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IN REPLY REFER TO
LMNED--MP 22 December 1975

Mr. Doug Clifford, Legislative Asgistant to
Honorable Fdward H. Booker

lLouisiana House of Representatives

2833 General Pershing

New Orleans, Louisiana 70115

Dear Mr., Clifford:

This 1a in reply to your letter of 29 September 1975 requesting
information on a number of different points concerning the Lake
Pontchartrain, Louisiana and Vicinity hurricane protection project.

As I indicared in my letter of 30 October 1975, members of our staff
have met with you several times over the laat 3 months to discuss the
variocus points raised in your letter. Because of the complexity of your
request and the broad scope and detailed nature of these meetings,. I
will make reference to them, briefly itemize the toples discussed and
then further address the points of your letter not discussed in these
neetings.

With respect to the eeconomie aspects of the projeet, Messrs. Johmson and‘x

Leokinghill met with you on 12 November 1975 and discussed in detail the
three basic benefitr categories——-flood proteection, land intensification,
and area redevelopment-—and how they are determined. The past econonic
analysis and the current reanalysis cof the New Orleans East area were
thoroughly discussed. As memtioned, the term "pracise dara' as applied
to future development 1s subjective; however, such data are developed
from population projections and current land use trends. The originsl
Lake Pontchartrain, louisiana and Vieinity economic study projected that
the New Urleans East Area would develop in the absence of a Federal
project ("without project" conditions). Therefores, flood damages pre-
vented were computed on anticipated development within New Orleans Fast
for "without project” cenditioms. Ar the time of the original lLake

Pontchartrain, Louisiana and Vicinity study, the flood damages prevented

were based solely on growth projections. Our reanalysis of the project,

N
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¥Mr. Doug Clifford

using current guidelines, will specifically outline the number of
residences and commercial and industrial developments anticipated.

All other major undeveloped areas within the metropolitan area were
projected to develop only under "with projeet” conditions, thus land
intensification benefits were taken for these areas. YLand intensifi-
cation benefits amounted to only three percent of the total 1974 project
benefits. No detailed economic studies, however, have been conducted on
the nature of the development under "with project” conditioma. Due to
the highly speculative character of such detailed examinations, they lie
outside the purview of our studiesa. Neither beunefits nor eosts of the
developments themsalves have been included in the project justification.

Our guidance con windfall is drawvn from Engineer Regulation 1120-2-113
dated 16 June 1968 (subsequent to project authorization) which states

in part: "Narrative and tabular presentations should be made to provide
a clear understanding of the nature and axtent of flood control or
hurricane protection project service areas.... Benefited individuals
and firms should he identified as necessary to insure a clear and full
understanding of the incidence, degree of uniformity, and other charac-
teristics of benefit distribution.... Where there are project benefits
arising from changes or inteasification iu land use made possible by the
project..., the presentation...should show the ownership of the affected
lands and the values and uses anticipated with and withour the project.
The purpose of this presentation 1s to facilitate the determination of
the likelihood of windfall benefits warranting special local cooperation”.
When the project was presented for initial authorization, no recommenda-
tions for special cost sharing for windfall were made, and the local
cooparation required under the project as asuthorized includes none.
Subsaquent te project authorization, we reviewed In detail land
owvnership patterns within the Chalmette Fxtension, which had been

added to the project under the discretionmary authority of the Chief of
Engineers in 1969. The results of that ownership snalyeis are inclosed
(inclosure 1). In 1970, we zondueted a review of ownership patterns in
the St. Charles Parish area. The results of that review are attached

as inclosure 2. ¥No aunalysis has bean made of the areas comprising the
upper Chalmette area. Likewise, a land ownership analysis of the ¥New
Orleans Fast Area was not made because no land intensgification benefirts
were clalmed for the area. At the present time, we have no plans for
undertaking additional land ownership analyses.

A copy of the official 1974 Form 23 on the project, althoush previously
furnished 1s attached as inclosure 3. A=z was discussed, you are correct
in assuming that local ageney costs quite properly have net been calecu-
lated and deducted from the land intensification figures.
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Although the so-~called high level plan was rejected in faver of the more
feasible barrier plan at the time of suthorization, a brief reanalysis
of the plan wvas made in 1972. We do not maintain current data on
previously rejected alternatives; however, I can eite illustrative
informaction from the 1972 caleculations which, hopefully, will address
your question. Tabulated below are the design levee elevations for the
appropriate project works for the high level plan and the barrler plan:

Design Levee Elevation
(ft' [] ﬁ-ﬂ.l.)

Levee Location High-Level Plan Barrier Plan
St. Charlea Parish Lakefront 17.5~19.5 12.5
Jefferson Parish Lakefront 16.0 10.0
Hew Orleans Lakefront 17.5 12.0
Citrue lLakefront 18.5 13.3
Yew (rleans Fast Lakefront 18.0 13.5
South Point to GIWW 15.0~-17.5 12,5~14.0

Based on these required grades, the July 1972 price level estimated costs
for tha high-level aund barrier plans were $199,000,000 and $165,9%00,000,
respectively., These costs include the sbove listed levees and the
Rigolets and Chef Henteur Complexes but do not include the Mandeville
seawall due to its deferred status or the Jefferson or Orleane Parish
cutfall canals due to the changes in the nature of the required work.
The Seabrook Complex is included in each of the estimated costa due to
its requirement in both plans. An updating of these costs to July 1975
price levels through the use of the Engineering News-Record cost indexes
gives high-level and barrier plan costs for the same project features

of $252,300,000 and $210,400,000, respactively. The inclusion of the
HMandeville seawall and the Jefferson and Orleans Parish outfall eanal
requirements in this eomparison would inerease the cost diffaerence
between the plans, The figures presented represent total comstruction
costs without consideration of any project works which may have already
been constructed. It is improper to incrementally analyze a project
system designed to funetion as a unit. The advantages of the barrier
plan over the high-level plan have been outlined in other documents
previocusly furnished., Briefly, in addition to the cost savings, they
are:

a, Less foundation difficulties ~ Building high leveea on the poox
soils of the area with the resulting settrlement problems 1s difficult.

b. Shorter construetion times - These foundation problems dietate
longar construction paricde for the higher levees.
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C. Less rights—-of-way requirements -~ Constructing a higher levee
on these s0ils necessirates a wider levee base and thus z much larger
right-of-way. This is a substantial problem for the Citrus Lakefront
levee and portiona of the Jefferson and Orleans Parish lLakefront levees.

d. Better interier drainage - Under hurricane conditions both
gravity and mechanical drainage syatems can operate much more efficilently
in conjunction with a lower lake level afforded by the operation of the
barrier complexes.

e, Redueed flood stages ia the Immer Harbor Navigation Canal
{IENC) - The lower lake level afforded by the operation of the barrier
complexes allows some flows te be passed through the Seabrook Complex
into Lake Pontchartraian with a resulting lower flood stage in the IHNC.

f, Broader protection to areas around lake Pontechartrain - Due
to tha lower lake level resulting from the operation of the barrier
complexes, a higher degree of protection can be afforded to all of
the land areas around Lake Pontchartrain.

On 18 November 1975, you met with Messrs, Soileau and Shelton concerning
the hydraulle aspects of your letter. The discussion ineluded the
observations of the tilting effect in Hurricanes Betsy and Camille,

the differences between the tilting effect and seiche In reference to
ODr. Simpson's remarks to the Reglonal Planning Commission, the figures
quotad for the tidal rises with respeet to the critical zones, and the
probable operation of the barrier complexes during Hurricane Camilie
and the resulring affect on the emptying time for Lake Pontchartrain.
You were provided with a histogram illustraring this last point, a copy
of the report om Hurricane Camille, and a copy of the comperable tidal
station curve for West Fnd and Mandeville during Hurricane Betsy.

With reference to your question concerning supporting data from the
Waterways Experiment Station on current veloeities, salinitiee, and flow,
please refer to the US Fish and Wildlife report, "A Detailed Report on
Hurricane Study Area #1 lLake Pontchartrain and Vicinity, Louisians "
attached as inclosure 4. We have prepared a graph of current veloecities
versus time for the period noon, 30 Mareh 1974 to wnoon, 31 March 1974
(inelosure 5) whiech gives the order of magnirudae of current velocities
tbrough The Rigolets for normal conditions and a spring tide in Lake
Borgne with & range of 1.8 feet, By normal comditions we mean perlods
of fair weather during whieh storms or hurricanes are .t Influencing
the tide levels in Lake Borgne. A spring tide 13 the tide which has a
maximum range in the lumnar month, approximately 2 feet in Lake Borgne,
ag oppesed to a neap tide which has a minimum range in the lunar wonth,
approximately 0.1 foot in lLske Borgne. The mean range of tide in Lake
Borgne is 1.1 feest. Alsc shown on the graph are current velocicies
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22 TEtember

oy _
throygh the Rigelets control structure and Rigolets lock after these
structures have been constructed for the same tidal range in Lake Borgne
{dr81feer). Rlgase note that-for thighapréay tide comidsdon, the current
velogisies in the lock sxceed: thwegris Mbe- pass Now.theenatural conditions
fer.abput 4 hours sech on the:abb end-floed tddesifor a toxal of 3 hours
idn a gidal day-{(usuglly.24 hesre and 50 wisssps): We have stated thagxren
the sverase, lecking will-be aecespary.fatgé! hours during the.cvidsl: dsy at
the Ripolats;losk (P hours eseh:gnfabernbb-end flood tddee): nThisods for
$ddesszxmnsesrshan the wean: neegeussd:is: sonsistent with thee {fforSation
Prascaliod in-inclesurs jar Aveshye: dopt-durind:the. lunar-mofith; decking
wendd :nog be:.Fequipedisa-ali.benswsec al-the. asap tides:and;those: rides
¥hase zange:in-Lake:Bergasnvowid:be:last than thiomedn-rsoge 6:1.1 feet.
Eo¥.:Seahrook: egk;: varbave staged1ebat: guwthd: awerage, :logking will.be
#egessary for 7 hours duriag:tha ¢idad' day!(3 Bodrs oa:thecebb eidecand -
t:hogrs en the flood-tide).. Temeldek pperatica aecThm-Rigolees: ie:
sanepdent on thergide rsngeisn LakerBorgne;: Thatlock épedapiou at
£aabyeok is dependast-en She 2ide vange in Rreson-Seusd vé-which it is
sonnensed via-che . Misslasippi River-Gudf.Onslets: The gdides in Breton
Sowpd2pd Lake Borgae are dy.pagure.out of pbase with each puher snd ™ - -
this phang differsnee pavseschbe:iogh dporatiandeatoSgebrobhntotbe will
langer-than:sbep:; will he stilhsyRigalers- Ybe Mrimarperzitonids fof»

ARok opvesat igovie coefe mesisationnbnnughers chfavedoshtyneuki ghouraban
thase in the natural state.

The Reglonal Planning Commission in a letter dated 4 June 1975 requested
considerable information on the project especially projected flooding
elevations. Having been made aware of this letter through your contfacts
with the Regional Planning Commission, you have verbally requeasted the
same information., As the request and our responses were rather lengthy,
I feel that the best mammer in which to respond to your request is to

forward coples of the Regional Planning Commission letter dated 4 June

1975 (inclosure 6) and our replies dated 28 July 1975 (inclosure 7) and 635163

10 November 1975 (ineclosure 8) which 1 feel are self-explanatory. BARTON
LMNED--MP

I hope this has satisfactorily addressed your inguiry. If you have any A

further questions or desire any clarification, please call us. SEALE
LMNED-M .

Sincerely yours, g e

BECNEL

8 Imel FREDERIC 4. CBATRY

Az stated Chief, Engineering Division

C¥: wo incl

Reglonal Planning Commission
333 St. Charles Avenue

Suitre 900

New Orleans, Louisiana 70130

w




LAND OWNERSHIP ANALYSIS
CHALMETTE EXTENSICN
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Table 1 - Reach E

BREAKDOWN OF

PROJECT BENEFITS BY PRINCIPAL LANDOWNERS

\\
~ [

.

-

Flood Damage

_ Flood Dama\;"b
Prevented of. _

: : 3 Enhancement : Prevented on : Future ~
: : Enhancement :  Benefits %} : Future : Development-% '
H , s + Benefits, : Total Project : Development ! Total Projeqﬁ ’
Owner 3 Acres Annually t  Benefits : Annually s Benefits
. P $ $
“Borgnemouth Kealty Co., Ltd.i 533 11,281 1.08 20,761 1.98
+Louise Reiss, Louis Claveri .
Wm. G. Madary i 466 9,938 . 0.95 18,166 1.73
v€Catherine R. Sartalamacchia, Et. Al. 23 537 0.05 877 0.08
+John Sartalamacchia, Succ. 23 537 0.05 877 0.08 <:
vBlaise S. D'Antoni 137 2,955 0.28 5,330 0.51
Joseph Bilognia 46 %940 0.09 . © 1,789 0.17
+Concetta Caserta 43 940 0.09 1,683 0.16
~Gaetano Caserta 47 940 0.09 1,824 0.17 )
-Frances and Joseph Keko 47 940 . . 0.09 1,824 0.17
*Mrs. Mildred L. Loveras 69 1,477 0.14 3,016 0.29
“fierquix and Nunez, Inc. 59 1,2C9 0.12 - -
vSeymour Veiss, Et. Al. 165 3,492 0.33 + 19,288 1.84
*Frank Joseph Smith 77 1,612 0.15 - " 4,489 0.43
“Edward L. Jeanfreau 94 2,015 0.19 2,735 0.26
vPaul Naguin 50 1,074 0.10 -~ -
~Alexander Menendez 96 2,015 0.19 - -
vGulf States Land and ' .
Industries, Inc. - 568 12,087 l1.15 71,471 6.82
vanthony Leon 192 - 4,029 0.38 - -
TOTAL 2,735 58,018 5.52 154,130 14.69 <
Join f~4,o~l’-fl/ Lared sn /&ﬂ’({[z 6370 \ )
/
W
v g Al R T

ORI L
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BREAKDOWN. OF

PROJECT BENEFITS BY PRINCIPAL LANDOWNERS

Table 2 - Reach 1 , . E
: : : : : { Flood Damay.
: : : : : Flood Damage : Prévented oW < .
: : : Enhancement : Prevented on @ Future '
: ¢  Enhanc:e@ment : Benefits % : Future ¢ Development-%
: s Benefits, : Total Project : Development : Total Project
Owner : Acres : Annually : Benefits : Annually : Benefits "’
; $ $ - '
~Violet Canal, Inc. 203 3,729 0.36 . - - :
“Borgnemouth Realty Co., Ltd. " 855 15,580 1.49 . - - )
“illiams, Inc. 1,925 35,055 3.35 - - .
“Gabriel Beauregard 119 2,181 0.21 - -. .
“Anthony Leon 451 8,257. 0.79 . - - C
“Rich. Acosta, Wm. P. Webber, . ) »
Edward J. Martin 1,237 22,591 2.16 . : - -
?ratlo Turner, Et. Al. 372 6,699 0.64 - - :
aul Naquin 121 2,181 .0.21 T - . - )
sBulf States Land and o . - : ' '
Industries, Inc. 1,123 20,410 - ~1.95 - - o~ -
“Claire Chalaron 84 1,558 0.15 ;2,084 0.19
~August Verret 54 235 . 0.09 1,314 ¢ 0.12
~Church Property ' . 52 935 0.09 . 1,265 . 0.12
Ailliams, Inc. 480 8,725 0.83 - -
TOTAL ' 7,076 128,846 12.32 4,623 0.43 )
€
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BREAKDOWN OF PROJECT BENEFITS BY PRINCIPAL LANDOWNERS ‘ _ T
Table 3 -~ Reach 2 ‘ .

Flood Damay,

Flood Damage Prevented civ .

: : : Enhancement s Prevented on : Future
: t Enhancement : Benefits % : Future : Development-%
: H Benefits, t Total Project : Development :  Total Prqjﬁct
Owner : Acres Annually s . Benefits H Annually : Benefits
/ $ S , i
+Paul M. Brignac, Et. Al. 259 9,614 0.92 7,228 ‘ 0.69 ...
+Henry Jacob Schackai ) ’ 127 4,750 0.45 3,991 0.38
“Lawrence P. Smith 7 92 3,333 . 0.32 2,309 0.22:
“Anthony Centanni 59 2,149 0.20 1,481 0.15
“Andrew P. Armbruster 77 2,828 . 0.27 2,409 0.23
*Philip Sorci 56 2,036 0.19 ' 1,757 ¢ 0.17
" Mrs. Corinne McCloskey, Et. Al. 59 2,349 0.20 1,481 0.15
Sou. Nat. Gas Co. o ' 75 2,828 : 0.27 3,764 0.36
.Anthony Leon 245 9,161 0.87 5,120 0.49 )
‘Chas. Kehl, and Henry Marquize 92 3,393 - '0.32 3,840 ' 0.37
“Anthony Leon 92 3,393 0.32 ' - -
Morris Hutchinson 75 2,828:; 0.27 2,083 0,20
MGulf States Land and : : )
Industries, Inc. - . 389 14,477 : 1.38 ) 12,197 . l.16
+J. E. Pierce 67 2,488 - - 0.24 1,857 0.18
TOTAL - ‘ 1,764 65,487 - T 6.22 . - 49,517 4.75
Jerng (57’:’: Slhbonrd s ﬁ[‘,,e-( P . 023 : . | )
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. BREAKDOWN OF PROJECT BENEFITS BY PRINCIPAL.LANDOWNERS o
Table 4 - : ) ST
: . : : Flood Damagiw

o
v

G 2Insorouy

Flood Damage : Prevented ok ',

: : Enhancement : Prevented on s Future )
: ¢ Enhancement ' : Benefits % s Future : Develcpment-3% -
s T Benefiits, : Total Project : Development ¢ Total Projest
Owner : Acres @ Annually : .Benefits : Annually : Benefits
. i ! . S $
“ﬁorgnemouth Realty Co., Ltd. 1,388 26,861 2.57 20,761 1.98
Jouise Reiss, Louis Claverie,
~Wm. G. Madary ' 466 2,938 . 0.95 , 18,166 1.73
“Catherine R. Sartalamacchia, Et. Al. 23 537 0.05 877 0.08
+John Sartalamacchia, Succ. 23 , 537 - . . 0.05 . 877 0.08
VBlaise S. D'Antoni 137 25955 0.28 5,330 0.51
+Joseph Bilognia 46 . 940 0.09 1,789 0.17
~CToncetta Caserta 43 940 " 0.09 ),683 0.16
“Gaetano Caserta ‘ 47 940 . 0.09 1,824 0.17 )
“frances and Joseph Keko ' 47 940 - 0.09 1,824 : 0.17
+Mrs. Mildred L. lLoveras 69 1,477 0.14 3,016 0.29
“Mergquix and Nunez, Ing. 59 1,209 0.12 - -
~Seymour Weiss, Et. Al. 165 3,492 - 0.33 19,288 _ 1.84
“Frank Joseph Smith . 77 1,612 ’ 0.15 . 4,489 . 0.43
~Edward L. Jeanfreau - 94 2,015 " 0.19 2,735 0.26
Paul Noquin - 171 3,255 .. 0.31 -~ -
‘Alexander Menendez 96 2,015 ' 0.19 ' - -
+Gulf States Land and . . : : ' :
Industries, Inc. 2,080 46,974 4.48 LY 83,668 7.98 -
“Inthony Loon : 980 24,840 _ 2.36 . 5,120 0.49
2 Feul M. Brignac, Et. Al. 259 9,614 0.92 . 7,228 . 0.69
! Jenry Jacob Schackai 127 4,750 _ 0.45 3,991 0.38
d JLawrence P. Smith 92 T 3,393 '0.32 © 2,309 0.22
o vAnthony Centanni 59 2,149 0.20 1,481 0.15
l “Andrew P. Armbruster 77 2,828 0.27 © 2,409 0.23 )
t fThilip Sorei o 56 2,036 0.10 1,757 0.17
i Mrs. Corinne McCloskey, Et. Al. 59 2,149 ' 0.20 1,481 0.15
{ “Sou. Natural Gas Co. 75 © 2,828 0.27 3,764 0.36
! ‘Chas. Kehl, and Henry Marquize 92 3,393 0.32 : 3,840 0.37
| Forris Hutchinson 75 2,828 0.27 . - 2,083 - 0.20
Lt - . - .
!
t
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BREAKDOWN OF PROJECT BENEFITS BY PRINCIPAL LANDOWNERS o
Table 4 (cont'd) : _ o
’ 2 : : : : Flood Damay..’
: : : t Flood Damage : Prevented on, %
: : : Enhancement : Prevented on : Future . 2
: ¢ Enhancement Benefits % : Future : Development=-% ,
. : : Benefits, : Total Project : Development : Total Projett
Owner : Acres : Annually 2 Benefits : Annually : Benefits )
. , : $ _ $
~J. E. Pierce ' 67 2,488 0.24 1,857 0.18
“Violet Canal, Inc. . ~ 203 3,739 0.36 - -
~Williams, Inc. s 2,405 | 43,780 . 4.18 . - -
~Gabriel Beauregard ’ 119 j; 2,181 0.21 - - ‘
‘Rich. Acosta, Wm. P. Webber, - O e e . - N
Ed. J. Martin - : 1,237 22,591 2.16 - -
«~Horatio Turner, Et. Al. 372 6,€§9 : 0.64 - -
Claire Chalaron . 84 , 558 “ 0.15 - 2,044 0.19 )
" “August Verret : 54 : 935 0.09 1,314 . 0.12
~Church Property : ' 52 935 - 0.09 ' 1,265 0.12
TOTAL 11,575 252,351 ; 24.06 208,270 19.87
X
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e - lake Pontchartrain, Leuiziana and Vicihlty}

; iﬁﬂiﬁ’ﬂﬁ . 8t. Charles Parish Lakcfront Leveg
Ch, Planning and Reports Br. © Ch, ‘Basin Planning Br. ‘ k 9 Jun.70

. ¥x. Johnson/kr/387

1. PRcfcrence is mzcde to your DF dated 9 Januvary 1970, subject as abhove, cormernt frea
this dranch dated 27 February 1970, and subsecuent discussions between l‘essrs. Noll
end Broussard. Feanalysis of the project bencfits and a corparisen with those
reported in the Eouse locument 281/3%/1 are included.in inclosure 1 hereof.

