amphibians). 

X 

X 

X 

c. Special Aquatic Sites (Subpart E). 

(1)	 Sanctuaries and refuges. 
(2)	 Wetlands. 
(3) Mud flats. 
(4) Vegetated shallows. 
(5)	 Coral reefs. 
(6)	 Riffle and pool complexes. 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

d. Human Use Characteristics (Subpart F). 

(l)	 Effects on municipal and private water supplies. 
(2)	 Recreational and commercial fisheries impacts. 
(3)	 Effects on water-related recreation. 
(4)	 Esthetic impacts. 
(5)	 Effects on parks, national and historical 

monuments, national seashores, wilderness 
areas, research sites, and similar preserves. 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

Remarks. Where a check is placed under the significant category, the preparer has attached explanation. 

For 2.a.l Substrate Impacts, See the attached 29 January 2009 Hydrologic and Hydraulic Memo. 

For 2.c.(2) Special Aquatic Sites Wetlands 
A complete wetland delineation has not been conducted along the proposed route, so wetland impacts have been 
estimated by reviewing aerial photographs, review of photographs and notes taken during site inspections, and project 
area descriptions prepared for the Final Individual Environmental Report 12. The proposed action will impact 
approximately 329 acres of wetlands, including swamp and bottom land hardwood habitat. Approximately 9.6 acres 
of these wetland impacts will occur within the Bayou aux Carpes CWA Section 404(c) area. After working closely 
with the EPA Region 6, National Park Service and other Federal and state resource agencies the CEMVN developed 
the WCC alternative, which was determined to be the best engineering solution, least environmentally damaging 
alternative. On May 28,2009 the EPA issued a modification to the 1985 Bayou aux Carpes Final Determination that 



provides for the use of up to 9.6 acres of the Bayou aux Carpes 404(c) area for construction of the Greater New 
Orleans HSDRRS. 

3.	 Evaluation of Dredged or Fill Material (Subpart G)3 

a. The following information has been considered in evaluating the biological availability of possible 
contaminants in dredged or fill materiaL 

(I) Physical characteristics ..	 x 
(2) Hydrography in relation to known or anticipated sources of contaminants	 X 
(3)	 Results from previous testing of the material or similar material in the 

vicinity of the project .. X 
(4) Known, significant sources of persistent pesticides from land runoff or 

percolation . 
(5) Spill records for petroleum products or designated (Section 311 of CWA) 

hazardous substances.. .. .. X 
(6)	 Other public records of significant introduction of contaminants from X 

industries, municipalities, or other sources .. 
(7)	 Known existence of substantial material deposits of substances which could X 

be released in harmful quantities to the aquatic environment by man-induced 
discharge activities . 

(8) Other sources (specify) .. .. 

Appropriate references: See attached memo 

b. An evaluation of the appropriate information in 3a above indicates that there is reason to believe 
the proposed dredge or fill material is not a carrier of contaminants, or the material meets the testing 
exclusion criteria. 

~ NO* 

4.	 Disposal Site Delineation (§230.IICD). 

a.	 The following factors, as appropriate, have been considered in evaluating the disposal site. 

(I) Depth of water at disposal site ..	 X 
(2) Current velocity, direction, and variability at disposal site	 X 
(3) Degree of turbulence . X 
(4) Water column stratification .. X 
(5) Discharge vessel speed and direction .. 
(6) Rate of discharge . X 
(7) Dredged material characteristics (constituents, amount, and type of 

material, settling velocities) .. X 
(8) Number of discharges per unit of time .. 
(9) Other factors affecting rates and patterns of mixing (specify) .. 

Appropriate references: See attached memo 

b. An evaluation of the appropriate factors in 4a above indicates that the disposal site and/or size of 
mixing zone are acceptable. 



~ NO* 

5. Actions to Minimize Adverse Effects (Subpart H). 

All appropriate and practicable steps have been taken, through application of the recommendations of
 
§230.70-230.77 to ensure minimal adverse effects of the proposed discharge.
 