2. The cost datz used in the réanaly51s were provided by your branch.
3. e have pade an enalysis of land ovnershies In the benefited arca. The results
of this analysis arc shown on inclosure 2. In view of the fact that the local

cooperaticn requircments for the levee have been fixed by the Congress, we have not
addressed, in the economic reanalysis, the rmatter of windfall.

2 Incl - v FREDERIC 1. CHATRY

as . ’ 7 o Chicf, Basin Planning Branch
A ’ ;
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LISTING OF LANLUIHERS OF LARGE PROPERTIES

WHICH WILL BE ENMANCED BY TIlE 5T. CLARLES PARISH LAKEFKONT
. HURRICMIE PROTECTION: LEVEE . U TN
e Teo..* . (AS OF MAY 1970) - S T

WA, SRR T WL T

-
Y

.

v

_.}‘-#. D AR
"Sbtal No. & .+
. of Acres RS
{even acres ) AN

.-
.

e
Bl

oS Al
i

e

Owner‘ﬁ nama S

. . .
. . ..4,0-

Williaw A. Monteleom, ¢ et al

11 859

T Leon tarpy (Gruat,Westlakc-Arca Subdivisicn) .,f 2 250

ORGPy

WA L ' L b

.-t .

i Kathrya Briede Gore

Sop b
BN

e

e . - e e e
. ] . .

) Kathrvn Eriede Gore, t al

Yo ).

-t
oo ik 10

TSI Y

Yathryn Brledb Gorc, et al

..:”St. Charlcb llnc Lands, Inc.
. o’ .. ‘ N - o .
]

St. Charle 1r11ne Lands, Inc.

- o

z'Gen.'Ameiicén JTdHSp rtation Corp. = -

an Lk

*villindis Central RR'CO--:

ATERMES

Wllllam J Gugte, Jr., et al

b5 % Wi lamang

e
el

-;. .f Sldney 3. Becnel, Sr., et al

e Intcrnatlonal Tank Termlnals, Ltd
N
Lawrcnbe P omlth

TR Wm. A:“Elfcx, t al

;‘"Wm. A. Elfer

The American Oil Co.

¢ ‘;ty'of New Orleans
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DATE PREP&RED IF‘ Vinp 3-_21’i

o /gcouomc ANALYSIS .
~T0% D1viSION ENGINEER' FRON  o|STRICT ENGINEER
U. S. ARMY ENGINEER DIVISION . SYRT
LOWER MISSISSIPPI VALLEY _ %‘g&.;,}s LILER D1 2
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPP| ATTH: LMVPD-E Mk
)F_PROJECT _T3i%P 3 Topet oong Sratast fond
DATE OF DATE OF '

____ APPRVD. COST EST. * Wmm. PRICE LEVEL _vivvant Mopm

BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIC 22"

to

FOOTNOTES AdD REMARKS

TOTAL PROJECT BENEr iTS

I. ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST FEDERAL NON-FEDERAL
{MRT- ) (FCG $ o2 A A 330 a3, 279 1/
2. INTEREST DURING CONSTRUCTION (§oP%y ,,.,) _/ 19 £ con 23 s
3. GROSS INVESTMENT « v v o ¢ o v v s o s e s o o o o v 253 =5 oM 1tz 22d
§. SALVAGE VALUE (Minus)e « v v o o o o ¢ o o o & o « o .
6. NET INVESTMENT . & o ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ o o s s o « o ¢ o o o ~ha gl 112 "2 0
6. ANNUAL CHARGES " FEDERAL . NON-FEDERAL JOTAL
INTEREST RATE use: 3 1/6% - 2125 3,105 3
o INTEREST. . . . o . oo . o. & 7,63 5rn $§ c cortan 312 7
b. AMORTIZATION (___YyRs.) 34 . . 537, 5 120 Lo wZa o
c. MAINTENAKCE & OPERATION . . . . aah LY 347 2on 627,70
d. REPLACEMENTS « « « « « « « « & - prny AN 2 e oy
o. FISH AXD WILDLIFE. . . fand - - o
f. OTHER 4ione oiisansePB 1304 - o) Les npa
TOTAL ANNUAL CHARGES . . . $ ~ 2 %38 o500 $ L ionymn 4 2333k novy
7. BENEFITS v TOTAL
8. FLOOD DAMAGE PREVENTED . _
(1) Crop « + + « o o o s o s s e o s s s s oo § 19, 655
{(2) Mon=Crop . .« ¢ ¢« o« o « ¢ o s o o o o o a o o 1&:222"&:9.
b. ~ERMANCENENT: .U INTENSIFICATION. '
wifdedlonnsd-and. o ¢ o+ ¢ s e s s b s s s s s e s '5@'(.333.
@i e doeded landa: o i s s s s 0 s s b e e e v s ]
-QWO-“"M--.Q.----'-.-.-.-"---c-

TOTAL FLOOD CONTROL BENEFITS (a + b) 162 092 00
€. IRRIGATION « o o o « o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o s s s's o s o o — _ _ -
G. MAVIGATION & o ¢ o o o o o s o o o o s s o o o o o o s o s o s s o o oo - ‘
6. RECREATION . « & 4 « o o o o s o o s o o s o s s o s s o s s s o ¢ o s -

f. FISH AND WILDLIFE « o « o « o & o o o o o o @ o o o o o s s s o o o o o o -

G- WATER QUALITY COMTROL = ¢ « © o o o « « o s o o s o sce o o o o o o o o« s -

B WATER SUPPLY « + + ¢ « « o o o o o o o o « s o oo o o o 0 o o o o o oo -

i. REDEVELOPMENT (para ¥, ER 1165-2-6). « v o v ¢ o o o o o o o « o o o s s » 2,686,070
j. ADDITIONAL REDEVELOPMENT (para 7, ER 1165-2-6) ¢ « « "¢ o o o« « o o o o o o & -

Ke OTHER o+ v v o o o o v o s o 8 o o 0 o o o o o s o o o o s o o o o o o -
1. NEGATIVE BEXEFITS . . . . . Jminus)

$165.678,00

:"?' an ancy ecnepihyution - 20 I8S GO0 L, TG ) Lo aapetppiabion o
fdal - .,,',:"”:«’).";r‘y:‘n Jrwennliolieed annt o D Litalets oo |
TN LG e L L ETenT unii,
_‘3] Setbeanit Jontn ‘ll_u 20 telewad ey 2h 7T AN Venaladawnl) amosbioan 84
l') \r. R v.«'- Loy e (, o Lo Sy Com e Y ) Vi . e N e s . . )
R S ST ; BT I AL BN A (PR IS U Ol .Y o0 I L ST S|
K™ ﬁ..\ - Co. * ¢
fea AL ;«_,r b J
<o owration endamsintensnte o U imists Tealr, ooy, !
LMY Form 22 (Rev) T 16
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LAKE PONTCUARTRAIN AND VICINITY, LA.
| (HURRICANE PROTECTION)
BENEFIT-COST RATIO: . Latest Presented
) : . to Congress Based on PB-3
| | 1 July 1973 of 1 July 1974
Benefit-Cost Ratio o | 12.3 to 1 12.6.to 1

ANNUAL BENEFITS:

<

¥Ylood Damage Prevented $141,706,000 $157,296,000

Land Intensificatisn (Formerly Enhancement) - 5,178,000 5,796,000
Area Redevelopment » ‘ - 2,686,000
Total ~ $146,884,000 $165,678,000

ANNUAL COSTS: | .

Interest : - 410,077,200 $11,118,900
-‘Amortization 670,600 736,900
Maintenance . ‘ , 586,800 637,000
Replacements ' 202,700 - 220,900
Econonic Loss on Land : 381,700 420,300
Total ‘ $11,919,000 $13,134,000

The current Federal (Corps of Engineers) cost estimate of $224,009,000 is an
increase of $21,000,000 over the latest estimate (5203,000,000) submitted to
Congress. This change includes $11,973,000 for higher price levels; $4,646,000
due to an adjustment in construction features between Federal and Non-Federal
costs; $1,005,000 in Levees and Floodwalls based on actual bid price for South
Point to GIWW Levee; modification of contract on Bayou Bienvenue Control Struc-
ture and addition of the Florida Avenue Complex; and $2,334,000 in Engineering
and Design and $1,042,000 in Superviaion and Administration based on a reanaly-
8is of requirements.

Annual interest and amortization costs increased due to the increase in esti-
mated construction costs. Federal maintenance and operaC1oquhcreased due to
an increase in the capitalized cost of operation and maintenance of Rigolets
Lock. Economic loss on lands increased due to an increase in land values.

All other annual costs increased due to higher price levels.

Flood damage prevented (crop) benefits increased due to a change from 1968-1972
S5-year seasonal average to current normalized agricultural price levels. Non-
crop flood damages prevented increased by $15,587,000; $12,752,000 due to’
higher price levels and $2,835,000 due to added development in the project area.
‘Land intensification (formerly enhancement) benefits increased due to an increase
in land values. Area redevelopment benefits have been asdded for the first time.



DART N -t : A
- - - ’. - \{ N /"‘ .
. ,.A . = 7
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The net result was an increase in the benefit-cost ratio from 12.3 to 12 6
to 1.

Flood damage prevented to crops is based on current normalized agricultural .
price levels. All other benefits and all costs are based on July 1974 price
levels. Do

A dé:ailed, five-point statement of environmental impact, required by section
102(2) (c) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, is being prepared
for submission to CEQ; however, the submission date is in the process of being

- PO

The project interest rate is 3 1/8% and the amortization periods are 50 years
for Seabrook Lock and 100 years for all other parts as shown on LMV Form 23.

FLOOD CONTROL BENEFITS:

. (a) Protection against hurricane flooding occurring far less often than
once in 100 years, or, in othar words, essentially complete protection will be
provided o 151,580 acres, comprised of 45,640 acres of urban type development,
21,160 acres of open land, 10,970 acres of other developed land, and 73,3810
acres of woodland, swamp andlor marsh. [3LSEe = 13,80 ;_‘7-73-;;313599

(b) Protection in varying d:grees will also be provided for an additional
350,200 ceoves comprised of 2,400 acres of urban development, 7,600 acres of
_open land, 340,200 acres of woodland, swamp and/or warsi.

(c) Land intensification ({ormerly enhancement) benefits will accrﬁe to
approximately 68,500 acres of urban type land and 260 acres of marshland.

ARFA REDEVELOPMENT‘PEHEFITS: Project Area Criteria
State and Parish;Countx_ . Qual. under Title for Qualification
Louisiana
Jefferson X -
Orleans ’ ' T Iv ¢))
Plaquemines ‘ - C -
St. Bernard . : - -
St, Charles : - . -
St. John the Baptist v 1)
St. Tammany - T e
Tangipahoa S 4 Iv (1)
Mississippi Lo
Bancock 1v (€Y)

(1) Substantial and persistent unemployment.

(4) Unusual and abrupt rise in unemployment resulting from the -
loss, recmoval, curtailment, or closing of a major employ-
ment gource.

€7) Decline in per capita employment.
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The project lies in or within)reasonableé comruting distance to the above

1isted parishes in Louisiana/and one Mississippi county. Three Louisiana
; parishes and Kancock County,have been qualified as redevelopment areas by

" the Economic Development Administration under Title 1V Criteria of the
Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965, as amended., Jefferson
Parish is qualified under Title I of the same act for grant assistance.
‘The underemployed labor resources in the area are expected to be sufficient
to meet the construction demands of this project. It is anticipated that:
underemployed labor will be available for project 0&M and that this labor
pool will decline on a straight-line basis to zero in 20 years.
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OFFICERS
» _

LANGSTON F. REED
A P, SCHNESDFR T
'Chalrm:n

GREG J. Lp’\I\NES JR.

FLOYD A. SINCLN!;
Treasurer

MEMBERSHIP

FFERSON PAKISH

HOMAS F. DONELON
Parish President

ARLES J. EAGAN, JR.
Council Chairman
WILLIAM J. WHITE
Mayor, City of Gretna

JOE D. LINDSAY

FLOYD A. SINCLAIR
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PLANNING
COMMISQION
ST BERNARD - ST RANY
Colonel E. R. Heiberg, ITI - PARISHES
District Engineer
U.5. Army Corps of Engineers
Foot of Prytania e
P. O. Box 60267

New Orleans, Louisiana 70160

Subject: Request for the New Orleans
Area Hurricane Protection
System Status

Dear Colonel Heiberg:

In order to determine the current status of the New Orleans
Hurricane Protection System, I would like to request answers to the

" following questions:

1. What will the still water height of LLake Pontchartrain be
under the following conditions: :

a. For a 100 year storm without the Chef Menteur and
Rigolets Barriers

b. For a 100 year storm with the Chef Menteur and
Rigolets Barriers

c. For a Standard Project Hurricane without the Chef
Menteur and Rigolets Barriers

d, For a Standard Project Hurricane with the Chef
Menteur and Rigolets Barriers

2. For each of the four conditions cited in question one
above, what-would be the recommended heights of the
inverts of the outflow pipes from each drainage pumping
station discharging into Lake Pontchartrain? :

3. What are the anticipated costs and schedule of constructing -
the Chef Menteur and Rigolets Barriers?

4. What are the estimated costs and fiscal year(s) of
construction for each major segment of the Hurricane
Protection System?

5. For each of the four conditions cited in question one
above, what level of flooding (i.e. mean sea level of
flood waters and average amount of water above ground)
would be anticipated for each flood reach area in
Jefferson, Orleans, St. Bernard and St. Tammany
Parishes assuming that:

a. All drainage pumping stations remained fully operative
with:
1. Present levee heighis

Tac/ 24
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2. Levee heights recommended in the approved New
Orleans Hurricane Protection System Plan
b. There was a 50% reduction in drainage pumping
station capacity with:
1. Present levee heights
2. Levee heights recommended in the approved New
Orleans Hurricane Protection System Plan
c¢. Pumping siations became inoperative with:
1. Present levee heights
2. Levee heights recommended in the approved New
Orleans Hurricane Protection System Plan
d. There was a failure of the levee system at one or
more of the pumping stations
What are the local parish shares required and appropriated
for the Hurricane Protection System?
As drainage pumping station improvements in Jefferson
Parish are presently under study and as there are serious
concerns relating to the proper design specifications of
the drainage pumping stations due to the status of the Chef
Menteur and Rigolets Barriers, could the following
improvements to insure the integrity of the levee system
be eligible for federal funding as part of the Hurricane
Protection System:
a. Flood walls located in front of Jefferson Parish
Pumping Stations 1, 3 and 4
b. Related construction required to insure continuous
operation of the said pumping stations such as
dischrarge tubes, engine cooling systems, etc.;
could the eligible improvements be funded by existing
federal appropriations for the New Orleans Hurricane
Protection System or would additional appropriations be
needed?

If the improvements described in question seven are funded

by existing federal appropriations for the New Orleans
Hurricane Protection System will the use of the existing
federal appropriated funds for these additional improve-
ments result in the removal, curtailment delay or
modification of any existing feature of the Lake
Pontchartrain and Vicinity Hurricane Protection Plan?
If the answer to question eight is yes, please describe
the existing feature of the Lake Pcontchartrain and
Vicinity Hurricane Protection Plan that will be

effected amd the mamner in which they will be effected.

R
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10. What is the status of the St. Charles Parish levee segment
of the New Orleans Hurricane Protection System?

Your every effort to answer these questions will be most
appreciated, if you have any questions please contact me at 279-9481.

Sincerely,

GREGX L\&NNES JR. /’
HURRICANE/LEVEE PROTECTION
COMMITTEE

REG

GJLJR/LDD/1h

cc: Mr. Emijle Gex
Mr. Le Roy Dauterive
Mr. B. M. Dornblaft
Mr. C. J. Eagan
Mr. Emile E. Prattini, Sr.
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IN REPLY REFER TO o | o
LMNED~MP e o 29 auly 1975

Mx. Grag’ J. WQ J!‘.
Regional Plamning Comsalssion
333 St. Charles Avenue °
Suite 900

ilew Orlsans, LA 70130

Dear Mr, Lannes:

This is i{in response to your lstter of 4 June 1975 in wiiich you reumested -
informaticn on & mmber of different points concerning the Lake '
Pontchartrain, Louisiana, and Vicinity hurricane protection proiect.

m still watar elavations in Lake Pontchartrain ander the wn&ithm \
you hypothesized are 1131:@& be‘ow-

a. Por a 100-year stora without the hurxicane mplma {Chet
Henteur, Rigolets, Seabrook): South shors — 10.3 feet nean sea lavel
(mosol-)f }mdeﬁua -~ 11-5 fts m-“.l-

b. For a 100~year storm with the bartier complexes: Scuth shoze -
7.7 feot ».8.1.; Mandeville ~ 7.4 fect m.s.l.

¢. Por a Standard ijw!: Rurricm (sPH} without the baxyier :
conplexes: South shore ~ 1ll.5 feat m.2.1.;5 Bandeville ~ 12.8 faoed m.5.k. o

d. Foxr an SPH with the barxisr vomplexes: Scuth shore -~ 8.7 feet
H.8.1l.7 Mandeville -~ 8.0 zsat MaBale

The recomended heights of the ifoverts ef the cutflow plpes fxom cach
drainage puiping station discharging into Lake Poatchavrirain along the
south shore arae the sane as the still water elavations for amch condi~
tion as liatsd above.




My, Greg J. Lannes, JX,

28 July 1975 |

'rhé estimated cost m construstion schedules ozﬁm various portions of .

tha burricane protechion projuct are tabulated halow:

S ‘ Egtimated
Feature S - Lozt (1 July 75)
Chaf Memteur Complex . - $41,955,000
Rigolets Complex o - 63,915,000
+ Seabrook Complex . 39,260,000
Handeville Ssawall . “',' . 640,000
$t, Charles Parish Lakefront Leves 31,615,000
Jafferson Paxrish lLakefront Levea : 1,325,000

Chaluette Arved Plan - Orlsans Pavish 18,700,000 .
Chalmette Area Plam - St. Berraxd Pxsh 61,110,900

Hew Oxleans Lakefront Levae and 27,717,000
West Bank of Innexr Harhor Naviqatian
Canal (1ENC)

Citeua Lakezront Lovea (IHNC to Paris 33,192,000
Twad), East Bank of IMIC and Cltrus
Back Levee (IINC to Michoud Canal)

Hew Orleans East Lakefront Lavee 41,571,000
(Paris Road to South Point), South
Point to Gulf Intracoastal Waterway
- Leves and New Orlesns East Back Levee
{Michowd Canal to Chef Eentaar Catoplex)

‘Estimeted
Construction -

FY 76 - FY 91

FY 76 - ¥Y 83
FY 78 ~ FY 80

Indefinitely
Defarred

Indefinitely
Daferred ’

FY 30

FY 69

§

Y 67

H

FY 67 -~ FY 26

Y &7

FY 84
FY 67 - FY §2

FY 73 ~ PY §3

The strengthening and repair of the Handaville Seawall has been placed
in an indsfinitely deforred status dus to a lack of logal cooperation.
At the initial public mesting to discuss a repavrate study, "Lake
Pontchartrain, Horxth Shore, lLouisiana,™ in December of 1965, the

Mayor of Mandeville opposed the plan suthoriged under the hurriczne
protection project o restore and strengthan the ocxisting seawall. He
also opposed emaergency xapdairs of the damages to the seawall caased hy
Hurziczne Hilda in 1964 and Betey in 1965, At that same public meeting,
he requested tha complete replacemsnt of tha existing seawall and its
extension wastwaré to include the entire lakefront within the corporate




LISTED-HP ' , . 28 July 1875 -
Mr. Greg J. Lannas, 3t P ‘ S
1imits of landeaville. On & October 1972, wo held the ascond public
meatiog on Che Lake Poutchartyvain, Horth Shors, Louisiane, study and
pragented three separate placs. The plan for a high levea along the
Mandeville laksfront was not esonomically juscified. The Mayor's plaan
wan elee not econcmically justified. The thivd plan was a modificatien
of the authorized plaa for atrengthening the existing scawall. This
plan would substitute a sand beach {n frout of the seawsll in place of
the authorized riprap. A saod beseh would strengthen amd protect the
existing seawvall as woll as provide recreativonsl opportunities. It was

- economically justified but was vejected in it eatirety by the Mayor smd
others. 4As & vesult of the unanicwes local eogpesitien to the beach plan,

it wiil net be facluded inm our recommanded plan of improvement for the
north shore of Lake Pontchartrain. Tha town of lMaadeville will continue
to have the option of accepting or rajagting tha repair work for ths
gaswmll as suthorized in the Luke Pemtechartrain, Louisim, snad Vicinicy
hurricane protection project.

The Sr. Canzles Parish Lakefrout leves would klmr some 20,000 or core

scras of marshlend. The economie justification for the leves is largely

bzsed on lond enhancesent with only a small porvion of the banefits
owiag to flood coutzol. Hy predecessor, {olensl Tumt, vecognized this
in his statement of findings on the environmental statemaut wherein he
stated that the danagas caused by constructlon of the levas may hive
moze detrisental ispact on thae enviromment than csa be justified by
offaetting flood proteetion benefits. Work on the levee was deferred
pending further environrental studies which were socn imitiated,
Subsequantly, 3xyous Trepagnler amd LeBranche were included in the
Louisiana Natural and Scenle Rivers System thus precluding any construn-
tion work on the lakefront levas. Accordingly, the studies which bad
been initlated to provids a basis for a dacisica on vhether or sot to
precsed with tha lakefront levee were reoriented to provide an essaantisl
base of eavironmental and technical data for use in tha overall Laka B
Pontchartrain, louisiana, and Vieinity hurricaze proteetion projset. A
recent prelinminary reanalysis of sn Adrliue Bighway (US Highway 61)
slinemant fndicates that further iuvestigation of this alternative is
sdvigabla, This will be done. Meanwvhile, the lskefroant levea has bean
indefinitely deferxred.

The eatimated costs (1 July 1975) te the various local assuring agsncies
for the project (excluding the barrier complsexes) are zs follows:

Poutchartrain Lavea District $ 9,640,000
Crleans lLewvea District 35,515,000
8t. Tammeny Parish Police Jury 153,000

Lake Borgne Busin Levee District/ 15,330,000
8t. Bernard Parish Police Jury
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LW‘I!P . A . . 22‘3“1? d7 [\ -,v‘ ,W"‘f‘%“:\:;man,:

Mr. Greq J. Lannes, Jr..

In addition to tha ahove costs, the lozal assuring agencies' shars of
the cost of the barrier cooplexes (Chef Mentaur, Rigolests, Seabicvok) is
$45,325,000. Sinca the barrier complexes bensfit all of the parishes
participating in the projsct except St. Bernaxd Parish, it has been
datermined by the louisizng Departeant of Public Works (DPW) that the
nomn—-Federal costs for their construotion should he sharsd by the hene«
fiting parishes, Based on redections in the cont of lakefront leveas as
a zeault of constructing the bharrier, the sharing of non-federal conts
haz been tentatively determined by DPYW t0 he essentially as follows:

Ste Charles Paxish 11.4 percent
Jefferson Parish . 19.0 parcent -
Oxlaans Parish o 67.1 parcent -
St. Taxmany Parish 2.5 psroent

Based on the currently egstimated non-Federal cosr. of $45,325,000, the
astinataed costs (1l July 1975; to the wvarious local assuring agencies for .
the barrier complexes (Chef Henteur, Rigolets, Scabrook) are as follaowa:

Pontchartrain Leves District $13,772,009
. Ozleans Levee District 30,413,000
Bt. Tamzany Paxish Police Jury 1.133.060

’rho rqsult.inq total estimated costs (1 July J9735) to the various xqcax '

aassuring agencies for ths entire project are as follows:

Pontchartrain Levee Digtrict $23,419,000
Orlsans lLevee Diastrict 66,928,000
St. Tammany Parish Police Jury 1,323,000
Lake Borgne basin Levee District/ 18,330,000
St. Bernard Parish Polics Jury

'rha determination of the limits of Ffiocoding under the various cmit}.m
you have proposaed will require considerable effort by my staff as will |
the investigation of the situation regarding the Jefferson Parish lzke—-
- £ront pumping stations. I hope to forward this information in the near
future. In the interim, I felt that this partial response to your
inguicy would be helpful to you. If X wmay be of any furthex usxltanggj
pleasa call on we. T

8incerely yours, | %
|
1

Colonel, <8 !
District Engincer l

4 3
ki

{
H
¢




IN REPLY REFER T0 | ,
LaRED-3P gl > ; 10 Howerbar 1973

Hr. Greg Jo mg Jl.'. :
Regional Plamning Cowmdisaion

333 St. Charles Avenua

Suite 900 o
Xew Orleans, Louigians 70130

Deax Fr. I.mnea.

i‘hiniainfmherrwmsammwttatof&Jmlﬁ'I%mwhiehm
requested information on & nunber of d4ffarent points concernfog thn

Lske Pontchartrzain, Loutcisps, snd Vicinity burricans protecticn project.
An interim xeply to your letter was provided by wy predocessor, Iirigsdier
General Heiberg, m,.s.tulymsmz fm:mmmmmm« :tu o
my letter of 15 October 1575. ; :
The levels of flooding for each of the leveaod vescheos of the pmgme s
area are indicated in the tabulations attached as inclosures 1 and 2 for
100~yenr storm conditions snd standsrd project mwricane (TPI) copditdone,
respectively. The various reaches for which the cuta ave tabulated are
idencified on the map furnisied as inclosure 3. These reaches corvaspond
to thosae used for the £lood insurance reporta for Urlesns Perish dated
tlay 1971 and for Jefferscun Parish dated Harch 1974. The wey is color
coded by parish to provids eaaiar differentiation of the aimilariy
nurbared rezches.

As reguesved, the filood lovel dats are presented for the folluwing
conditions:

a. Without the Rigolers, Chef Hentsgux, sud Seabrook bavrriasr
compleves and with the prasent lavea system as uow in place (witiout
bazrier-pregent levees).

b. Without the barriar complerxes tut with the project lewes
gyaten (without barvier-project levees).
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Hr. Greg J. Lames, Jr, . '

¢, With the barrier cmzplms in place and cperating 28 :!asigraed
apd with the present levews &:mr.e:a (with barricr-present levees).

d. With the barrier mlams and with the project leven systen
(with barrier—project levees).

Alno as requested, we assunod 100 percent, 50 percent, and no pumping
capacity for each of the above conditioms. Additicnelly for comperative
purposas, we included the flooding level for each reach for the .
preauthorizacion (July 1963) conditions aszuning that the pusps would ba
flooded snd not oparable. 2l1l of tho elevations are in fect~-mean aea
leval (m.s.1.). The depth of flooding for any given locatiloun nay be
deterninad by subtracting the ground elevation at that location from the
fleoding elevation for the appropriate reach. Please note that reach &
of St. Berusrd Parish alse includes 8 portion of Orlesns Parish as
indicated on inclosure 3. This wsa done for convenience ginca the data
are anplicabm to both arees.

Listed below s & tabulation of filoed situations along the north shore
of Lake Pontchartrain in St. Tamsany Parish for presest conditions and
for comiitions which would m;min after complation of ths barrier

conpletes.
Existing Conditions Project Comditions
location , Y00=~vyeay SPH 100~=yaar SPH
Elev., feet n.s.l. Tlev., fest w.s.1.
Howzo DBeach 1.2 13.1 8.2 2.5
Mandeville 11.6 12.3 7.4 8.0

As indicated before, the depth of flocding at any given locatlon may be
doternined by subtracting the ground elavation at that location from the
flooding elevation gilven. Hurricanes cricical te the ares would cause
ths averasme level of Lake Pontchartrain to rise to clevation 5 to 9 feet
m.8.1. With the barrier cooplexes operationsl, the average lake level
would be limited to about elevation 2.5 feet :.8.1. which accounts for
the lowering of the f£lood levels for the project conditions by 3 to §
feet, ap indicated in the tabulation abova.

As indfcated in an informational copy we have of & report on the pumping
staticns preparved for the Yourth Jefferson Drainage District by Zurk &
Amsociates, dated December 1965, a falluve of the timber sheathiog in old



THIED-HP EAFRE 10 Hovember 1975
ir. Greg J. Lamnes, Jt; S ‘ .

segnents of pumping gtations 3, 3, aud 4 in east henk Jefferson Farish
under Imirricsne conditions is a distinct possibility. This fact hss
heen verifisd by ropressmtatives of your staff and that of the Joffarson .
Parish Departient of Sewerage and Urainage. Such & failure would result
in a flocding elevstion of 0.5 foot m.s.l. 1 Jeffersom Parish reaches
1€ and 20. The stage for this condition would be the zoms with or
without the barrier complexes and would be the sare for any major
Inmricane.

The existing puping stations in cast bank Jefferson Parish, with the
zneeption of the Suburban Camal Pusping Statiom Ho. 2, are inadequate in
haight snd structursel integvrity under SPH md certain othar conditions,
in our opinlos. In oxder to fulfill our husricane protection criteris,
the discharge pipes of the pumping stations should pags throuzh &
structural wall or levee capabla of withstanding hurvicane loading.
Purthermoras, eithsr the Lwvert elevetions of the discharze pipes should
be the sane ag or higher than the still water cievations o discussed in.
our previcus letter or some fovm of approved, positive cuvtoff for the
plpes should be provided at tie wall or levee. The conatruction of the
initial Jeffersom ?&rish lgkefront levee was suthorized by the Fleooed
Control Act of 1950. Under the requiresents of local cocperation for
that Act, local intercsts msst provide, operate, and maiutain puspdag
plants consistent with the level of protection provided under that -
authorization. Under the lake Pontchartrain, lLoulsiana, and Vieinity
mrricane protecticn project, local interests wmst accomplish all :
ucvesamry alterations to drainoga structures reguired by the consLruas
tion of the project. Uowever, the ciet of accouplishing these .0y
slterations is properly creditable toward the local icterest share

the cost of the project. Accordingly, the cost of providing the increment
of protection between that required under the 1350 authorization and

that required under the hurricane protectiom project, allowing for no
increass in pumping cawa¢ity, is a local iuterest expense properly
ceraeditable toward ths Jocal intcerest share of the cost of the hurricana
protestion project. A spazeific eveluation by this district of alternativa
- plans to accompligh this protection would bhe necesasry in ordey to

- astablish this credit. Since no Federal funds arve directly required to
accemplisn this work, it will bave littie effect on tha accomplisivsent

of the remainder of the preject by the Federal Government.

This brief discussion of the pumping atation situation in Jeffarseca
Parisa relates only to the provision of ceutinuous protectiom along the
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Mr. Creg J. Laanaa. Jr.;

lakeshore aprd %o the prevantion of intrusicon of lake wetersg inte the
protected ares. It does not relate to the adequacy of the stations
ingofar as &rainaga iz concerned. Under tho projset, 4t i8 tha »»

raegponelbility of local interests o deal with drafnage, and lsepl fnada

expanded for that purpese are pot creditable toward the Jocal ~nxera$t
share of the project cost.

I hope that this has satisfactorily answered your gusstious regerding |
tha hurricane protection of tha ared. If I war be of further service,
ulaaaa call ou me. B | . . » s{

Sincerely yours,

3 Incl : - ' TARLY J. FUSE 11X

As stated Colonel, CE
: . District Tonginesr

i .. aid 5
T T
I
. .
e
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LAKE PONTGIIIALS LOULSHA ICINTY | . , | ’
15 OCTORER 1475 . 7
100-VEAR STORN CONDITIONS - - =
-_ . : . . . o L . ’ >
PRE-AITHORIZATION COMDITiONS WITHOUT BAVRRIER - PRESENT LEVEES NITHOUT BARRIER - PROJECT LEVEES |  wITH BARRIER - PRESENT LEVEES WITH SARIER .~ PROJECT LEVEES "
REAGH 4O, 'J‘Umﬂl':ml g 1005 PUS | 50f P | NO PUPING | j00f PP | 508 PN w0 Paets | 1005 PP 1 sog e %o FPING | 1008 mae | s08 PP N PUPING .
' 3.0 2.0 -1.5_ 1.1 -2.2 -1.7 -1.3 4.8 4.6 I -3.0 4.9 4.7 1" -3¢ o
2 2.5 -2.8 . b -2.8 - | -2.5 * . 2.5 | ¢ .
3_ 2.5 -2.0 . . _-2.0 . . -2.0 - . -2.0 R e .
5 9.6 4.0 -3.8 3.4 -4.0 -3.8 .5 X2 ) -3.9 5.7 -5.% 5.0 L
6 2.0 -1.0 -0.9 -0.6 1.1 -1.0 .8 4.6 | -3.6 8.9 4.7 3.7 o
7 2.0 1.1 0.9 -0.2 =f.1 -1.0 -2.1 -1.7 A2 ) -2 b oae ] w3 S
s | L w2 1.8 _ 2.0 2.2 .7 1.9 2.0 | -7 4.2 | 24 | 4w} o-ra F.0
9 2.2 1.8 2.0 | 8.2 171 1.9 -2 2046 | _ 0.0 stu- 1 08 102 Co )
10 0.5 - 0.2 0.2 0.6 -0.2 0.2 -0.2 0.2 -~ 0.8 0.2 0.2 I 0.8 :
[T =0.2 X 4.1 -1.8 2.4 2.1 28 2. | -1s } -2 2.1 | -8 :
12 2.5 -1.4 -1l -0.8 -1.4 1.1 Y -t} 08 ] -t 4 | 0.8
13 0.2 -2.4 2.1 ~1.8 2.4 -2.1 -2.4 2.1 | 1.8 } e f e fo-18-
1) 2.8 -1 1.1 -0.8 ~1.4 -1.4 -t -f.1 0.8 e 1] . 0.8
15t 9.0 -0.8 -0.4 ~9.1 -0.8 0.4 -0.8 -0 0.4 ~0.8° 0.4 0.1
16 0.2 -0.7 -0.2 0.2" 07 | -0.2 0.7 -0.2 0.2 0.7 -0.2 0.2
23 5.0 ses . e 5.0 s T Ty sus »m "o s 0.8
25 a.o L1 =8 6'5 ) s - L1z "y ﬂ ’es < L1 2] 0-‘
y 12,2 )
—19___| 9.6 K T R
o | "o : o T B A P PP T eny (o
21 9.6 . . . . i T T R A
22 ’ 8.0
24 8.0 - - ; i
28 9.8 ' L k - S,
WOE: T FLOMIG LEVELS tn ORLEMES MRISH REAGIES 4, 19, 20, 21, 22, 24, M 78 ME NOT INFLUBGED BY THE OPERNTION OF THE SARIER QOWLEXES. L
mmmm,mmwmrmml,mmmmmﬁnwmmm. . .
M O - L
[ 16 a20 ] Y 32 | 3@l -a.186 | -3s2 | -3a.18 | 3156 | -3.2 | -3.i8 | -3.18 | 3.2 J 3. u_] T
NOTE: THE FLOODING LEVELS IN JEFFERSON PARISH REACHES 9, 18, 19, AMD 21 ARE MOT {NFLUENCED 8Y THE QPERATION OF TME BARRTER COMPLENES. R i
s::mwmm,:mmm.mmommummsmnmmmm. B
ST, GERARD PARISH
] JM . see s ‘.o (12} e 2.‘
g |2.2 e (111} 6.0 e .8 2.7
3 1.y ) 1.2 . . 1.2 . . .
y TR} 1.2 . . 1.2 * .
5 | 12,2 | -1 . . ST g g ,
8 12.2 s ssn 6.0 s “.' 3.7 )
T e o T oo S T g ST S e B 2 v ]
CAPACITY NOT RESTRICTED BY FLOGDING CONDITIONS. smlasnrmmmmzwsnn.mmt REACMES 5, 4, ND 5. ' THESE STATIONS DISCOWARE
S0 NOT APPLICABLE — PUMPS MON-EXISTENT INTO A LEVEED AREA, AWD THE LIKELIHOOD OF THEIR CAPACITIES BEING IMPATRED BY NUNRICAME FLOGD CONDITIONS OM THE
W WOT ARILIBLE PINIIBATNG S, DA 30 RE FECIOWL FLNMIE LTSI e RS CF o Tt v i Lo m
PSSIBILITY OF THE ASMED.rAlUiNE CDITICHS ACTIALLY PR iG NS 0 NoweNT 4 o e




LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN LOUTSIANA VICINITY
HURRICANE PROTECTION PROJECT
FLOODING LEVELS

15 OCTOBER 1975
STANDARD PROJECT HURRICANE CONDITIONS

ORLEANS PAR}SH
PRE-AUTHOR| ZAT{ON CONDITIONS WITHOUT BARRIER - PRESENT LEVEES WITHOUT BARRIER - PROJECT LEVEES WITH BARRIER-PRESENT LEVEES WiTH BARRIER - PROJECT LEVEES
REACH N ,:;’L;,‘.,’f,; ' loos PuMp. | 505 PuMP | NO PUMPING | f00% PP | 508 PUWP | No PuwpinG | 100C PP | Sof puwp | O PUMPING | 100K Pus | sof PP | NO PUMPING
1 3.9 2.2 2.3 2.9 2.2 2.3 2.9 -1y -1.2 0.4 -5.2 4.6 =3.0
2 3.0 2.1 . . -2.1 . . 2.1 . . -2.1 . .
3 3.0 -1 . . -1.4 . e 1.4 . . -1.4 . .
5 9.6 5.5 5.7 5.8 5.5 5.7 5.8 -3.0 -2.7 -2.4 -4.5 -4.2 -3.9
(] 8.0 b b 8.0 . i 8.0 -3.7 -3.5 -2.5 -4.8 -4.6 -3.6
7 8.0 b b 8.0 b b 8.0 -1y -1.1 -0.5 -2.1 -1.8 -1.2
8 7.0 b = 7.0 e b 7.0 -0.4 -0.1 0.5 -2.1 -1.8 -1.2
9 7.0 b b 7.0 b » 7.0 -0.4 -0.1 9.5 -1.2 -0.8 0.0
10 4.0 i b 2.9 b b 2.9 0.6 1.0 1.3 0.6 1.0 1.3
1 4.5 b s 4.5 e b u.5 -2.1 -1.8 -1.2 -2.1 -1.8 -1.2
A2 4.5 b b 4.5 b hd u.5 -1.2 -0.8 0.0 -1.2 " -0.8 0.0
13 4.0 b b 2.9 b b 2.9 -2.1 -1.8 -1.2 -2.1 -1.8 -1.2
1 3.0 b b 2.9 b e 2.9 -1.2 -0.8 0.0 -1.2 -0.8 0.0
15 4.0 . b 2.9 * - 2.9 0.6 1.0 1.4 0.6 1.0 1.4
16 4.0 b b 2.9 b b 2.9 1.0 1.3 1.6 1.0 1.3 1.6
23 5.0 e s 6.3 LT (YT NA LIy s NA ses LT T 1.0
25 5.0 e ee 6.8 e xe NA *ex sen 3.1 sss ses 1.0
4 13.0
19 9.6
20 9.6
21 9.6
22 5.0
24 5.0
28 9.6

MOTE: THE FLOODING LEVELS [N ORLEANS PARISH REACHES 4, 19, 20, 21, 22, 24, AND 28 ARE NOT INFLUENCED BY THE OPERATION OF THE BARRIER COMPLEXES.
SEE  FLOOD ‘INSURANCE STUDY, ORLEANS PARISH, DATED MAY 1971, FOR THE BASE FLOOD -ELEVATIONS FOR THESE REACHES.

4 PAR|

[ieazo] ] [22 [ 208 JT2us | 22 j-2.18 | 2406 | 32 | -3.18 | -3.15s | 3.2 | -3.18 | -3.15

NOTE: THE FLOODING LEVELS [N JEFFERSON PARISH REACHES 9, 18, |9, AND 21 ARE NOT INFLUENCED BY THE OPERATION OF THE BARRIER COMPLEXES.
SEE FLOOD |NSURANCE REFORT, JEFFERSON PARISH, DATED MARCH 1974 FOR THE BASE FLOOD ELEVATIONS FOR THESE REACHES.

ST. BERNARD PARISH"
1 13.0 b e 8.5 see axe 2.6
2 la‘o e (3] 8-5 LAl (L L] 3 0
3 13.0 1.8 . . 1.8 . .
y 13.0 1.8 * - 1.8 . .
5 13.0 -1.0 . . 1.0 B .
8 '3-0 (22 LAl 6-7 LA L e 3.7
GENERAL NOTES: ALL ELEVATIONS ARE IN FEET-MEAN SEA LEVEL —.  THIS TABLE WAS DEVELOPED AT THE REQUEST OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION TO INDICATE THE [MPACT OF VARIOUS
* NOT APPLICABLE-FUWPING CAPACITY NOT RESTRICTED Y FLOGDING CONDITIONS.  ASSIMED [MPAIRMENTS OF PLMPING CAPACITY AT THE PUWPING STATIONS. WO SLCH DATA WERE DEVELOPED FUR THE PP IMC
s NOT APPLICABLE-PMPS WILL BE FLOODED AND NOT OPERABLE STATIONS OF ORLEANS PARISH REACHES 2 AND 3 AND ST. BERNARD PARISH REACHES 3, 4, AND 5. THESE STATIONS DISCHARGE

INTO A LEVEED AREA, AND THE LIKELIHOOD OF meln CAPACITIES BEING IMPAIRED BY HURRICANE FLOOD CONDITIONS ON THE
#s% NOT APPLICABLE-PUMPS NON~EXISTENT DISCHARGE SIDE 1S CONSIDERED TOO REMOTE TO WARRANT COMPUTATION UNDER THE ASSUMED emomous OF FAILURE. IN
NA  NOT AVA{LABLE rumlsnm; THIS DATA TO THE na,mw PlAmm; omulsﬂ NO JUDGMENT
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STATE OF LOUISIANA

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
BATON ROUGE

Phone Office 895-4477
Phone Home 891-4414

EDWARD H. BOOKER 2833 GENERAL PERSHING
NEW ORLEANS, LA. 70115

COMMITTEES:

VICE CHAIRMAN ~ WAYS & MEANS

JUDICIARY B
RETIREMENT

Seplember 29, 17975

Stan Shelton

Project Engineering Section
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
New Orleans, La.

Dear Mr. Shelton,

Pursuant to our conversation last week, I am listing several
items of the Lake Pontchartrain Hurricane Protect1on P1an on
which I have questions.

I have tried to be as specific as possible in requesting
information and data, but as you will see, some of the questions
are still rather broad. Please bear with me on those.

1. Effects of a SPH on Lake Pontchartrain. In the February,
1975 pubTic hearing, it was stated that hurricane tides would
raise the water level of the lake to +9 feet m.s.l1., and that
wave action and the "tilting effect" would combine to cause
surges of +13 feet along leveed areas. In other Corps documents,
slightly different figures are presented: initial water levels
of between +5 and +9 feet, and of between +5 and +7 feet, are
referred to, with similar variations in the "tilting effect."

I have questions in two areas: A.) I understand that the figure
of +9 feet m.s.1. was presented as an “upper 1imit" stage for

a SPH; is this figure applicable to a]] SPH's entering into
Zone III (cf. Slide 6, "Record of Public Meet1ng"), or just to
storms along certain cr1t1ca1 paths? If it is the latter, what
estimates exist for Lake stages during a "non-specific" SPH

in Zone III? My question, essentially, is that once we get away
from the idea of "critical paths" and concentrate on "critical
zones," is the +9 ft. figure still valid? I suspect I am asking
here for considerable data on how these figures were reached,
and how they were interpreted.

Also: B.) I feel that the "tilting effect" is a most
important item that was presented without much documentation.
As shown in the public hearing (Slide 11) the hurricane "tilt"
would cause a difference of about 5 feet in water levels from
one side of the Take to the other. I frankly wonder whether
100 mph winds could accomplish this feat. Has this severe "tilt"
been observed during past hurricanes in Lake Pontchartrain?

On what observations is it based, and what data exists to
support the figure of +13 feet tidal surges for the SPH?