YES NO* 

Actions taken: See attached memo 

6. Factual Determination (§230.11). 

A review of appropriate information as identified in items 2-5 above indicates that there is minimal
 
potential for short- or long-term environmental effects of the proposed discharge as related to:
 

a. Physical substrate at the disposal site (review sections 2a, 3,4, and 5 above). YES NO* 

b. Water circulation, fluctuation and salinity (review sections 2a, 3,4, and 5). I YES NO* 

c. Suspended particulates/turbidity (review sections 2a, 3,4, and 5) I YES NO* 

d. Contaminant availability (review sections 2a, 3, and 4). I YES NO* 

e. Aquatic ecosystem structure and function (review sections 2b and c, 3, and 5). I YES NO* 

f. Disposal site (review sections 2, 4, and 5). I YES NO* 

g. Cumulative impact on the aquatic ecosystem. I YES NO* 

h. Secondary impacts on the aquatic ecosystem. I YES NO* 
*A negative, significant, or unknown response indicates that the project may not be in compliance 
with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. 

lNegative responses to three or more of the compliance criteria at this stage indicates that the 
proposed projects may not be evaluated using this "short form procedure". Care should be used in 
assessing pertinent portions of the technical information of items 2a-d, before completing the final 
review of compliance. 
2Negative responses to one of the compliance criteria at this stage indicates that the proposed project does not 
comply with the guidelines. If the economics of navigation and anchorage of Section 404(b)(1) are to be evaluated 
in the decision-making process, the "short form" evaluation process is inappropriate. 
3Ifthe dredged or fill material cannot be excluded from individual testing, the "short form" evaluation process is 
inappropriate. 

7. Evaluation Responsibility. 

a. This evaluation was prepared by: 

Name: Eric Glisch
 
Position: Environmental Engineer
 
Organization: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District
 



Date: 1105/09 

Name: Getrisc Coulson
 
Position: Envirorunental Resource Specialist
 
Organization: CEMVN PM-RS
 
Date: 12/28/08
 

b.	 This evaluation was reviewed by:
 
Name: Rodney Mach
 
Position: Envirorunental Engineer
 
Organization: CEMVN ED-H
 
Date: 1105/09
 

Name: Gib Owen
 
Position: Chief, Ecological Planning and Restoration Section
 
Organization: CEMVN PM-RS
 
Date: 2/16/09
 

8.	 Findings 

a. The proposed disposal site for discharge of dredged or fill material complies with the 
Section 404(b)( 1) guidelines . x 

b. The proposed disposal site for discharge of dredged or fill material complies with the 
Section 404(b)(1) guidelines with the inclusion of the following conditions X_ 

c. The proposed disposal site for discharge of dredged or fill material does not comply with the Section 404(b)(1) 
guidelines for the following reason(s): 

(1) There is a less damaging practicable alternative	 .. 
(2) The proposed discharge will result in significant degradation of the
 

aquatic ecosystem .
 
(3) The proposed discharge does not include all practicable and appropriate
 

measures to minimize potential hann to the aquatic ecosystem ..
 

Final approval of this 404(b)( 1) evaluation is hereby granted for all work described in this document and in the final 
IER ]2 document as discussed in the IER 12 Decision Record approved by the New Orleans District Engineer, 
Colonel Alvin B. Lee on February 18,2009. On May 28,2009 the EPA issued a modification to the ]985 Bayou 
aux Carpes Final Detennination that provides for the use of up to 9.6 acres of the Bayou aux Carpes 404(c) area for 
construction of the Greater ew Orleans HSDRRS /J ../1 /'J 

JIj(.k' I/~~/ 

).,.. ...b J 
Date: ~d'¥~ r}.J-/}oJ//<: LJ,. <2­

d /1.1 Chief, Envirorun~ntal Planning and Compliance 
7 Branch 
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