2. Land Ownership Analysis. It is stated several times
that, "As a matter of policy, where project benefits are




expected to arise from changes or intensification of land
use, ownership of the land involved is analyzed in detail

to determine the possibility of 'windfall' profits accruing
as a result of project construction. Where this possibility
exists, Corps policy requires that special cost sharing be
invoked to preclude unwarranted localized individual, or
corporate gains. In the project under discussion, the
analyses disclosed no basis for anticipating such gains."
(Final Environmental Statement, p. VIII-2¥). You said last
week that, to your knowledge, this ownership analysis was
conducted only for the St. Charles Parish area, and not

for the Chalmette and New Orleans East areas. I am concerned
that, to an extent, Corps policy has not been followed in
the Hurricane Protection Project. I would be interested in:
A.) any written policy statements concerning action of this
type; B.) specific policies or guidelines on the extent of
cost sharing, where warranted; and C.) details of any
current Corps plans to undertake land ownership analyses of
project areas in Chalmette and New Orleans East. I would also
like to see the full amalysis report for St. Charles Parish.

3. It is stated that the purpose of the project is to
"afford flood protection to existing improvements as well
as to future developments that would occur in the absence of
the project" (Environmental Statement, p. VIII-5). What
precise data exists on tke matter, both for envisioned
development in the absence of the project, and for
development with completion of the Hurricane Protection
Project, in presently unprotected areas?

4. Alternate Actions. It is stated that the partially-
responsive "High Levee™ plan would be more costly, would
take longer to construct, and would involve more relocation
of inhabitants than the proposed project (Environmental
Statement, p. V-2). It was charged at the public hearing that
"No serious attempts to develop alternate plans have been
made or studied...all attempts by this writer to obtain
SPECIFIC details of a 'High Level Plan' have been in vain.
This writer has asked for specific details regarding costs,
areas to be leveed, heights of levees and their location.
This information could not be furnished..." (letter from
David P. Levy, dated Feb. 18, 1975; Record exhibit 61).

I am interested in any significant studies of the "High
Levee" plan, including: A.) Initial cost estimate studies;
B.) Current cost estimates, with consideration for project
works already under construction or completed; C.) Height
and/or width of levees required; D.) estimated construction
period, both for "High Levee" plan and for improvements to
existing levees under Barrier Plan; and E.) details of all
necessary relocation under "High Levee" plan. I am similarly
concerned that this alternate plan may not have been studied
in sufficient detail to warrant the final judgment on its
practicality.

5. Economic Analyis. I would like to be furnished with




the full economic report, summarized in the Environmental
Statement and the Record of the Public Hearing, which
gives a benefit/cost ratio of 12.6 to 1. I am concerned
not only that "nonquantifiable environmental costs" (loss
of marsh, etc.) were not included, but that additional
costs related to land intensification in the project
area--costs to be borne by local agencies--may not have
been fully calculated.

6. Barrier Operation and Effect. I find considerable
difference of opinion over the statement that "the barrier
structures in the Rigolets and Chef Menteur Passes will
engender no material change in the flow and salinity regimen
of Lake Pontchartrain." I would Tike to see applicable
supporting data from Vicksburg Testing Station on this,
including figures on existing and envisioned current
velocities in the passes. Fear has been expressed (Record
of Public Hearing, exhibit 94-K, p. 4) that existing tidal
build up at the passes is not sufficient to support the
envisioned velocity of tide water through the barrier passes.
I also note that estimates of when locking operations would
be necessary at Seabrook and Rigolets have varied, and that
the presently proposed locking schedules have been questioned.
I would like supporting data on this matter.

As my knowledge of the Hurricane Protection Project is
still rather limited, I don't know whether the information
requested here is something you will automatically have at
your fingertips, or whether I am asking for data that will
take considerable effort to locate. If you have any
questions or suggestions for me, call at 891-4414. Thanks
for your help, and I look foreward to hearing from you.

Yours,
o &

A o e A

Coey il

Doug Clifford”
Legislative Assistant
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4314
Mr. Sh n/pbs/430
IN REPLY REFER TO

LMNED-MP 30 October 1975

Mr. Doug Clifford, Legislative Assistant to
Honorable Edward H. Bogker

Louisiana House of Representatives

2833 General Pershing

New Orleans, Louisiana 70115

Dear Mr. Clifford:

This is in response to your letter of 29 September 1975 requesting
information on a number of different points concerning the Lske
Pontchartrain, Louisiana, and Vicinity hurricane protaection project.

During previous maetings over the last 2 months, we have provided a

great deal of both general and specific information on the project.

As you correctly expressed in your letter, the information you have
requested thereby is both far-reaching in scope and detailed in nature.
As was pointed out in your last visit to our offices om 23 October 1975,
fulfilling this request involves extensive research, and collection and
coordination of information. Our technical staff is limited and because
of the complexity of your request and the competition from other elements
of our total program, we have been unable to respond as quickly as both
you, and we, would have liked. Nevertheless, we have baen conducting the
necessary research and hope to have the requested information available
wvithin 3 weeks. In the ianterim, plesse feel free to visit our offices
and further discuss the project. Eeéﬁég

BARTON
LMNED-MP
MBS
SEALE
D-M

I ask your understanding, and assure you of my appreciation of your
thoughtful consideration of the need for adequate hurricane protection
for the metropolitan area.

Sincerely yours,

C RY
D

FREDERIC M. CHATRY
Chief, Engineering Division
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Phone Home 891-4414 S

2833 GENERAL PERSHING :
NEW ORLEANS, LA. 70115

H. BOOKER
RICT 91

COMMITTEES:
VICE CHAIRMAN —~ WAYS & MEANS
JUDICIARY B
RETIREMENT

September 29, 1974
Stan Shelton
Project Engineering Section

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
New Orleans, La.

Dear Mr. Shelton,

£ o8 Ry s, SR

Pursuant to our conversation last week, I am listing several
items of the Lake Pontchartrain Hurricane Protection Plan on
which I have questions. '

I have tried to be as specific as possible in requesting
information and data, but as you will see, some of the questions
are still rather broad. Please bear with me on those.

e

1. Effects of a SPH on Lake Pontchartrain. In the February,
1975 publiic hearing, it was stated that hurricane tides would
raise the water level of the lake to +9 feet m.s.1., and that
wave action and the "tilting effect" would combine to cause
surges of +13 feet along leveed areas. In other Corps documents,
slightly different figures are presented: initial water levels
of between +5 and +9 feet, and of between +5 and +7 feet, are
referred to, with similar variations in the "tilting effect."
I have questions in two areas: A.) I understand that the figure
of +9 feet m.s.1. was presented as an "upper limit" stage for
a SPH; is this figure applicable to all SPH's entering into
Zone II1 (cf. Slide 6, "Record of Public Meeting"), or just to
storms along certain critical paths? If it is the latter, what
estimates exist for Lake stages during a "non-specific" SPH
in Zone III? My question, essentially, is that once we get away
from the idea of "critical paths” and concentrate on “critical
zones," is the +9 ft. figure still valid? I suspect I am asking
here for considerable data on how these figures were reached,
and how they were interpreted.

Also: B.) I feel that the “tilting effect" is a most
important item that was presented without much documentation.
As shown in the public hearing (Slide 11) the hurricane "tilt"
would cause a difference of about 5 feet in water levels from
one side of the lake to the other. I frankly wonder whether
100 mph winds could accomplish this feat. Has this severe "tilt"
been observed during past hurricanes in Lake Pontchartrain?
On what observations is it based, and what data exists to
support the figure of +13 feet tidal surges for the SPH?

2. Land Ownership Analysis. It is stated several times
that, "As a matter of policy, where project benefits are




expected to arise from changes or intensification of land
use, ownership of the land involved is analyzed in detail

to determine the possibility of 'windfall' profits accruing
as a result of project construction. Where this possibility
exists, Corps policy requires that special cost sharing be
invoked to preclude unwarranted localized individual, or
corporate gains. In the project under discussion, the
analyses disclosed no basis for anticipating such gains."
(Final Environmental Statement, p. VIII-21). You said last
week that, to your knowledge, this ownership analysis was
conducted only for the St. Charles Parish area, and not

for the Chalmette and New Orleans East areas. I am concerned
that, to an extent, Corps policy has not been followed in
the Hurricane Protection Project. I would be interested in:
A.) any written policy statements concerning action of this
type; B.) specific policies or guidelines on the extent of
cost sharing, where warranted; and C.) details of any
current Corps plans to undertake Tand ownership analyses of
project areas in Chalmette and New Orleans East. I would also
like to see the full analysis report for St. Charles Parish.

3. It is stated that the purpose of the project is to
"afford flood protection to existing improvements as well
as to future developments that would occur in the absence of
the project” (Environmental Statement, p. VIII-5). What
precise data exists on tke matter, both for envisioned
development in the absence of the project, and for
development with completion of the Hurricane Protection
Project, in presently unprotected areas?

4. Alternate Actions. It is stated that the partially-
responsive "High Levee™ plan would be more costly, would
take longer to construct, and would involve more relocation
of inhabitants than the proposed project (Environmental
Statement, p. V-2). It was charged at the public hearing that
"No serious attempts to develop alternate plans have been
made or studied...all attempts by this writer to obtain
SPECIFIC details of a 'High Level Plan' have been in vain.
This writer has asked for specific details regarding costs,
areas to be leveed, heights of levees and their location.
This information could not be furnished..." (letter from
David P. Levy, dated Feb. 18, 1975; Record exhibit 61).

I am interested in any significant studies of the "High
Levee" plan, including: A.) Initial cost estimate studies;
B.) Current cost estimates, with consideration for project
works already under construction or completed; C.) Height
and/or width of levees required; D.) estimated construction
period, both for "“High Levee" plan and for improvements to
existing levees under Barrier Plan; and E.) details of all
necessary relocation under "High Levee" plan. I am similarly
concerned that this alternate plan may not have been studied
in sufficient detail to warrant the final judgment on its
practicality.

5. Economic Analyis. I would like to be furnished with




: ~~

the full economic report, summarized in the Environmental
Statement and the Record of the Public Hearing, which
gives a benefit/cost ratio of 12.6 to 1. I am concerned
not only that "nonquantifiable environmental costs" (loss
of marsh, etc.) were not included, but that additional
costs related to land intensification 1in the project
area~-costs to be borne by Tocal agencies--may not have
been fully calculated.

6. Barrier Operation and Effect. I find considerable
difference of opinion over the statement that "the barrier
structures in the Rigolets and Chef Menteur Passes will
engender no material change in the flow and salinity regimen
of Lake Pontchartrain." I would l1ike to see applicable
supporting data from Vicksburg Testing Station on this,
including figures on existing and envisioned current
velocities in the passes. Fear has been expressed (Record
of Public Hearing, exhibit 94-K, p. 4) that existing tidal
build up at the passes is not sufficient to support the
envisioned velocity of tide water through the barrier passes.
I also note that estimates of when locking operations would
be necessary at Seabrook and Rigolets have varied, and that
the presently proposed locking schedules have been -questioned.
I would Tike supporting data on this matter.

As my knowledge of the Hurricane Protection Project is
still rather limited, I don't know whether the information
requested here is something you will automatically have at
your fingertips, or whether I am asking for data that will
take considerable effort to locate. If you have any
questions or suggestions for me, call at 891-4414. Thanks
for your help, and I look foreward to hearing from you.

Yours,

. T PPl F"

&J"}‘) l‘._‘_.-ﬂ:';‘;.—"ﬁ”-;'“"w‘f

Doug Clifford” |
Legislative Assistant
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14000 . T © 17 Dacembor 1975

Hr. Rayeond Willhoft, Preaidest L e

~ Lake Borgne Basia Levee District

7.0, Dox 215
Vieler, louisisna 70092

Dear Mr. Willhofe:

This 18 to inform you that the additlomal work on :ha Bayou Dupre

_ensntrol structure aznd channel raquested by your board, the St. Berxnard

Tarish Police Jury, asd the Youlalana State Depsrtment of Publie
¥orks, has bean comploted by the Inited States under Publie Lav 39-293,
Section 204, Title I - Flcod Cantrol, 89th Congress, approvad

' 27 October 1965,

It 4% reouestaed thak your beard and the St, Barmard Parioh Pelfes i
Jury now sccspt thie strueture for full opormtion snd meintecance In SN
accordange with the Joint act of assurances furnished by both your '
arenefes prior to coast tuction.

1f you atilil desive a meeting.as reguasted in your lattor of 16 July
1975, and sre able to arrsnps for stata and loesl participants, wo will
be mose heppy Lo atteud, '

We have tricd to schedula such & meeting ainea raceipt of your letter!
however, it haz been virtuglly frpoassible to find a mutuslly sgreeable oy,
tine £oz all concoernmd, - : ’

Sincerely yaurs,

BARLY J. oo IIT
Gﬂlﬁmel » CE
Platrict Fngineer

Cr:
St. Beraard Parish Police Jnry Arg,Engineer, New Orleans AO

DY, Baten Rouge , ' \'C”rngineering D52?~

DY, Hew Orlaans

Lo TR R s 2



LIHOD-0 | . 17 becexor 1973 |

¥r. Roy B, Conzales, President S _ SN _ : 4
5t. Bernard Pavish Police Jury ' ' F T
St. Dernard Courtlivuse Anvsx .

Chalmatts, Louicians 70843

Dogy Hr. Gounzales:

Thio 1is 2o inforw you that the' additionel work oun the Bayou Dupyrae ;
_eontrel astructura and chammael reguested Ly your jury, the lals dorpme b
Basin Levea Diatriet sad Lowdaiana Departoent of Tublie Vorks has been g
conpleted by the United States under Publie Law 89-293, Section 204,
C Title IX - Fleood Comtrel, 50th Comgress, approved 27 Gctobar 1963.

It is raguested that your jury end the Lake Bovmme Hasin Levee Pistrict
now acaept this structurs for full operation and vaintensnce in necordance
withh tha joint act of assurances furnishad by’both your agemciaes prioer

to constrnctiun.

" Bincexely yours,

EARLY J. RUSH IIX e
Colonel, CE . . RRITEE R
District Enginear ' CoeE T

cy:

Lake Rorgne Bagin Levea District

LPH, Baton Rousea ‘ _ )
DPY, Hew Orleans ; ' ‘ : o

Areafﬁﬁg;neer, New Orleans AO
ingineering Di:z?;




LYR0D-0 S | 17 Secaber 1975

e, Hoy Aguillard, Diveclor o o
Louiciana Dapartrent of Publie Worls T
P.0. Pox 44153, Capirol Station ' : : S
Baton Bougs, Lowiasiana 74304

Dear Hy. Aguillerzd: ' .

Thls ig to irfora you that the additional work en the Bayon Dupre
contrnl structure and chammel fecuspted by your agency, the St. DBarnaxd
Parish Polica Jury and tha Lake Corgne Bamin Levea District has bean
cozplatad by the United States wwler Publie Law §9-2053, Section 204,
Titls 1 ~ Flood Control, 89th Congresa, approved 27 Octobay 1365,

" By separats coyrespondoncs the 3t. Zarnard Parigh Police Jury and the
fabka Borgne Dasis Lavee District Lave besna inforued of the completed
work and have heen roquastad o accept full operation and maiutenance
vacponsibility 4in aceowvdarca with their jofint ast of agsuronces furnished
pricy to econstruction.

Sincnteiy'ynura.

FARLY J., RUSH YIL
Colonel, CE
n;sttiet Engincey

CF: * - :
St. Raernard Parish Police Jury ’
Lake Borgna Basin Leves District

P9, Rew {rleana

rd o
Area”Engineer, Hew Orleans AQ
G Eagineering Di

e o G s eas oSt e et S B e T e D 2



'~ The Board of Lebee Comnussioners

oOF THE

Orleans Lebee District

200 WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES BUILDING
418 ROYAL STREEY
.

ew Orleans, La.

70130 ' PROTECTING YOU

GUY F. LEMIZUX, PRESIDENT o .
SERNEL R. SANDERS. PRES, PRO-TEM . RO . R - . AND YOUR FAMILY

- DANIEL P. KeLLY. JR.
RICHARD J. MCGINITY.

doww D. L;;cc;cr. In. | L :_.’ December 16, 1975 ’ J:tut:u."c:uusn
WEEKDEK i ~ P, a
tuctu:cv,s:l:-cu: . Crizr E.:ucmuuc& sn::.::'unv
AMES C. A . .

Aichard J. Kernion - : Execorive Aouinisraxson

Letter to the Editor

The Times Picayune

3800 Howard Avenue

New Orleans, Louisiana 70125

Dear Sir: ~ . . e e

: It it were not for the fact that hurr1cane flood protection is so’ v1tal
to the people who live in New Orleans I would find St. Tammany Parish State
Representative Edward Scogin's Letter to the Editor of December 14th to be
ludicrous. It shows, once again, that Mr. Scogin is a master of misstatement
and inmuendo. His disregard for truth and fact are appalling. ;

First, let me set the record straight with regard to the Orleans Levee
Board's maintenance of Mississippi River -levees. Our levees are maintained
on a continuing basis with the highest degree of concern and care. They
are further subject to an annual inspection by the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
and the Department of Public Works and these agencies have annually awarded the
Orleans Levee Board with a Certificate of Excellence ;

- Mr. Scogin's descr1pt10n of the Nashville Avenue cave in as a 'mear major
tragedy" is certainly a misnomer, it was no 'near major tragedy' and was not
caused by lack of maintenance as he asserts but by an undetectable geological
fault. :

The Orleans Levee Board was established in 1890. Since that time New
Orleans has not been flooded from the river but we have lost many lives as
a result of hurricane induced flooding; yet Mr. Scogin continues to try to
prevent the citizens of New Orleans from acquiring adequate flood protection.

Enclosed are cop1es of legislation introduced by Representative Ed
Booker in the 1975 session of the Louisiana Legislature. It would appear
to any reasonable person that all of this legislatimwas obviously instigated
by Representative Scogin since his name, along with other legislators from St.
Tammany Parish, appears on most of the bills. Representative Booker (who did
- not try for reelection) was the only legislator from Orleans Parish to join
with the St. Tammany group in attempting to pass this legislation. It does

. I SRR s : -
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- seem strange that out of 25 legislators from New Orleans Represéntatlve Booker
could not find any among them to coauthor his bill but found ready support in
St. Tammany Parish. ! A

The records of the House Transportatlon/nghway and Pub11c Works Com-
mittee of the 1975 Louisiana Legislature will clearly substantiate my posi-
tion. House Bill 177 which was prepared by Representative Booker, Scogin,
‘et als was defeated by a vote of 11 to 2. The two dissenting votes were cast
by Representatives Scogin and Strain (of St. Tammany). This bill attempted
to accomplish by legislative act what Representative Booker is now attempting
to do through court action.

Representative Scogin has been the leader of a group from St. Tammany

Parish who have opposed flood protection for New Orleans for many years and

- in their various attacks they gloss over the facts with wild accusations.

- They completely ignore the fact that all of the eastern section of New Orleans
has been within levees since the mid 1950's and they also ignore the fact

- that the Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity Hurricane Protection Plan has com-
plied with all of its required public hearings and has subsequently received
the approval of the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency. '

o Representative Scogin has built his politics on an anti-New Orleans

- program. . He has been vociferously against former Mayor Schiro's attempt to
supply east New Orleans with water from the Pearl River, against the crime
package of legislation introduced by our District Attorney to lower the New
Orleans crime rate and, of course, against New Orleans flood protection.

. As President of the State Agency responsibie for flood protection for
' Orleans Parish 1 would be derelict in my duties 1f I did not do all that is

GFL/mja

~cc: New Orleans States-Item
- . Daily Sentry News
Slidell Daily Times
- WDSU-TV

WWL-TV '
-~ U. S. Army Corps of Engmeers /
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Orleans Levee Board president Guy'F. LeMieux "* The levee board president said Booker and Scogin

said Wednesday a recent suit seeking to block construc-~ are attempting to accomplish in the court what they, =

R

lion-ef part of the proposed Lake- Pontchartrain and . failed to achieve in the legislature. - . “&sss=y? ¢ :
Vidnify hurricane protection project results from-a . -The legal action' asks the court.to .declare that the i
tonspiracy by state Reps. Edward C.*'Ed".Scogin and_: Corps of Engineers has failed iniits statutory obligation . *i®
Edward H. Booker. &0 I “h7w,> . eF witto consider all facets-of the: public interest in imple- isaw

~ L&Mieux said St. Tammany Rep. Stogin, of Slidell,- menting its projects, and to give full consideration to L i3E
fas been an opponent of the plan “from the very begin- “recommendations from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv- 33 i
ning™ and “he is the mastermind behind the scheme to ice for the protection, restoration and enhancement of 4_;,_"5'- :
try'to destroy and stop the flood protection for the city -environmental resources, particularly as it relates to ‘;f; ¢

of New Orleans.”- . . S ‘construction of the lakeshore levee in' New Orleans e 1

" The levee board president gdded that Rep. Booker of *East and operation of navigable floodgates in . %ﬂ ;
New .Drleans filed three unsuccessful bills “against)’.. Chalmette. . ;  * .. g% o L. Rt » S
‘the Orleans Levee Board during the last session of the * “‘As the plan is'set now,” LeMieux-said, “the cityof 233 !
Legislature, .~ ~ ., % Aomurer L ~. New Qrleans will receive effective protection fromitin * #«p

. LeMieux said the new suit, filed in Federal District about 10 years. it's going to take 10 years of work to 3%
Cour{ by Booker. and Luke Fontana on behalf of Save push the plan to a point where the city does get the ;Irs ”
'Our Wetlands Inc:, is an outgrowth of one of the Booker . -protection we feel it should have.” - w7 ¥ g_'-,;" .
Bills., | GaEel T fR oL =4t present, he said, the levee board barely has its 30 - r:é; :

- The levee board president said that bill was an af- per cent share of funds needed to match the federal 543 !
terhpt by Booker to stop construction inthe New Or- government's70percent. .. » 5 .- ¢ .. ato e
leans East area by making Little River a “scenic _.*‘If we get a delay and theyre able to stop us in"- 23y, |
river” .39 Naibettiig B D L wn B ;federal gourt for any length of time, ‘as environmental- 33«
; 253 )

Y, e e L o T fsts have been able to do in otheér projects, with climb- "
Lebieux added, 11 be omld make Litle Biver 8 ing conyructon custsit is very probable thatwe would 233+
. : -not be able to come up with our share of the money to  :<I+

plete the barrier plan.on the south side of Lake loteit” LeMicix wamed; o oI, aas
fmtglmrtrmn ) ; ; I LI “:d'w, ’ ‘-,;
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e SUQUILCL IDE
maodified, says Scogi~

BY MIKE MONTGOMERY
(MANAGING EDITOR)
Rep. Ed Scogin of Slidell says
. he would support a suit to stop a
large portion of the Lake
- Pontchartrain Hurricane
Protection Plan if it were
modified and if two St. Tam-
many Parish groups would enter
as friends of the plaintiffs.
Scogin believes the suit, filed
by attorneys for SOWL (Save
Our Wetlands) may be toa large
in scope, since much of the
project is already completed.
The local legislator added,
however, he could see backing

WEATHER REPORT
Skies will be mostly cloudy
. today, with a high in the upper
50’s and a low tonight in the 40's.

the suit if at least two conditions
were met:

First, if bodies such as the St.
Tammany Parish Police Jury
and the St. Tammany Municipal
Association joined the plaintiffs;
and, second, if the groups would
join under the condition that the
suit be narrowed to only ask an
end to the barrier aspcct of the,
project {damming the Seabrook,
Chef Menteur and Rigolets
passes of the lake).

In the meantime, Scogin
continued, he suggests that local
opponents to. the 'barrier
‘“pursue it in the same manner
in which we have all thes
years."

Since 1956, Scogin, Slidell
Mayor Frank Cusimano and
other local and parish officials

- have campaigned against the

lake dams by arguing with
Corps of Engineers officials and
state and federal represen-
tatives. No legal action has been

N\

taken by local opponents, w:
say the barriers will cau:
severe flood damage in t-

environment of the Lake Pon-
tchartrain estuarine system ar;
cripple the lake's shipbuildir.:

industry.
Scogin, who recently a:-
peared on a WDSU-TV

documentary to voice his o>
position to the barrier pla:.
emphasized that opponents her=
are only against the lake dams.,
‘and don’t oppose levee protectic:. s
for the New Orleans area. i
A major thrust of the SOWL

’ suit is to stop construction of

levees in the New Orleans Eas:
area, claiming the structures
will require the draining of

_wetlands and accelerate ur-

banization in the area.

SOWL, claiming some 30
members from New Orleans,
Slidell and Mandeville, says
“certain portions of the Lake
Pontchartrain and Vicinity

- Hurricane Protection Project

(Barrier Plan)” will inflict
“irreparable injury” to the
plaintiffs if completed. Eight
examples are listed by SOWL
attorneys Luke Fontana and
Rep. Ed Booker, both of New
Orleans:

a) Physical destruction of
areas actually used and enjoyed
by plaintiff's members;

b) Loss of fisheries and

_wildlife resources;
¢) Loss and destruction of

areas of natural and scenic

beauty;
d) Loss of areas suitable and
desireable for study and

research®by marine biologists,
estuarien ecologists and land-
scape architects;

e) Alternatives providing for
fish and wildlife tnitigation and
mulfi-use water resource
development will be precluded;

f) Plaintiff will be denied its
right to have a full good faith
disclosure of the irgpact of the
project set forth in an
Environmental ‘Impact
Statement and to have plaintiff's
comments thereto fully and
completely answered;

g) Plaintiff’s extended efforts
in connection with Corps of
Engineers and State of
Louisiana studies of alternatives
to the project will be frustrated;

h) Plaintiff will be denied full
and equal consideration by the
Corps of Engineers to fish and
Wildlife resources as remuirad
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HOUSE BILL No. 177—
By Mr. Booker:
| ANacT
To amend Section 1846 of Txtlc 56 of the Loulsmna Revxsed
- Statutes of 1950 by addmg thcreto a new Paragraph to be
dgsxgnatcd_as Paragmph 37 thereof. relative to the inclu-
sion of “Little River” ,locatéd in Orleans Parish in the
Loufsia‘na Xatufal and Scenie Ri\;ex;s-S)'stem and other;
' wfse to provide with respect thereto.
Be it enacted by the Legislature of Louxsxana'
Sectlon 1. Paragr..ph of Section 1846 of Title 56 of the |
Loms‘iané. 'Revxsed Statutes of 1950 is hereby ehacted to read
as follows: | |
§'184 6 Instantancous natural and scem;c rivers
The fﬁl!owing ri;'e;'s c}rv des_ignate;l Segmcnts t.hereof are .
hereby dés_igﬁated as :bbcing instantanéous :iatqral a‘!vxd s;:énic

rivers:

87. Little River  Orleans Ffdm lts 6ri§in 'ncar Inttbzr-‘.

" Parish state 10 including its orig-

o inal river bed now known

L as' Little Woods Can;al to |

- ‘ ‘where it drams mto Lake‘
i Pontchartram.

Section 2. If any provision or item_ of this Act or the appli-
cation thereof is held.imtz;lid such invalidity shall not affect
other provisions, items, or apphcat:ons of this Act which can
be given effect without the invalid provnsxons, xtems ‘or ap-

phcatxons. and to this end the prousxons of thls Act are

,, hc"eby declared severable. |

Scctmn 3 All laws or parts of Iav.s in conﬂlct hcremth are /
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| FEIUSE CUNCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. o
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3 | the Scnate Committee on Finaﬁcé to establish a joint legislative
& c‘ommittc_e to bsr.m'iy the ope:afiqn of the Orleans LevgeADistrict. .
' ? and the coordination of its écr.ivx;ties-vwith flood problems of f,,’gi."‘”’:."f’{“
e adjacent parishes. =~ - T Tl ‘

7 WHEREAS, prior to a recent local tax elcction, the Orleans

'-;53'.;,.”“;‘,," S.wzgala;c.‘ LI5S %

oy }m;. BOOKEX S7rcin, _S.‘ bjj"' R ,)/urm'lm v | 54 n. I’uhanm.

1 % © A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

2 To authorize and direct the House Comicittce on Ways and Means and

" 8 Levee Board réprescnted that funds génerated by the increased mill-

v

9 a;,c would bec used for r.hc repair and :mprovcncnt of cx1stxng facxl- A

“ 10 ities and the conunued operation of the board; and

3

1 HHEREAS‘ the Orlc.ans Levce Board has since thc election pro—

12 poscd dwcrtmg a portion of l'.hL procccds Irom saxd tax to dcvclop

13 hurricane protection levees; and

14 ' WHEREAS, the construction of hurricane protcction levees in

15 Orleans Parish poses a threat to surrounding parishes as well as

16 to the parish of Orlcans due to their possible effect on the

17 éco]ogy and navigability of Lake Ponchatrain and on any future

38 use of the Bunnet Carre $pillway during flood seasons' of the Miss-

20 Panchatraing 'lml

19 issippi River vitiwu; endangering the low lands surrounding Lake

Sl N

2]  WHEREAS, the usc and expond; ture ot' funds by the Or]eans Levc.e

- 23 Drleans and the sutroundmg panshes, and

'22 Bo.ard affoects enbst.mt tally thc gom-r.ul cconomy n[ thc city of lww

>

24 MIEREAS. the dlvcrsiun of I'-mdz. by the Orleans I.wec Bonrd frum

ORI(:!NAL BILL

-y
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14 Finance are hereby authorized and directed to establish a joint

- 19 be composed of four members of the House of Representatives, three

23 of Represcentatives, and of thrce members of the Senate Finance
24 Committce appointed by the chairman of that committee.

"25 BEIT FURTHER RESOLVED that the respective committees{herein

29 committees herein named and any joint subcommittee crcated under

33 shall receive such per dicm and mi]cage as is prov:dvd for committees  j e e

LN , ~
-1 thv(t aulhnr.zed purposvx jcopnrdizcs the op« ration o1 lhnt

'2 hoard for the purposcs for uhlch it was uanni/td; Jud
3 WHEREAS, Scctions 38 and 39 of Artjcle VI of the Constitntiod-
} of Louisiana authorizes the lcgislaturc to rcorganize, rdnsolidatu
5.?nd divide cxisting lcreevdistricts and to create ncw districts;vand
6 KHEREAS, the Iégisiature, iﬁ futheraﬁcc of its' inrerest in thc‘
7 uelfare of the pcople of this state, should obtaln further informa- b
.8 tion conc;rnxng the oPeration of the Orleans Levee, District and the
9 coordinatlon of its actxvitics wz.h thc flood prcblems in deacent
10 parishes. e 4’ _ .‘ - , o |
1 THEREFOKE, BE IT RESOLVED Sy’the House of Representatives of

12 the Legislature of Louisiana, the Scnate thereof concurring, that

13 the House Committee on Ways and Means and the Senate Committee on

»

15 legislative committeerto'study the operatioﬁ of the Orleans Levec
. : N :

16 District and the coordination of its activitics with the flood Y e

17,prob1éms in adjacent parishes. -

e

18 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that said joint legislative committee

N

20 of whom shall be mcmbcrs‘of the House Commitrcevon Ways and Means .7 ~ ~ |

21 appointed by the chairman tHercof, and onc shall be a member of

22 the House of»RepresentatiVes'appointcd by the Speaker of the House

26 namcd may, in their. discretion, establish one or more joint sub-
27 committces for the purpose of this study.

28 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that for purposcs of such study the
30 authority hereof shall have all powers otherwise provided by law

31 and by the rules of the respective houses as well as all powers.

-3 inhcrenl in legislative committccs and that lhc'mcmbcrs thercof ~ S

34 by the rules of the respective houses. .  . [;r”f:,wm R .

35 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the. comnittecs shall nakc a vrittcn




-

o —

T e ac—————.

; 2 Rc.-"gn | .‘Jf S

w O

" 10

11

12

13

14
15
16

-

17

18
19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26
27
28
29

n

32

33

35

B

: | 7~ '
'~1 rvporl o[ thcir findan o the ]cais)aturv pr:ur to Lh’-\976

vs»ion, lobcthcr uilh any apcciflc prOpoqn)s for vaialallon.

.
‘.
.
. ..
‘; 1
L 3 -
;e .
- - -
. ..
P -
[ 2 -
“ ‘. .
- '.
. :
.
L]
.
. ‘. -
<
.
. .
.
.
-
i
A
' -
¢ B
. .
: - 9)
-2
-
.
.
.
.
) "o
.
P
..
.
L]

“Pagé 3

-




1
2
3
4
b
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
138
14

15.

16
17
18
19
20

) et

22
23
24
25
26
27
23
29

30

N 3
)

Ranay SN

Regular Scssion 1975 | H. D. No, 1424

HOUSE CilL No. 1424—
By Messrs. Booker, Strain, Scoggin :md: Sheridan nr.ld
Senator Rayburn:
| | AN ACT
To amend Title 38 of the Louisiana'Revised Statutes of 1950
| by adding a new p.:irt to Chupter 4 of said title to be
new sections to be designated as Sections 1271 through
to crez'e a new levee district comprising the DParish
- of Orleans to provide hurricane flood protection for the
Pafiéh of Orleans and {o be designated as the Crleans IHur-

ricane Protection Levee District; to provide for the ap-

poirtment of a board of commissioners and designate the

board’s powers, duties and functions; to provide for the
‘ traﬁsfexf to the .board any und all jurisdiction and author-
ity pc.rtaining to the construction and maintenance of hur-
ricana flood px_'otcctioﬁ lgvccs which may _bc censtrued as
havinz been vested hérctofpre in the Orlcans Levee Dis-
trict tozether with any and all fxuids. rcéords. revenue,
contracts, and personncl ﬂ:creunto appertaining; to pro-
fide for vthc taxing and bonding aﬁtllorit).' of ‘the board;
and othcrwisc to provide with respect thereto.
Be it enacted by the Legislature of Louisianaiz
“Scction 1. Pursuant to authority contained in Section 58 of
Article VI ef the Constitution of Louisiana of 1974, in order
to rcqrganize the levee district within the Parish of Orleans
and to create a new- levee district therein for thc'purpose of

protection amainst hurricane floods, Part XTX-A of Chapter

4 of Title 38 of the Louisiana Tevised Statutes cf 1950, com-

prising Sections 1271 through of said Title, is
herehy enacted to read as follows: |
PART XIX-A. ORLEANS ITURRICANE PROTEC-

o Page 1

designated as Part XIX-A of Chapter 4 comprising :

ooy - .
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TION LEVEE DISTRICT

§ 1271, Limits of district
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

.~ BATON ROUGE
DWARD C. SCOGIN TS Pt e R 7J~::?§$§;$ﬁ§'
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I noted with interest an artielo 1n this morning's Timea-Picayune

.. SLIDELL, LA. 70458

Docenberaii, 1975 ;

s COMMITTEES:
e, EOMCATION
Do HEALTH B WELFARE

T LABOR & INDUSTRY

!ditor s
Times=Picayune
3800 Howvard Avenus
New Orleans, Louisiana

L .
oF e T

Dear Sir:

concerning certain charges by Orleans Levee Board Presideant, Guy -
LeMieuxs charges I had entered into a conspiracy with Repreaenta- :
tive Ed Booker and others in Orleans Parish seeking to block con-

struction of the proposed Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity Hurricane(é %

Protection Project. Such statements or charges by this anpointed

official are both ridieunlous and comical, I wasn't even aware that

the suit was being filed until I read of it in the New Orleans news-.

papers and have nothing whatsoever to do with the suit. As a matter.
of fact, I disagree with the suit because I think it i3 too all en- :

. compassing. Neither I nor any of the officials of the Florida

Parishes have ever voiced any objection to any portion of the pro-

- Ject except the barrier phases at Rigolets, Chef Mbnteur and Sea -

brook, and Mr, LeMieux well knows this.
Mr. LeMieux's position as the appointed President of the Orleans |

R T T
v L A S ‘
; ot : P
FoooWLOL el L T
Pl L . S

Levee Board certainly makes a good case for keeping presently elec- f"?

tive offices in this state gg elective offices, If we start ap-
pointing everybody, there is a possibility that we might get gome

more Guy LeMieuxs, and vhat a tragedy that would be. “,?
If Mr. LeMioux and the special vested interests that he is asao¢1~'%'

ated with are permitted to continue to act in the manner they have
in the past, they are going to either 1) allow or 2) cause many
eople in S%
lilves.,

. the cave in at Nashville Avenue recently in which railroad trackai

‘ the harrier phases of the protection plan. Incidentally. taxing

bulldings and everything else in that area fell into the river.
think the people of Orleans Parish should be made aware of how near
a major tragedy they almost experienced there.

2) Cjuse people to lose their lives by continuing to trumpet

tel

1) Allow peopla to lose their lives by inadequate maintenance 5
of the Mississippl River levees under their Jjurisdiction; as witness, .

Tammany, St. Bernard and Orleans Parish to lose their o

0 S SN S

- .
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b M e
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. pcsals for the maiag of the m-odact at the 1ocal lavoLhan
n rejested by the claemrnts three (3) timesil

coacerning ths wbkols project. He zas once agaia dewonstrated lhis

roat as President of the Orloans lLeves Board. Mt porhxpa he u :
to be Eors piticd th.m rmicalad ,

lLat mo make it clsar thut I rapruant the peoplo nr 5te M
Parish und thoy sre now, and have duan, unalterably opposad to the
barrier phudas of thia controversial project and 1 shall coatinue
to :swt:s ﬁg; then ccmarnmz the uttar whtmver tlu muion pre-
lln o

I would eertalnly agm that thsra 1s a8 conspiracy involvod J.n much e
of this gigantic pork-barrdl projsct ani ir. Leoiieux, being & part :
3% party to :m,ﬁknm wharo f.hc aonsmracy ;;g,p,z 11“.

Simnl?: , " ‘ 

E:!ward C- Sccgin

v}m.: Nevw Orlaam 8tatu-xm
Pl . Daily Sentry Hews SR
2R 8114011 Dauy 'Zim f
H. 8. Arq corpa or mzlnni-s

18 P e O A P

1 nm mtmmly .unzod hv Ph'. LeMieux's apparsnt lack of i:nowlodga' S
lacik of coupsteney and his inabllity to serve in the very important . -
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My name is Edward Booker, I am State.Representativé from
District 91 in New Orleans. - ,
| Gentlemen, I am very:concerned over this proposed
development of New Orleans East, I am concerned for a number
. of reasons: ‘ :

Fifst, thié‘area is functioning marshland. Much of it has
been partially cut off from Lake Pontchartrain, but there are
large areas that still enjgy some tidaT;intershange by seepage.
The site of’“Orlandfa"'includes thousands of acres of healthy,
active marsh. Destroying these wetlands could have a serious
effect on the ecology of Lake Pontéhartrain and the New Orleans
environment. | | N

Second, I am concerned about the manner in which this.
development has been handled by goyernmént agencies. "Orlandia"
is intricately tied to the Hurricane Protection Project of the
Army Corps of!EnQineers. Development of New Orleans East could
no;'even be considered without the levees and floodwalls that
. are part of the Hurricané Prbject. And in examining the Corps'
project--particularly as it relates to,*Or]andfa"--I'fiﬁd that
.a number of 1nconsistént and questionable actions were taken.

Fina11y,'I am concerned that this land will be unsuitable for
any deve]opment.'even with completion of the new levee system.
There is the greaf problem of land sdbsideﬁce, which developers
are only béginhing to recognize. But this is not all. "Orlandia,"
if it is bu%]<§/w111'face another, more severe problem--the
danger of massive flooding.

The fact is,_gentlemen,'thdt even with the aewvlevees of the

.Hurricane Protection Project, the entire New Orleans}East area,



SRR ~ | ~

includ1ng "Orlandia,”’w111'st111 be subject to extensive

. hurricane flooding. The area will not be protected at the

| 100-year 1eve1, as requfred by the Nat1ona1 Flood Insurance
 ' Act. This is not Just my op1nion, it 1s the p051t1on

{? expressed by officials of the Corps of Engineers, which I
;}vw111 discuss shortly.

Let's first exam1ne the land that "Orlandia® will be bu11t
on; The 28,000-acre tract owned by New Orleans East. Inc.
1sxa1most ent1re1y marsh and swamp]and A]most ha]f of the marshes
in the tract are still connected to the Lake Pontchartrain
.estuary, and have been termed “or1t1ca1 environmental areas"
in the Planning Commission's Coastal Zone Management Plan.

Within "Orlandia's" boundaries; almost 15,000 acres of
wetlands will be drainedrand developed by this'project. Most"
of this--the area south of I-10--1is contained, fresh-water
marsh, wh1ehrhas apparently already been damaged beyand repa1r;

But north oflI-lo, between the'expresswaysand the lakeshore,
are 3, 250'acres of brack1sh marsh which 1s in excellent condition,
despite its be1ng separated from the lake by the Southern
Railroad embankment. Th1s 1s the marsh]and that "Orlandia” w111
destroy, though 1t could eas11y be saved

This area haskbeen a subject of a number of recent studies,
including a report prepared for "New‘Town In fown“ by Wallace,
McHarg, Roberts & Todd.,This report‘recommended that the marshland
north of I-10 be restored to,fdll natdrai conditions, by | A
providing openings onder'the'rai]road embankment for tidal
interchange. | “

,Other stud1es--1nc1od1ng Dr} Anthony Mumphrey's-~-determined
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that this area is essentially unaltered marshland, and
should be preserved as part of the Lake Pontchartra1n estuary.
The U. S. Fish and w11d11fe Service and the Louisiana
Wildlife and F1sher1es Commission have also requested the _
Corps of Engineers to mod1fy 1ts Tevee designs in New 0r1eans
East, to provide t1da1 1nterchange to this marsh.
The point here is that the Lake Pontchartra1n estuary
system has already been placed under $o° mach stress from
urban deve]opment that it is on the verge of co]]apse We
cannot continue to tear off these marshes and wetlands and expect
the lake to Tive. | |

From an environmental viewpoint, there is every reason

to preserve_fhe'area north of 1-10 as natura]dmarsh; But is there

'some other, overpowering reason why this area need be developed?

I don t th1nk there 1s. o h,"~ ': : - B,
Let me turn to how “0r1and1a" got to where it 1s today. The
deve]opment is predicated on one assumption--that the Corps- of |

Engineers, together with the Orleans Levee_Board, would 1mprove

-the levees to the south and east, and‘bu11d'a new levee behind

‘the Southern Railroad 11ne along the lakeshore. With these levees--

part of the Hurricane Protectlon ProJect--the marshland of New
Orleans East cou]d be drained and developed |

And why are the levees being built? Because, according to
the'Corps of Engineers; this marshland is going.to be deve1oped
anyway, so it is necessarv to provide flood protection to the
area. o :“ i |

As a result, we have two interrelated projects—-“Or]andia"

and the levee system--each of which is heing proposed for the
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_ostensible reason that the other came first. It's a nice circle.

Now, the Corps of Eng1neers is restricted by a number of
regu]ations and po]icies when it comes to construct1ng flood
-protection works. One such laudable policy is that aTl
Corps projects should be bu11t for the benef1t of the genera1
public, rather than for the,benef1t of pr1vate individuals
or corporations. - o

This simple idea gets rather complex when the Corps begins
to.levee wetlands and marshes,'Open1ng them up to commercial
deveTopment The process of “land intensification," as the
Corps calls it, always holds the possibility of bestowing
huge prof1ts--at taxpayer expense~--to the owners of large tracts
of marsh]and Here is the Corps' pol1cy covering such cases
(I quote from the F1na] Env1ronmenta1 Impact Statement for
the Lake Pontchartra1n Hurr1cane Protect1on Project):

where project benef1ts are expected to arise from changes

or intensification of land use, ownership of the land

involved is analyzed in detail to determine the possibility

of 'windfall' profits accruing as a result of project
construction. Where this possibility exists, Corps policy
requires that special cost sharing be invoked to preclude
unwarranted localized individual or corporate ga1n."

You would expect from this po11cy statement ‘that ownership
of a11 the marshland in New 0r1eans East would have been analyzed
by the Corps of Eng1neers, and that large landowners might-have
been assessed some share of the cost of but]d1ng the 1eVees.

That, at least, is_what New Orleans East, Inc. originally
anticipated. In a cost stody drawn up for “New Town In Town"
in February,”1374,dby.Ka1ser Engineers, the cost of flood protection
was included 1n'the‘development cost; At the time, the Corps of

Engineers estimated the prfcetag of the 1akefront levee to be

$13.7 million. Kaiser‘apprgpriately assessed New Orleans East, Inc.
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the 30% local share required by the Corps, and added the

~ construction cost of the improved levee to the east. The

conclusion was that‘the developers of "New Town In Town,"
who would be a principle benef1c1ary of the levee project,

would have to pay over $5 million d1rect1y to the Corps

. for construct1on.

But .this "cOst-shering?;was never invoked by the Corps

of Engineers--for the;s[mpIe_reason‘that“thewnequined *land

ownership analysis® for New Orieans East was never undertaken
by the Corps. ‘ |
*Was this policy de]1berate1y‘cipcumvented? Well, a "land
owﬁership‘aneTysis“ is reduired on1y‘when benefits from Corps
ppojects arise from "land 1nten$1f1cat1on"--1n other words,
when previously undevelopab]e 1and 1s made more va1uab1e by
the sudden presence of levees. | |
| For 1nstance, when the Corps proposed to levee 25, 000

acres of marsh]andkin,St.‘CharTes Parish, it undertook an

ana]yifs;of a11,13hd dwhers in that area.

But in New Orleans East, the Corps decided not to list
any project bepef1te uhder "Tand 1ptensif1cetion.“ Working
on its assumption that New Orleans East, Inc. would build
houses on th1e marShIand even if there_wereﬁno protective‘

levees, tﬁe Corps‘listed all economic benefits in the “Orlandia®

area as "Flood Damage'Prevented to Urban Development;"

Thps,.the Corps assumed not only that deveTopment.of the
area would 1nev1tab1y occur even without Ievees--a_preposterous
assumptibn, when you consider the nature of the 1and--bd¥ it

assumed that the deveiopment in fact already existed.
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This accomplished two things. First, it did away with

the need for a land cwnership analysis, possibly saving the

developers of "“Orlandia® over $5 million.

Second, it grosslyiinf}ated the projected economic
benafits that wbu1d come from 1evéeing New Orleans East.
Let me explain: |

A central document in‘the Hurricane Protection Project

is the economic analysis prepared by the Corps.

 The economicianalysis shows annual benefits of about
$5.7 mif]ion for "land intensificaticn® fdr the project. This
figufe applies to about 43,000 acres of wetlands in St.
Charles Parish-and in Chalmette that were’to be leveed,
According Eo my afithmetic; this comes out’to roughly 5132
pe? acre, per year, in benefits'frcm the leveeing of marsﬁ.

For the “Orlandia“Hmarshes, the figure 1s astonishingly
higher} Calculated as "Flood Damage.Preventéd," the Corps’
projected'benefits_in'New Orleans East tota] almost $33
mi]]ipn.per yéar;-Thét ahoﬁnts to almost.ZO% of all econamic

benefits that;Wouid result from the entire Hurricahe

Protection Project.

It also comes out to a vaiue of about $1,250'per acre
of marshland in New Orleans East--about ten times as much

as for simi]ar'Uhdeveloped marsh in Chalmette and St. Charles

" Parish.

Are these benefit figures for the "Orlandia" area too
high? I think so, and apparently the Corps is beginning to
think so. . | _ '

Right now, the Corps is reworking its economic analysis

of the Hurricane Protection Project, According to Corps

L

B9




-

M e

officials, the original figure of $35 million in annual
benefits for New brleans East will be revised sharﬁ]y downward.
4In the words of one official, it will be revised down
“close to zero dollars." The Corps is, in shoré, writing off
this segment of the Hurricgne Protection Project almost entirely.
' ,The'Corhsfié doing this Because it.has just recently
determined that, even with the new levee system, mosf--if not

all--of "Orlandia" will stj]] be insuffigiept]y protected from

“*Yooding.

Homes and buildings in “Orlandia® will not be protected
at the 100-yeark1eve1--un1e§s they are built on stilts.
Homeowners will not qualify fqr flood insurance sub;idies.
or for FHA loans, under federal law.

Here are the facts: once it s drained, this marshland
will subside qu{Ck]y--by five or six feet in some areas, by
as much as twelve feet in dthers. And slow subsidence will.
continue after that.‘But according to data from the Corps of
Enginéers, the ]evée system will give 100-year fiood protettion
to the area only at e]evafions of p]gs-one;foot and above.

The first six to twelve feet‘of’all buildfngs in.*Orlandia"
will be under flood wéters in a major hurricane. This is what
the Corps of Engineers says will héppen, eVen after its:
Hurri;éne Protection’Pkoject is buflt.

Gentlemen, by allowing the development of “Orlandia" to
continue, you will be permitting citizens of this city to
move into an area that is known to be unsafe. It is unsafe
now, it will continue to be unsafe when the new levees are built.

I should say "if" the new levees are built. The Corps
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of Engineers is now in the unenviable position of proposing
to spend millions of dol]a*s of taxpayers money to levee
the wetlands of New Orleans East, when its own figures show
that there is virtual]y nothing to be'gained from the
project. In the'economic,analysis, the Conps‘ benefit-cost
ratio for the New Orleans East levees 1s now unfavorable.
The levees shou]d not be built.

Meanwhile, the “0r1and1a" deve]opment not on!y should not

.<proceed, 1t cgngot It 15 untenable fn terms of the possible

env1ronmenoa1 1mpac., and it is untenable in terms of
human life and safety.

To develop this land in New Orleans East--even with the
new levees--is to 1nv1te the most disastrous hurr1cane
T]ood1ng in this city' s history. b

The statistics<to support this conclusion--the exact
projections of f]oodfng in the “Orlanofa“.area--are available
from the Corps ofaEngineors," ‘ o o

I am sure that once you examine this data. you will

’agree that "Or]and.a“ cannot be deve]oped safely under

ex1sting conditions

Thank you.
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December 15, 1975

Mr. Stan Shelton

Projects Engineering Division - Building 22
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers

P. O. Box 60267

New Orleans, LA 70160

RE: Proposed Development in New Orleans East (Orlandia)
Dear Mr, Shelton:

On behalf of the Planning Commission staff members who
met with you and your associates last week, I would like to again
express our thanks for the ass1stance and information you pro-
vided us,

Jim Lewin of our staff has sent you a copy of Rep. Booker's
statement made at the Orlandia Public Hearing on December 3, 1975,
A copy of the complete Public Hearing transcript will be sent to you
as soon as it is available, We would appreciate a copy of any re-
sponse that the Corps might make to either Rep. Booker's or other
statements made at the Hearing,

In addition, during the course of our meeting with you, it was
mentioned that the U, S, Fish and Wildlife Service had requested
that the Corps reestablish tidal flow in the land area between Inter-
state 10 and Lake Pontchartrain, We would also appreciate a copy
of any response you might make to this request.

@Wm}

William M., stafson,
Associate Planner

Yours truly,

Director -Secretary

City Planning Commisslon / Harold R. Karner, Director- Sacrarary / S$1th. Floor - Clty Mall, Clvie Center / New Orleans, La.70!//2
“An Equal Opportunity Employer”
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MOON LANDRIEU December 12, 1975
MAYOR
MEMBERS Mr. Stan Shelton
WILLIAM 8. BARNETT Engineering Division - Building 22
HMORT;"E";"';\“VROT n U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
""" Vice -Chalrman P.Q. Box 60267
ERNEST COLBERT, UR. New Orleans, La. 70160

DR. ALBERT W. DENT
ANTHONY J. GENDUSA, JR.

CHARLES E. GRANDBOUCHE Re: Public Hearing Statement from Representative Booker
° PAUL MONTELEPRE
AUGUST PEREZ, JR. '

(ALBERT J sAPUTO Dear Mr. Shelton:

Enclosed please find a copy of the statement made by Repre-
sentative Booker at the Orlandia public hearing, When the full
transcript becomes available we will forward it to you., We would
appreciate receiving copies of any comments that you may write
regarding statements made at the public hearing,

If you have any questions, please call,

Very truly yours,

W%M

James Lewin
Associate Planner

JL/py
APPROVED:

Harold R, Katner
Director /Secretary

Clty Planning Commissfon / Harold R. Karner, Director-Secrerary 7/ 8th. Flaor - Clty Hall, Clvie Center / New Orleons, Lo.70//2

“An Equal Opportunity Employer”
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28 Nov
MEMO FOR COLONEL RUSH

Guy LeMieux's secretary called requesting a meeting.with you

as soon as your schedule would permit on the Orleans Marina
Floodwall. After checking your calendar, I told her the

earliest would be 11 Dec. She asked for a 10 a.m. start time.
Chatry's people are prepared to brief you on this as soon as —_—
you give the word.

I wouldn't be surprised thou_gh , if LeMieux didn't try to
talk with you on this at the LMVFCA meeting.

JLF

P.S. This is on your calendar.

This letter arrived today confirming the 11 Dec meeting .

Then, a little later on, Mary Adams (LeMieux's secty) called

again stressing the importance of a different meeting. This one is
on the permit for the airport. The way she talked, I think LeMieux
may do his best to catch you on this issue at LMVFCA.

I 2lerted Decker's office that.you may want to be brief on this
first thing in the a.m. :

-

JLF
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v iEbe ﬂsumb of Ichec @Zommlsgmnew

Guy F. LEMIEUX, PRESIDENT
BerwEL R. SANDERS. PRES. PRO-TEM
DANIEL F. KELLY JR,

JOHUN D LAMBERY. JR.

MOCN LANDRICU

EUGENE V. MACON

JAMES C. SCALISE

Colonel E. J. Rush III
District Engineer
Department of the Army
New Orleans Division
Corps of Engineers

P. O. Box 60267

New Orleans, Iouisiana

Dear Colonel Rush:

OoF

THE

Orleans Levee Migtrict

200 WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES BUILDING

418 BROYAL STREET

et Grleans, La.

70130 : " PROTECTING you

AND YOUR FAMILY

RICHARD f, MCGINITY.
GENERAL COUNSEL

. JOHN F, MCNAMARA
CHIEF ENGINEER B SECRETARY

GEORGE J. LABReCHE.
- EXECUTIVE ADMINISTRATOR

December 1, 1975

70160

when we requested and were granted an appointment with you at
4,0 0 36700 A.M. on December 11, 1975, we stated that the purpose of
the meeting was to discuss the Marina Floodwall.

If you have no objections, I would like to expand the discussion
to include, in addition to the Marina Floodwall, the levee on
the south side of the M.R.G.0. in the Diefenthal area, the Citrus
Lakefront levee, the floodgate at the L&N Railroad on the South—
point to GIWW levee and the Citrus Back Levee.

JPM/cwt

xc: Guy F. LeMieux

Yom%s truly,/ /
////f’z A / / 4’(

John P. McNamara
Chief Engineer
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MEMO FOR COLONEL RUSH

LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN, LOUISIANA AND VICINITY
HURRICANE PROTECTION PROJECT

v ORLEANS MARINA FLOODWALL 4 December 1975

A floodwall in the West End area on the land side of the Orleans Marina
is planned as part of the New Orleans Lakefront Levee - West of IHNC.

Our proposed alinement (I-wall) is illustrated at the top of the attached
sketch. On 28 May 1975, the Orleans Levee Board presented an alternate
alinement (T-wall) which is illustrated at the bottom of the attached
sketch.

The Orleans Levee Board fears that the existing bulkhead at water's edge
can not withstand the loads predicted for our design conditions and that
severe damage to the bulkhead, parking area and other facilities would
result. They are concerned that our alinement along Lake Avenue will
create a traffic hazard for vehicular traffic entering the parking lot.
They also feel that our I-wall alinement will be esthetically depressing
to the marina and the surrounding land area. Their cost estimates were
$2,087,000 and $708,000 for their and our alinements respectively; but,
they feel that the advantages of their T-wall proposal compensate for
the increase in cost.

Cur estimates for their T-wall alinement and our I-wall alinemant are
$2,228,000 and $675,000 respectively. We believe the I-wall plan to be
the most economical plan, satisfying all of our hurricane protection
criteria. We consider any resulting traffic hazard in the parking lot
-to be minimal. It is felt that a failure of the existing bulkhead under
hurricane conditions would not affect the stability of the proposed
I-wall. We also believe that a beautified I-wall will have no greater
impact on the esthetics of the area than will the proposed T-wall.
Therefore, if the levee board opts to implement the T-wall plan, its
credit cannot exceed the estimated cost of the I-wall plan. The credit
would be limited to the following estimated amounts: for construction,
$675,000; for E&D, $38,000 (875,000 estimated less $37,000 expcnded);
for S&A, $69,000; and the value of 0.55 acre of right-of-way.

It appears that the bulkhead will have to be replaced in the near future
sfegardless of the floodwall alinement selected. The Orleans Levee Board
would like to accomplish this as a part of the hurricane protection
project at a cost of only 30% to them. However, the Federal Government's
interest in any alinement cannot exceed that of the least costly aline-
ment. A copy of our review of their proposal is attached.

£

g ,/j/ s
=TT 7
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1 Attachments fSTAN SHELTON
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IN FPLY REFER TO
TMMED~-MP ' , 4 August 1975

Mr, John P, McHamara

Board of Commigsioners

Orleans Levaa District

200 Wildlife and Fisherlies Building
412 Royval Strest

New Orieans, Loulsiana 70130

Deayr lr, McNamara:

Reference is made to the 28 May 1275 meating held in our offices
concerning the Orleans Marina floodwall porticn of the lLake Pontchartrain,
Louvisiana and Vicinity hurricane protection prolect. At this meeting you
proposed a plan for a T~wall to be located near the existing bulkhead at
water’'s edga to replace our plan for an I~wall to be located ketwean the
parina parking lot and Lake Avenus.

Tha report you submitted was of a preliminary nature; therefore, a

. datailed raview was not possible. It arpears, however, that your proposal

is feanible. Your estirate of $2,087,000 for the T-wall apparently does
not include the cofferdam lakeward of the T-wall and tha connecting I-wall
between Lhe east end of the T-wall and Lake Avenus, Our survey scope
egtimate for the T-wall with thase sBame exclusions. ls $2,228,000. Cur
estimate for the connecting I-wall (approximately 75 feet) a2t the east ond
of the T-wall is $35,000. Ve ars unable to estimate the cost of tha
cofferdam since no information was provided relative to its design. OUur
estimate for the appropriate reach of I-wall along Lake aAvenue is $£675,000,
and the eatimated engineering and design (E&D) and supervision and
administration (S&A) costs for the I-wall plan are $7%,00C and $G9,000
regpectively. It should be noted that approximately $37,000 has alxceady
basn expended by the Corps of Engineers on the design of the I-wall plan.
The estimated right-of-way requirements for the Twwall and I-wall plans
are 1.13 acres and 0.55 acres respectively.

Wa baelleve the I-wall plan to be the most aeconomical plan, satisfying

all of our hurricane protection criteria. It is felt that a failure of
the existing bulkhead under hurricane conditions would not affect the

Ablac hment 2
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ILMNED~-MP 4 August 1975
Mr. John P. McHamara

stability of the proposed YI-wall. We also believe that a beautified

I-~wall will have no greater impact on the zesthetics of the area than

will the proposed T-wall. Therefore, if the levee board opts to implement *
ths T-wall pian, its credit cannot exceed the cstimated cost of the I-wall
plan. The c¢redit would be limited to the following estimated amcunts:

for constructicn, $675,000; for E&D, $38,000 ($75,000 less $37,000
expendad) s for S&A, $69,000; and the value of 0.55 acgre- of right-of-way.

Should you decide ¢o continmue your study of the T-wall plan, the following
peoints should be considered:

4. Recent modifications to our frecboard criteria require an
increase in the elevation of the top of the wall to 10.5 feet mean sea
level (m.s.1l.). The costs cited above would have to be revised
accoxdingly.

b. Based on cur topographic data in the marina, the bottom slopes
to elavation ~13 feet n.s.l. in a distance of about 70 feet from the .
proposed wall which results in an unbalanced horizontal earth load, below
the base of the wall, of 856 pounds per linear foot of wall which will
have o be carried by the piling to provide a minimum factor of sgafety of
1.3 against conventional shear.

¢, The detailed report should be submitted for our review and
corment. This should include pile capacity curves developed for twice
the design loads and analyses of the proposed I-wall tie-ins at the east
and wast ends of the T-wall.

I YOu have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me.

lh
. ‘%7*/45 .
Sincarely yours, BARTON
_ LMNED~MP

f-sg
SEALS

L | LMNED-M
FREDERIC M. CIATRY - /‘,f/;

Chief, Enginearing Division L aeREL
I
66M77 LMYED-H #(

SOLMERQ}JS
IMNED-D

CANNON

Lyﬁ%g:f
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. MEMO FOR COLONEL RUSH

LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN, LOUISIANA, AND VICINITY
HURRICANE PROTECTION PROJECT

- CITRUS LAKEFRONT LEVEE
.. IHNC TO PARIS ROAD . 5 December 1975

The Citrus Lakefront Levee consists primarily of an enlargement of an
existing levee from the east end of the Lakefront Airport to Paris Road
with a short length of floodwall at Lincoln Beach (a former amusement
park). A new levee is to be constructed from the east end of the Lakefromnt
Airport to the vicinity of the Downman Road underpass with a new floodwall
from there to tie in with the IHNC floodwall system.. Sluice gate structures
will be provided in the levee for the St. Charles and Citrus pumping
stations. One has already been constructed by local interests at Jahncke
pumping station. Local interests will be given partial credit for the
existing levee and full credit for the sluice gate structures which they
will construct. Portions of the levee work were begun prior to the
authorization of the project and are thus not creditable. The levee is
located on the land side of the double~tracked Southern Railroad embankment
between that embankment and Hayne Blvd. which is currently being widened
by the state highway department with the reach from Downman Road to the
Citrus Canal already complete. . The right-of-way ‘available for this

levee 1s extremely limited and it has taken protracted negotiations with
the Southern Rallroad and compromises of our design standards to produce
an acceptable levee design that will satisfy the horizontal end vertical
spacing and drainage demands of the railroad. In a letter to the Southern
Railroad dated 21 November 1975, we presented finalized levee designs
which we feel meet all of their demands.

We are presently preparing the draft GDM with submission scheduled for

February 1976. Our currently estimated award and completion dates for

the floodwall portions are September 1977 and September 198C respectively.
The currently estimated award and completion dates for the levee portioms
are November 1977 and February 1979 respectively. The total cost including
wave wash protection is $11,860,000.

The Orleans Levee Board proposes to accomplish the closure of the Citrus
Canal and the construction of the sluice gate structure there in the

near future. The existing pumping station located on the south side of

the Hayne Blvd. bridge is not operable. The existing pumping capacity

is provided by an externally mounted electric pump located on the protected
side of the pumping station and pumping through a 50-inch steel pipe

which passes under Hayne Blvd. and over the existing low levee and

empties into the canal between the Hayne Blvd bridge and the Southern
Railroad trestle (see attached drawing). : \
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- The least expensive means of providing for a pumping outlet through the
levee system would be to close the canal and route the 50-inch pipe over
the raised levee. The pipe invert would be above the still water elevation
thus satisfying our protection criteria. It would, however, introduce
additional head into the system by raising the pipe to the new levee
elevation. This would reduce the pumping capability somewhat. This
reduced capability may be equal to the present requirements, but it is
still a reduced capability and it will not be equal to future requirements.
Therefore, some type of structure in the levee is in order through which
the existing pumping capability can be maintained and by which positive
cutoff can be provided to prevent backflow under storm conditioms.

Under the terms of local cooperation, the construction of such a structure
is a local irnterest responsibility but the cost is creditable toward the
local interest share of the project cost. Local interests intend to
replace the pumping station and greatly expand the existing pumping
capacity at a future date as development in the area dictates. It is
logical, therefore, to provide a sluice gate structure of sufficient
size to accommodate these future expansions. With this in mind, we
-determined that the cost of constructing a larger sluice gate structure,
though excessive in terms of current needs, would be creditable. The
basic premise for allowing this credit, however, is that a structure is
needed through which the existing pumping capacity can be maintained.
The drawings upon which we agreed to credit the structure showed the
50-inch pipe passing through the structure.

On 6 October 1975, the Orleans Levee Board (Mr. McNamara) submitted
plans and specifications for the accomplishment of the canal closure and
sluice gate structure for our review. These plans indicate that the
50~inch pipe will pass over the raised levee and will not be tied into
the sluice gate structure. This seems to indicate that the resulting
reduced pumping capacity is adequate until such time as the station is
rebuilt. This in turn throws doubt on the propriety of crediting the
cost of this undertaking. We feel that the 50-inch pipe, which must be
routed over the levee during construction, should be eventually tied
into the sluice gate structure, and that ideally this should be done at
the time of construction of the structure. . At the very least, the
routing over the levee should be indicated as being- temporary with a
firm commitment from the levee board that either the pumping station
improvement with resulting tie in with the structure will be accomplished
in the near future or the 50-inch pipe will be tied into the structure
in the near future.

I communicated the above position to Mr. Bodet of the Orleans Levee
Board. Mr. McNamara was on vacation at the time and Mr. Bodet indicated
that he would discuss the matter with Mr. McNamara upon his return and
then coordinate with me on an easy way to resolve the matter. He has
not as yet contacted me and we have not proceeded with the review of
their plans and specifications. Mr. LeMieux may wish to discuss this
issue in detail.
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SOWARD C. SCOGIN -

w'f"’""‘f’" " | e ' . » .;.,ggm o~
" December 11, 1975 R A o DAL WA Joess
i . COMMITTEES:
_ EDUCATION
HEALTH & WELFARE
LABOR & INDUSTRY
. :Editcr
AR Times-Picayuns CL : . ‘ . o
3800 Howard Avemue S o ’ R

New Orleans, Louistana
Dear Sir: '

I noted with intersst an article in this morning's rivﬂs-P*cayune
- concerning certain charges by Orleans Levee Board President, Guy
;. LéMiouxs charges I'had ‘entered into a couspiracy with Representa=~ .
“tive Ed Booker and others in Orlsans Parish seeking to block con-

. struction of the proposed Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity Harrieana
Protection Projqet. Such statsments or charges by this annot
offieial are both ridiculous and comical. I wasn't even awar

 of fact, I disagree with the gult because I think 1t 15 too all en~
'compaasing. Neither I nor any ‘of the officials of the Florida -

" fect except the barrier phases at Rigolet:, Chet Manteur and Sea~ .
brook, and Mr. LeHieux well knows this. ,

Mr. LeMieux's position as the gggg;gggg President of the Orlecans

tive offices in this gtate gg elective offices.”  If we start ap-:
pointing everybody, there is a possibility that we might 3et sane
more Guy LeHiauxs, snd vhat a traaedy'thnt would ba. :

Iir Mr. LeHieux and the. special vested lnterests that he 13 assoct~
ated with are permitted to continue to act in the manner they have
in the past, they are going to either 1) allow or 2) cause nany

people in St. ammany, St. Bernard and Orleans Pariqh to. losn thair :

lives. |
1) Al;ow panple to losc their llves by . inxdequace maintepance f
"of the Mississippi River levees under their jurisdiction; as w*tness'
k! the cave in at Nashville Avenue recently in which railroad tracks
. bulldings and evarything else in thit area fell iato tha river. I
think the pcople of Orleans Parish should be made aware of how nasar:
TR - major tragedy they almost experienced there.
| 2) - Ciuse people to lose their lives by rcontinuing to trumpet
the barrler phases of the protection plan. Incidentally, taxing

Levee Board certalnly makes a good case for keeging presently elec- |

_tha suit was being filed until I read of 1t in the New Orleans news-
papers and have nothing whatsoewver to do with the sutt. As a matter

. Parishes have ever voiced any objsction to any portion of the: pr64_ '
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Editor, ‘rima‘qpllcay;me o
Decamber 11, 1275 -
- page 2 -

"u-n‘v ;'t.afpy'?\,-. T m e e ey

proposeds for tha I'uxi;i:lug ,pi ths. projoct at tha lacal loavel huve
ﬁgm‘r’}catd by_’th‘oz‘t;mﬁﬁnta‘ three (3) timesii ;

I xw onptinually amzed by i, LeMieux's apporont léek of kaowledgs -
coacerning thy whole projost. He nas once agsin detionstrataed lils
laclk of cowputeney it his inabllity to asrva in the very laportant

post as FPpagildent of Lhe Orlaons Laveo Sourd, - dut ovarhaps no s :
Lo by mars pitlad tn ridioulzni, ' ' - :

‘Let ne mais 18 oleawr thik I rapresent tho poopls of 5t. Tamanpy -

- Parish und they ara now, azl haive dopn, unalterably opposed to Lhe
-barrier phuges 41 this oontrovarsinl praject anmd [ shill coatinus

to :pﬂ?‘;‘. fg.; then conzarnipg ths mattor whenaver the occaalan proe
sents 1taoll, : - - :

9= G2

{ wouldi cortainiy **rm that there is a tét):t;:?)!.f:ﬁt:)’ i_ii#DLVc*ﬁ:, ln.muclx
of this gigantie poark-birrél projoct ani r. LeMlsux, deing & part
g%l parly to same, knows whore the conspiracy leglly lies. '

Gincarely,

w  Slwird C. Scogin
i3t 4a A r -
ce w/eness  Na2u Orlesns Statas-[tenm
.o - Ually Suntry Hads

A o+ G8lidell Dalliy Times
. T WL TV . i ]
. S . Hr. Guy Lelfleux - ;

. s Aroy Cornps of &éxglmevs
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L e N#
tion of part of the proposed Lake Pontchartrsin val L3N
.mmmmmtrm 5 mlegalacummmmwm:uuu e
mmpincybysuteﬂepswc.“ﬁ"m pd.’ Corps of Engineers has fatied in its obligation {;
EdwardH. Booker. ¢ =7 4 to consider all facets of the public interest in imple- -ing
LéMieux said St. Tammany Rep. Seagin,dm%'mmtmgbpmects and to give full cofsideration to . J3%

* s boen an oppanent of the pian “from the very begin: recommendations from the U5, F Fish and Wikdite Sere, =
ning" gnd-“he is the. mastermind behind the scheme to ice for the protection, restorstion and enhancement of 337
- -tquwmagmmmmm environmental resources, particalarly as it relates to ;‘!}_
.of New Orleans.”: ‘eonstruction of the lak&me levee in New Orleans  .jve

* . The levee board president added-that Rep Bookerof ) g‘: st and operauon of aavzubk ﬂoodguu

- New.Urleans filed three unsuccessful bills
umwmmmmmdm ‘ “Asﬂ:ep!nnhsetm*."unmuu “thedty

"

8‘5'2. !’

. Legisiature. . wmmaummmmmu . W)
{ . LeMieux s2id the new s, filed in Federal Distfict about 10 years, IUs going 1o take 10 years ol work hi

* ; Cour by Booker and Luke Fontand on behall of Save push the,plan in » point where the ety does ge the SR
'mrwwhqkmmtgmwﬂzdmofmm protection we feel it should have.” i
= bills. -+ At present. he said, the levee board barely hasits 0 %
mmmrdpresxdansa:dmmnmmu. percmtshareonmﬂsneededwmmmuml b9 4
temyit by Booker to stop construction inthe Néew Or- government's #0percent. . . : N

' leans Ecst.oru by makinx Ldﬁeﬂwer 3 “seuec " “If we get a delay and theyre able to stop us in"-- .{_31
- river?” N ematn T BT ﬁamgnmmdm umvi;luu‘w ?'i:..
* LeMieux added “1f hecould make Little Rivera othér projects, with climb i

. scenic river, then it would be inpossible for us to' com- gmmnzmm‘:‘w”'ﬁ 7';3
plete the barrier pl;non the aouth side ofl.ake mw,mﬁm“‘w wxmed -t mﬂuy s
Mchartrnin e ~ie e A

Teaidey mem e mm«mmm Py e
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7 comments thereto. fully ' and
" eomplptely apswercd:___ o

e

1€l says Seomi
' . - 9 . . i y \ b- A
BY MIKE MONTGOMER -+ the suit if at least two conditiong taken by local opponents, wi, "
mmuwmc-mm;:a L weremet: . o Sy the bagriers wil ";'mmg
Hep. Kid Scogin of Siidell says First, if bodies such ag the St covere flood damage |in qp,. P
he would SUPPOrt a suit to stop 5 Tammany Parish Police Jyry - purish, in addition !o‘:;u ngz the e
larke portiun of the |ake and the 8. Tammany Muinicipal Chvirominent of the [ g Pon-
Pantchartrain Hurripant Association joinedthcplaintills: tchartrain estuaripe &,Z,,:, m and.
Protection  pign M _it_were ang, second. if the groups would - cripple_the Jake's shipbuilding
medified and. # gy, ' St. Tam-  joip under the condition that the industry, :
many Parish groyps wouldenter ayjt be narrowed to% Scogin,  who recently ap-
as friends of the plaintiffs, - end to the harrier asnert , Peared on a wpgy.Tv
Scotin believes the suit, filed Rq_.m'dannmngfhcséabr'ook. documentary to vojce is op-
b;' attornevs for SOW1, (Save Che enteur - and Rigoletg position ta the barrier plan, y A
Our Wct]andglmybctonh - Passes of the lake), ~ *mphasized that opponents here &
" . since"mich of the =, the mheantime, Scopin gre only against the Iake gapms. {iﬁ
“Poject is already completeq, continucd, he suggests that joca] “nddon 't oppose levee prot tomy ¥-
local legislator added, opponents o - the ',barrier_ fortheNewOrleansarea. Y ke,
» he could sec ‘backing 'pursue it in the same manner J¥ 5 major thrust of the sOwy, -
. y \ “{ I which we have all“thesef gt s to stop construction of.
& yeats.” - levees in the'New Orleans Fast ';
Since 1956, Scogin,  Slidel area, claiming - the sipye ures
Mayor Frank Cusimano ang Will require - the draining. of .
L £ 8% other local and pdrish officials -wetlands - and ¢, clerate ur- _
- ave campaigned 2gainst the banization in the area. o
WEAT"E“KEMT lake  dams by arguing  with SOWL. claiming some R
. Skies will be mastly " cloudy Corps of Engi officialsand  meper: from New Orieans, . %
- . = leday, whth a high iy the ‘ohet  state and federal TEPrESen-  Sjigel] and Mandeville, says > ¢
?"M'“"W"“F"!"- @QmiI?legal-mionbasbeep “certain_ portions of the I.yie -
, ST o R -'_"'"'"_"'"‘\ Pontchartrain  gpq Vicigity 7 .
. Hurricane Protection Projoct
{Barrier Ppjan)" will *inflict. -
-“irreparable injury” gy . the !
plaintiffs j¢ completed. Eiphe R
€xamples are listeq by sowr, .
atlorneys Luke Fontana N
ep. Ed Booker, both of N, SN
Orleans: : -
a) - Physical destruction ] ?‘,‘,
areas actually used anigj ernjoy: -
by plaintiff's members; ST
- B loss of fisheries . ang = . °
- wildlife H 54
) Loss and destruction of ¢
areas ‘of natupal and seenic
beauty: : , -
d) Loss of areay suitable a s
. desireable  for Study - ang .
- reseapeh by magine biplogists| ~ -, -
) . “esluaricn ecologists and &
. &) Plaintif’s extended efforts S‘:,”’:{,f_.',’:,‘:{,‘fcs providing fo - §
Enpiection with Corps of fish and-wildlife tnitigation ang V-
- Engincers ~ ang State . of- - mullicuse  watpr - Fesource v
. lauisian_astqdiesol‘ alternatives -~ development willbe precluded; | . -
to the project wil,]befrust:ra!ed: 0 Plaintiff wiy be denied its| . v
b) Plaintiff wilj be denied full © . . right to_haye 2 full good faith }!
. ‘and equal 'conside:;ation‘ by the . - .disclostre of the irppact of the | ¢
. Corps of Engineers to fish and "oprojeet set forth: in an s
" Wildlife resoyrces as reguu:ed . ~'Env'ir,onmcntnvl ‘impact fn_.-;-.
A c“"d"" l‘natt'i‘o_en A‘Z:deul w'ld!?fe N Statemcnt'andtbhavc plaintiff’s - »2 4
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Mr. Sh n/pbs/430
i

IN REPLY REFER 10
LHNED-~MP 21 November 1975

Mr. Charles ¥. 0'Doniel, Jr.

Reagional Planning Commission

333 St. Charles Avenue

Suite 900

New Orleans, loutsisna 70130

Dear Mr. O'Domiel:

This is in reply to your letter of 11 November 1975 concerning the
physical condition of the floodgate system near the Varret end of
the hurricane protection lsvee in St. Bernaxrd Parish.

The matter which you address apparently refars to floodgates in the old
back levee betwean Violet and Verret which is strietly a state and local
matter, It apparently does not refar to any portion of the Chalmette
Ares Plan of tha Lake Pomtehartrain, Loulsiana, and Vicinity urricane
protection project. I understand chat the louisiana Department of
Public Works and the Laka Borgne Basin Levee District are coordinating
a study of the problem you refarence. For further information, 1 recom-
mend that you contact those agencies.

I bope this elarifies our position with regard to this matter. If I may
be of any further ssrvice, please contact me.

Sincerely yours,

EARLY J. RUSH II1
Colonal, CE
Distriet Engineer

g

BARTON
LMNED-MP

gy

LMNED-M

i e

LMNED

Exec Ofc

9 w

Ccr:

Mr. Daniel Cresap, Chief Englaeex Mr. Eaxl J. Megner, District Engineer
Louisiana Departmeat of Public Works  jsuigians Department of Public Works
P.0. Box 44133, Capitol Station 7252 Lakeshora Drive

Baton Rouge, LA 70804 New Orleans, LA 70124

LMNED~D
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OFFICERS

DR. LANGSTON F REED
irman

M. P. SCHNEIDER JR.
Vice-Chairman

GREG J. LANNE , JR.

FLOYD A, SINGL NS ST. TAMMANY
ISHES

Treasurer

MEMBERSHIP

JEFFERSON PARISH
November 11, 1975

THOMAS F. DONELON
Parieh President

CHARLES J. EAGAN, JR.
Councll Cheirman

WILLIAM J. WHITE
Mayor, City of Gretne

JOE D.
rovoa smoam  £arly J. Rush, IIT
Colonel, CE
District Engineer
Department of the Army

ORLEANS PARISH

e JOON LANDRIEY New Orleans plstrlct
JOSEPH DI ROSA Corps of Engineers
JAMES A MOREAY Post Office Box 60267
EMILO J. DUPRE New Orleans, Louisiana 70160

DR. LANGSTON F. REED

Re: Physical condition of the flood gate

ST- BERNARD PARISH system near the Verret end of the
ROY H. GONZALES hurricane p;otection levee in St.
JOHN A. METZLER Bernard Parish

SAMUEL B. Nsl.'J.l;J.EsZ.nfsr
GREG J. LANNES, JR. Dear Colonel Rush:

EMILE E. PRATTINI, SR.
Attached are copies of news-items appearing in the

ST. TAMMANY PARISH Tlmes—PlcaXune and St. Bernard News of October 29, 1975,
ponc, MW AR concerning the current physical condition of the flood
WA PETEn gate system near the Verret end of the hurricane pro-
Police Juror tection levee in St. Bernard Parish.

ERNEST COOPER
Mayor, City of Covington

JOHN B. . . R . .
M. . SOHNEIDER, sh. Kindly favor this Commission with an expression of
your views regarding this important matter and the Lake

TATE OF LOUISIANA Pontchartrain and Vicinity Hurricane Protection project.

S
DJEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS

W.T. TAYLOR Sincerely,
irector

REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

CHARLES F. O'DONIEL, JR.
DIRECTOR

SENIOR PLANNER

CFO/EJG/pw
Attachment

(504 ) 523~1432

wagonc Toues BUleles
An Equal Opportunity Employer NEW ORLEANS * LOUISIANA 70135
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sproperty owner in Ward Five

- State Sen. Samuel B. Nunez sald today

he has asked the state Department of

" “Public Works for “an immediate investi-

- gation” of levees, flood gates and lateral -
: canals in St. Bernard Parish. ~ -

The request for the lnvestlgatxon fol- -
lows recent charges by Ward .5 police
l jury candidate Lynn B. Dean that the

parishisin danger of flooding because of '
. rotten floodgates i in the lower end of the
“ parish.”

. Nunez said he has asked for the mves-
;, tigation * to determine if the charges
’ l filed by a political candidate against the

1 ‘Lake Borgne Levee sttnct (board) are‘
“ tl'ue i1] )

\

He said that "sermus accusatxons con--

cernmg possible fleoding” were made
."and he believes the people “have a nght
. lo know the truth.” -

-In a press:- release Nunez sald the'
flood gates, lateral canals and levees are
-under the jurisdiction of the Lake-
! Borgne Basin Levee District and he will
) ask for ‘immediate dismissal of the-

-protecting the citizens of St. Bernard.”

i - Works Depa rtment and was told that the

"department continues to monitor levees

\‘Levee Probe Reques ied

'board members if they have neglected -

,

calin nature." - -

Later Tuesday Raymond G. Willhoft, .
president of the levee district, said he
has received numerous inquiries about
- the condition of the flood gates since
Dean made-a statement on their condi-
tion last week. .-

“When I became presndent of the .
board (three years ago), we xmmedxate-
ly asked our engineers, who are (pro-
vided by) the Louisiana State Depart--
ment of Public Works, to survey the
floodgates and report to us,” he said.

- Willhoft said the engineers reported
that the gates were in ‘“‘very bad condi-
tion”’.and $400,000 would be reqmred to-
"replacethem. - . . . '

He charged that the previous board- '
“‘comprised of Maurice Vinsanau, Dan
Calauda and Mr. Janssen’’ -——were
aware of the condition of the gates but -
preferred to “purchase shacks on the
Violet Canal for $112,000" and “‘pay the
"federal government $1,150,003 rather
thanfu: the ﬁoodgates." S

Nunez said he contacted the Public ;

vin the parish but will immediately.check :

: “to see If the charges are true or polm-

e
[ P .,,_--_.., - -

+
7£ /o,é,;

' ém *

ger es ad

Lynn Dean, president of 'the gate brldge

;Elevating Boats Inc. -and a

iof St. Bernard Parish, has

DERD %? %feé‘re%% -§Eeeés

and holes burned into the
wooden retaining wall.
Dean says that *

M

7-;3

by

destroyed with. both flood gates
renovated at least. Dean
estimates that the cost of two

the actual ~barges equipped with pumps

‘charged that residents in St.
‘Bernard from Violet to Verret
have no real hurricane
Pprotection due to the

deteriorated condition of the -

flood gates.
} Dean says that the flood
gate system near the Verret

-end of the hurricane protec-
tion levee has burned with.

!

gates have become complete-
ly ineffectual allcwing the
tides to flow into the
protected side.” '

He also charges that the
other set of gates, near
Violet, have deteriorated and
are in need of replacement.

Recommended is the in-

staliation of pumping stations ..

.

would run less than $1,000,-
Dean .adds that “had
Hurricane Eloise. continued
its course before turning
toward Florida, the Fifth -
Ward of St. Bernard,
including the part behind the
protection levec, would have
been a disaster."’ T

.
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IN BREPLY REFER TO
LMNED~-MP

Mr. Raymond A. Mix

Little Woods Lakeside
Property Owners Association
233 Broadway

New Orleans, Louisiana 70118

-~ Dear Mr. Mix:

/
Mr. Sh7{z n/pbs/430

19 November 1975

This is in reply to your letter of 11 November 1975 concerning the
New Orleans East portion of the Lake Pontchartrain, Louislana, and
Vicinity hurricane protection project.

1 appreciate your interest in the possible modification of the South
Point drainage structure. We will consider your remarks in our studies

and will inform you of the results.

If I may be of any further service, please call on me.

Sincerely yours,

EARLY J. RUSH III
Colonel, CE
District Engineer

EE2

BARTON
LMNED-MP

SKATE
LMNER)-M

TRY
LMNED
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LITTLE WOODS LAKESIDE PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION
233 Broadway
NEW ORLEANS, LA, 70118

November 11, 1975

Early J. Rush
Colonel, C.E., District Engineer
New Orleans District
Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 60267
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160

Dear Colonel Rush:

We are in receipt of a copy of a letter to Congressman

F. Bdward Hebert, responding to correspondence relative to
Representative Hebert's genuine interest in protecting
the.ten-thousand acre wetland encompassed by levee between
Paris Road and South Point. We are indeed encouraged in our
efforts to insure the integrity and continuing productivity

of the wildlife and primal charastics of the area when you in-
dicate in your October 20, 1975, reply to the Congressman that
a modification of the drainage structures at South Point is be-
ing investigated to determine if it is feasible to provide for
tidal interchange through that structure until the areas are dev-
eloped for intensive human habitation.

Even though you have stated in your correspondence that this area
is clearly destined for further developnent, we do not share your

ep1nion because of the follow1ng:

1. the difficulty which real estate developers will encounter
in securing permits from the U.S, Corps of Engineers to fill
or alter the natural bayous, lakes, lagoons and sloughs which
have always existed in the artea;

2, the monumental task .of convincing the taxpayers to pass the
necessary bond issues to construct sewage treatment plants and
utilities for this vast area; and also, the development of hund-
reds of miles of public streets required for such development;

3. drainage and deveopment of the tract would remove the en-
tire area as a wildlife habitat;

4. the development would drain its wastes into surrounding
wetlands, polluting other wildlife habitats;

5. the tract provides very unstable soil for construction of
homes, and over the years would require expensive restoration
of soil levels by home owners; or possible danger of homes being
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5. (cont'd)
destroyed by gas explosions by land subsistence,

When your feasibility studies concerning possible tidal
interchange through the drainage structure at South Point
are completed, we would very much appreciate a copy of your
recommendations regarding the implementation of the findings
of this study.

Very truly yours,

Hon. F, Bdward Hebert
Hon. Bdward C. Scoggins
Mr. Norm Chubb, Dept. of the Interior
Bcological Service
Director, Environmental Protection Agency
State House Natural Resources Committee
Mr. Charles Freyling, Gulf Coast Regional
Conservation Committee
Dr. Anthony Mumphrey, Univerity of New Orleans
Mr. E.J., Durabb, University of New Orleans
Sierra Cludb
Audubon Society
Louisiana Wildlife Federation
South Louisiana Environmental Council, Inc.
National Wildlife Association
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Citizens' Advisory Committee
on Bnvironmental Quality
Louisiana Commission on Coastal and Marine Resources
Bureau of Environmental Health
Bcology Center of Louisiana .|
Mr. Ronald Faucheux -




IN REPLY RRFPER TO
LMNED-MP 7 November 1975

Mr. Moses Attaya
5029 Yolse Drive
Matairie, LA 70002

Dear Mr. Attaya:

Mr. Jolm L. Lauricella, Jr., President of the Board of Levee Commissioners
of tha Pontchartrain Levee District, and Mr. Daniel V. Cresap, Chief
Engineer for the Louisiana Department of Publfic Works have requested

that I respond to your lstters to them of 15 Oetober 1975 concerning the
St. Charles Parish features of the Lake Pontchartrain, Louisisuna, and
Vicinity hurricane protection project.

The project as initially authorized by Congress provided for construction
of a new earthen leves along the St. Charles Parish lakeshore from the
Bormet Carre Ploodway to tha St. Charles~——Jefferson Parish lins. Prior
to construetion, wa recognised that the levee might have more adversve
environmental impacts than could be justified by offsetting flood
protection banefits. Accordingly, the decision was made to defer the
construction work on the lavee indefinttely so thst further environmental
studias could be conducted upen which to base a decision on the final
disposition of the levea. Subsequent to this action, Bayous Trepsgnier
and LaBranche wars included in the Louisisna Natural and Sceniec Rivers
System thersby precluding comstruction work om the levee without further
legal action. In view of this action, the environmentsal studies whieh
had been inftiated were reoriented to provide sm esssntial base of
envivormental and technical data for use in the oversll Lake Pomtchartrain,
Louisiman, and Vieinity project. A contragt for this study is currently
being negotiated with the Cemtexr for Wetlands Resources of lLouieiana
State University.

A preliminary resnalysis of an Afrline Highway (U8 Highway 61) alinement
indicates that further investigation of this alternative is advisable.
This will be done. Mesnwhile, the construction of the 3St. Charles
Parish lakefront levee is in an indefinitely deferred status. No work
will be done to implement the lakefront levee unless sxtensive addi-
tional studies indicats that comstryuction would be in the total public
interest.



Mr. She /dma/430
1MNED-MP 7 November 1975 ¢ 2[;
Mr, Moses Attaya gA/RTON
LMNED-MP
I hope this has snswered your question. If T may be of any further
service, plesse contact ma. '
SFALE
Sincerely yours, -M
RY

FARLY J. RUSH 11X
Colomel, CE
Distriet Fnginser

Copy furnished:

Mr, Joha L. Lauricella, Jr,
Board of Commissioners of the
Pontchartrain Leves District
148 St. Albert Street
Latecher, 1A 70071

Mr, Danfel V. Cresap

Louistiana Department of Public Works
PO Box 44155, Capitol Station

Baton Rouge, LA 70804
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COMMISSIONERS

NICHOLAS DIGIROLAMO
ROBERT FAUCHEUX
HAROLD KELLER
AUBREY LAPLACE
JAMES CORBETT
STEVEN GRIFFITH
FRANK RENAUDIN
FREDRICK ROTH

Che Board nf Levee @ommissioners

OF THE

Pontchartrain Leuvee BDistrict

148 ST. ALBERT STREET

Lutcher, La.
nnel

October 23, 1975

Corps of Engineers, U. S. ARmy

New Orleans District
Pe Oe BOX 60267

New Orleans, Louisiana 70160

Gentlemen:

JLLJR/dzv
Encle.

Enclosed please find a photostatic copy of a
letter addressed to the Board from Moses Attayae

We would appreciate your forwarding him a reply
as soon as possibles

Thanking you for your cooperation, I remain,

Very truly yours,

. L- 1Ce11a, Jr. L
///// /’ Pre31dent

i

REYNOLDS LAMBERT, VICE PRESIDENT

PROTECTING YOU
AND YOUR FAMILY

(504) 869.3562

(504) 869-3903

DANIEL E. BECNEL, JR.
THOMAS KLIEBERT
SPECIAL COUNSEL

E. J. VERON
SECRETARY

WILLIAM F. MIDDLETON
OPERATIONS SUPERVISOR
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State of Lonistane 1973
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
P. O. BOX 44155, CAPITOL STATION BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS
BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70804 GEORGE CHANEY, CHAIRMAN
ROY AGUILLARD EMMETT A. EYMARD
DIRECTOR P. P. VERRETT, SR.
RICHARD P, GIBSON
October 29, 1975 ROLAND CARTER

Mr. Moses Attaya
5029 Folse Drive
Metairie, Louisiana 70002

RE: St. Charles Levee
Lake Pontchartrain and
Vicinity Hurricane Project

Dear Mr. Attaya:

| am in receipt of your letter of October 15, 1975, requesting
information as to the present status of the above referenced
levee.

| am by copy of this letter requesting the U. S. Corps of
Engineers to inform you of the current status of this project.
Due to the environmental considerations, this study of the
Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity Project is being deferred.

| believe, however, that the Corps of Engineers can furnish
you with more detailed information.

Sincerely yours,

(2 7. Guepp-

DANIEL V. CRESAP
CHIEF ENGINEER

ART:sls .
cc: U. S. Army, Corps of Engineersy///



IN REPLY REVER 70
LMNED- g 10 November 1975

This 1is in further respomse to your latter of 4 June 1975 ia which you
requested information om a mmber of different points comcerning the
Lake Pomtchartraisn, louisissa, snd Vicinity harricsne protection preject.
An interim reply to your letter was provided by my predecsssor, Brigedier
Ganeral Haiberg, on 28 July 1975 and I further discusesd the matter in
uzy letter of 15 Octobar 1975,

The levels of flooding for each of the levemd rssches of the project
ares are indicated in the tabulations attachad as inclosures 1 and 2 for
100~year stormn comditions aad standard project lmxricene (SPR) conditions,
respectively. The variouws reaches fer which the data sre tabulated are
identified on the wap furnished as inclosure 3. These reschss corvespond
to thoss used for the £flood insurance raports for Orleans Parish dated
May 1971 and for Jefferson Parish dated Maxrch 1974. The map is coler
coded by parish to provide sasier differentiation of the similarly
nunbared reschas.

As requested, the flood lewvel data are yresented for the following
conditions:

a. Witheut the Rigolets, Chef NMenteur, smd Seabrook berrier
couplexes and with the present lavee system as unow in place (without
barriar-present levess).

b. Without the barrier complexes but with the project laves
system (withost barrisr-project levess).



LMNED~MP 14 Hovember 1975
Mr, Greg J. Lames, Jr.

¢+« With the barrier complexes in place and operating as designed
and with the present levee system (with barrier-present levees).

d. VWith the barrier complexes and with the project levee system
(with barrier-project levees).

Also as requested, we assumed 100 percent, S50 percent, and no pusplng
capacity for each of the above conditions. Additionally for comparative
purposes, we included the flooding level for each resch for the
preauthorization (July 1963) conditions assuming that the pumps would be
floodad and not operable. All of the elevations are in feet-—mean ses
level (m.s.l1.). The depth of flooding for any given location may be
deternined by subtrscting the ground elevation at that locsation from the
flooding elevation for the appropriate reach. Please note that reach 8
of St. Bernard Parish also includes a portion of Orlesas Parish as
indicated on inclosure 3., This was done for convenience since the data
are applicable to both areasas.

Listed below is & tabulation of flood situations along the north shore
of Lake Pountchartrain in St. Tammany Parish for present conditions and
for conditions which would obtain after completion of the baxrrier
couplexes.

xisting Conditions Project Conditions
Location 100~year SPH 100~vesr SPH
Elev., feet m.s.l. Flev,, feet m.s5.l.
Howze Beach 11.2 13.1 8.2 9.5
Handeville 11.6 12.8 7.4 8.0

As indicated before, the depth of floading at sny given location may be
determined by subtracting the ground elavation at thst location from thae
flooding slevation given. Hurricsnes critical to the srea would cause
the average leval of Lake Pontchartrain to rise to clevation 5 te 9 feat
m.8.1. With the barrier complexss operational, the average lake level
would be limited to about elevation 2.5 feet m.s8.1l. which accounts for
the lowering of the flood lewvels for the project coanditions by 3 to 5
feat, as indicated in the tabulation zbove.

As indicated in an informational copy we have of a report on the pumping
atations prepared for the Fourth Jefferson Drainage District by Burk &
Aesociates, dated December 1965, a faillure of the timber sheathing in old



LHNEL-HP 10 Hovember 1975
Hr. Greg J. Lannes, Jr,

seguments of pumping staticns 1, 3, and 4 in east bank Jefferson Parish
under hurricane conditions is a distinct possibility. This fact has
been verified by representatives of your staff and that of the Jefferson
Parish Departnent of Sewerage and Drainage. Such a faflure would result
in a flooding elevation of 0.5 foot m.s.l. 1in Jefferson Parishk reaches
16 end 20. The stage for this condition would be the assme with or
without the barrier complexes and would be the same for any major
hurricane.

The existing pumping stations in esst bank Jefferson Parish, with the
exception of the Suburban Canal Pumping Station Ho. 2, are inadequate in
height and structural integrity under SPH and certain other conditions,
in our opinion. In order to fulfill ocurxr bhurricane protectiom criteria,
the discharge pipes of the pumping stations should pass through a
structural wall or levee capable of withstanding hurricane loading.
Furthermore, either the invert elevations of the discharge pipes should
be the same as or higher then the still water elevations as discussed in
our previous letter or some form of approved, positive cutoff for the
pipes should be provided at the wall or leves. The comstruction of the
initial Jefferson Parish lakefront levee was authorized by the Flood
Coutrol Act of 1950. Under the requirements of local cooperation for
that Act, local interests mst provide, operate, and maintain pumping
plants consistent with the level of protection provided under that
authorization. Under the lake Pontchartrain, louisiang, and Vicinity
hurricane protection project, local interssts must accomplish all
necessary alterations to drainage structures required by the comstruc-
tion of ths project. However, the cost of accomplishing these .
alterations is properly creditable toward the local interest share of
the cost of the project. Accordingly, the cost of providing the increment
of protection batween that required under the 1950 suthorization snd
that required under the hurricsane protection project, sllowing for no
increase in pumping capacity, is a local interest expense properly
creditable toward the local interest share of the cost of the hurricane
protection projsct. A specific ewslustion by this district of alternstive
plans to accomplish this protaction would be necessary in order to
eatablish this credit. Since no Federal funds ave directly required to
accomplish this work, it will have little effect ou the accomplishment
of the remainder of the project by the Federal Government.

This brief discussion of the pumping station situation in Jefferson
Parish relates only to the provision of contiouous protectiom along the
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Mr. Sh{/f/{iﬂgze/&:"o
LHNED-MP 10 Hovembe 7S

M¥r. Greg J, lLannes, Jr.

lakeshore and to the prevention of intrusicn of lake weters into the

protacted ares. It does not relate to the adequacy of the stations .o

insofar ss drainage is concerned. Under the profject, it is the - i‘,Zf’

regponsibility of local interssts to deal with drainage, and local funds BARTON

expended for that purpose are mot creditable toward the local imterest  [MNED-MI

shaxe of the project cost. V-

SEALE

I hope that this hes satisfactorily answered your questions regsrding . LMNED-M

the hurricame protection of the ares. If I may be of further service, ;- !4&'
NEL
D,

please call on me. “ BE
IMNED-H
Sincerely yours, ééz
SOMMER M
-D
RY
3 Inecl EARLY J. RUSH III ED
As stated Colonel, CE
District Engineer
Evec ¢
CF: w incl
LMNED-H @_\q

LMNED-D
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LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN LOULS 1A VICINITY
HARRICANE PROTECTION PROJECT

PLDEDING LEVELS
13 OCTOBER 1975
HO-YEAR STORM OOMDITIONS

ORLEANS PAR]SH
PRE-AITHORIZATION CONDITIONS WITHOUT BARRIER - PRESENT LEVEES WITHOUT BARRIER - PROJECT LEVEES WITH BARRIER - PRESENT LEVEES WITH BARRIER - PROJECT LEVEES
REACH MO. i 1008 PP} 50f P | NO PUMPING | 100X PuP | 508 PP | wo pumpinG | 1OOS PUP | sop-pae | NO PUMPING | 1008 Puwe | sot o | o ApInG
1 3.0 -2.0 -1.5 -1.1 -2.2 -1.7 -1.3 -4.8 4.6 -3.0 4.9 -4.7 -3.2
2 | 2.5 | -2.6 . . -2.6 * = -2.8 * * ~2.5 . *
3 2.5 -2.0 * . -2.0 * . -2.0 » . -2.0 . .
5 9.6 4.0 -3.8 -3.4 -14.0 -3.8 4.5 -4,2 -3.9 -5.7 -5.4 -5.0
6 2.0 | -1.0 -0.9 -0.6 -1.1 -1.0 4.8 4.6 -3.6 4.9 4.7 -3.7
7 2.0 -1.4 -0.9 -0.2 -1, -1.0 ~2.1 -1.7 -1.2 ~2.4 -1.8 ~1.3
8 u.2 1.8 2.0 2.2 1.7 1.9 e S B -1.2 -2.4 -i.8 -1.3
9 2.2 1.8 2.0 _2.2 1:7 1.9 -1.2 -0.6 0.0 -l -0.8 -0.2
10 0.5 -0.2 0.2 0.5 -0.2 0.2 -0.2 0.2 0.5 -0.2 0.2 | 0.6
11 -0.2 -2.4 -2.1 -1.8 -2.4 -2.1 -2.4 -2.1 -1.8 ~2.4 -2.1 -1.8
12 . 2.5 ~1.4 -1.1 -0.8 -1.4 -1.1 -1 -1.1 -0.8 -1 -1 -0.8
13 -0.2 -2.4 -2.1 -1.8 -2.4 -2.1 -2,4 -2.1 -1.8 -2.4 2.0 | -1.8
1] 2,6 -1 -1.1 -0.8 -1y -1.4 -1 -1.1 -0.8 ~1.4 -1.1 ~0,8
i5 0.0 -0.8 -0.l -0.1 -0.8 -0.4 _ 0.8 ~0.4 -0.1 -0.8 -0.4 -0, 1
16 0.2 -0.7 -0.2 0.2 -0.7 -0.2 0.7 _{_-0.2 0.2 -0.7 -0.2 0.2
23 5.0 ssm san 6.0 s (T sas s WA was sam 0.8
25 5.0 san s 6.6 sse sen _!u‘.—v ! s asa NA “es 9 T 0.8
y 12.2
19| 9.6
20 9.6
2t 9.6 .
22 5.0
24 5.0
28 9.6 . o
WOTE: THE FLOGDING LEVELS IN ORLEANS PARISH REACHES 4, 19, 20, 21, 22, 24, R 25 ARE NOT INFLUENCED BY THE OPERATION OF THE BARRIER OOMPLEXES. : .

SEE FLOOD INQURRECE STUDY, ORLEANS PARISH, DATED MAY 1971, FOR THE BASE FLOOD ELEVATIONS FOR THESE REACHES.

T T

JEFFERSON PARISH

"“201 [ 20 | 32 | -s.87] -3.15 § -3.2 | -318 | -3a.is | -3.2 | -3.s | -3.16 | -3.2 | -3.18 | -3.i15

NOTE: THE FLOODING LEVELS IN JEFFERSON PARISH REACHES 9, 18, 19, AND 2] ARE NOT INFLUENCED BY THE OPERATION OF THE BABRIER COMPLEXES.
SEE FLOOD INSURANCE REPORT, JEFFERSOM PARISH, DATED MARCH (974 FOR THE BASE FLOOD ELEVATIONS FOR THESE REACHES.

ST. _PAR
) ; - ne PP 6.0 Y PTT 2.4
2 ‘2.2 sun xse 5-0 Ll RS LEL ] 2.7
3 T 1.2 : : 1.2 . .
4 1.4 1.2 . . 1.2 : :
5 12.2 ~1.4 . . -1 . v
s 12.2 ass ann 6.0 sen b 3.7
THIS TABLE WAS DEVELOPED AT THE REQUEST OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION TO INDICATE THE [MPACT OF VARIOUS

GENERAL NOTES: ALL ELEVATIONS ARE IN FEET - MEAN SEA LEVEL ASSUMED IMPATRMENTS OF PUMPING CAPACITY AT THE PUMPING STATIONS. NO SUCH DATA WERE DEVELOPED FOR THE PUMPING
* NOT APPLICABLE -~ PUMPING CAPACITY NOT RESTRICTED BY FLOODING CONDITIONS.  STATIONS OF GRLEANS PARISH REACHES 2 AND 3 AND ST. BERNARD PARISH REACHES 3, 4, AND 5. THESE STATIONS DISCHARGE
*s¢ NOT APPLICABLE - PUMPS MON-EXISTENT [NTO A LEVEED AREA, AND THE LIKEL[HOGD OF THEIR CAPACITIES BEING IMPAIRED BY HURRICANE FLOOD CONDITIONS ON THE
W NOT AVAILABLE DISCHARGE SIDE S CONSIDERED TOO REMOTE TO WARRANT COMPUTATION UNDER THE ASSUMED CONDITIONS OF FAILURE. I[N
FURNISHING THIS DATA TO THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION, THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS MAXES NO JUDGMENT AS TO TRE

POSSIBILITY OF THE ASSUMED FAILURE CONDIT[ONS ACTUALLY OCCURRING,
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LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN LOUISIANA VICINITY
HURRICANE PROTECTION PROJECT
FLOODING LEVELS
15 OCTOBER 1975
STANDARD PROJECT HURR{CANE CONDITIONS

ORLEANS PARISH
PRE-AUTHOR[ ZATION CONDITIONS WITHOUT BARRIER - PRESENT LEVEES WITHOUT BARRIER ~ PROJECT LEVEES WITH BARRIER-PRESENT LEVEES WITH BARRIER - PROJECT LEVEES
REACH MO o 1008 Pue | 50% Puwe [0 PMPING | 1oos PMe | sog puwe | no PG | 100t e | sos e | wo Puweins | 100t pue | sox e | ho P ing
i 3.0 2.2 2.3 2.9 2.2 2.3 2.9 -1 -1.2 0.4 -5.2 4.6 -3.0
2 3.0 -2, : : 2.1 . . -2.1 : : 2.1 : .
3 3.0 -1.4 . : -1y . . -1y - - -1y . .
5 9.6 5.5 5.7 5.8 5.5 5.7 5.8 -3.0 2.7 2.1 4.5 4.2 -3.9
6 8.0 . . 8.0 - ' 8.0 3.7 -3.5 2.5 -u.8 -1.6 -3.6
? 8.0 . * 8.0 - . 8.0 -1 -1 -0.5 -2.1 -1.8 -1.2
8 2.0 . - 7.0 s 7.0 -0.4 -0.1 0.5 2.1 -1.8 -1.2
9 7.0 . - 7.0 - . 7.0 -0.4 0.1 0.5 -1.2 -0.8 0.0
10 4.0 - . 2.9 - . 2.9 0.6 1.0 .3 0.6 1.0 1.3
i 4.5 . . 4.5 ) .- 4.5 2.1 -1.8 -1.2 2.1 -1.8 -1.2
12 8.5 * * 4.5 . - 4.5 -1.2 -0.8 0.0 1.2 | o8 0.0
13 4.0 - . 2.9 - - 2.9 -2.1 -1.8 -1.2 -2.1 -1.8 -1.2
14 3.0 - - 2.9 . R 2.9 -1.2 -0.8 0.0 -1.2 -0.8 0.0
5 4.0 - - 2.9 - . 2.9 0.6 1.0 1.y 0.6 1.0 K
18 4.0 e - 2.9 - : 2.9 1.0 1.3 1.6 1.0 1.3 1.6
23 5.0 ase axn 6.3 aex Y NA ' “er NA ree ™ i.0
25 5.0 av wer 6.8 e ves WA er wes i ,,_ ___ 0
4 13.0
19 9.6
20 9.6
21 9.6
22 5.0
24 5.0
28 9.6

NOTE: THE FLOODING LEVELS IN ORLEANS PARISH REACHES 4, 19, 20, 21, 22, 24, AND 28 ARE NOT INFLUENCED BY THE OPERATION OF THE BARRIER COMPLEXES.
SEE  FLOOD 'INSURANCE STUDY, ORLEANS PARISH, DATED MAY 197!, FOR THE BASE FLOOD ELEVATIONS FOR THESE REACHES.

16820 | ] [22 [ 2.8 J-215 | 2.2 |-218 | -2.ts | 32 | -3.is | -3.s | -3.2 | -3.18 ] -3.15

NOTE: THE FLOODING LEVELS N JEFFERSON PARISH REACHES 9, 18, 19, AND 2| ARE NOT INFLUENCED BY THE OPERATION OF THE BARRIER COMPLEXES.

JEFFERSON PAR|SH

SEE FLOOD INSURMNCE REFORT, JEFFERSON PARISH, DATED MARCH 1974 FOR THE BASE FLODD ELEVATIONS FOR THESE REACHES.

ST. BERNARD PAR{SH "

I Ia'o aEe LR 8-5 (23] LEA) 2'6

2 13.0 e sex 8.5 ee TS 3.0

3 13.0 1.8 - . 1.8 . .

4 13.0 I.8 * » 1.8 . O

5 13.0 -1.0 . . -1.0 . *

8 13.0 ar wie 6.7 Ty e 3.7

GENERAL NOTES: ALL ELEVATIONS ARE IN FEET-MEAN SEA LEVEL . THIS TABLE WAS DEVELOPED AT THE REQUEST OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION TO INDICATE THE IMPACT OF VAR]QUS

# NOT APPLICABLE-PUMPING CAPACITY NOT RESTRICTED BY FLOODING CONDITIONS. ASSUMED [MPATRMENTS OF PUMPING CAPACITY AT THE PUMPING STATIONS. NO SUCH DATA WERE DEVELOPED FOR THE PUMPING
s NOT APPLICABLE-PUMPS WILL BE FLOODED AND NOT OPERABLE STATIONS OF ORLEANS PARISH REACHES 2 AND 3 AND ST, BERNARD PAR[SH REACHES 3, 4, AND 5. THESE STATIONS DISCHARGE

INTO A LEVEED AREA, AND THE LIKEL[HOOD DF THFIR CAPACITIES BEING IMPAIRED BY HURR[CANE FLOOD CONDITIONS ON THE
DISCHARGE SIDE 1S CONSIDERED TOO REMOTE TD WARRANT OOMPUTATION UNOER THE ASSUMED CONDITIONS OF FATLURE. IN
FURNISHING THIS DATA TD THE REGIONAL PIANNING COMMISSTON, THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS MAKES NO JUDGMENT AS TO THE
£ D A N )i X

#ws NOT APPL|CABLE-PUMPS NON-EXISTENT
NA NOT AVA|LABLE




IN RUPLY REFER TO o : o ’
LMNED-HP o A - , 2% July 1975

Mx. Greg J. Lannes, Jr.
Regional Plamning Comnlssgion
333 st, Charles Avenua

Suite 900

Hew Orieans, LA 70130

Dear Mr, Lames:

This is in :«pouée to your letter cof 4 June 1975 in which you requested
information on 2 nutber of different points concarning thae Lake
Pontchartrain, loulsiana, and Vicinity huxricane protectioa project.

The still watar elevations ian Lake Pontchartrain under the conditions
you hypothesized are rust-.ea below:

a. For a l00-year storm without the hurricane complexes (Chef
Menteur, Rigolats, Saabrook): South shorae = 10.3 feet mean sea level
(n.s.l-); Mandeville - 1ll.6 ft. m.s.l.

bh. For a 1l00~yeax storm with tha bharrier complexeas fouth shore -
7.7 feet m.n,l.; Mandeville ~ 7.4 feet m.s5.l.

¢. Por & Standard Project Hurricana (SPH) without the barxier
conplexes: South shore - 11.5 feet m.u.l.; Mandeville — 12.8 fect m.s.l.

d. Por an SPH with the barrier complexes: Sounh gshore — 8.7 {zet
moﬂc]a’ Mndevillg - 800 feet -'s.l.

The recoapended heights ¢f the inverts of the ountflew pipes {zom each
drajipags pumping station discharging into Leke Pontchartrain along the
south shore are the sanre as the still watsr elsvailona for sich condi-
tion as listed &bove,
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m estimated cost and comtme*iﬁn sehedules of the various porticns of
the hurricane protection projost are tabulated below:

. Egtinated Batimated

Feature , : . gost (1 July 7%) Construction
Chef Manteur Complex © $41,955,000 PY 76 - rY 51
Rigolets Complex - R R P 63,915,000 - ¥T 76 - PY BY
- eabrook Complex . 30,360,000 °©  PYIB-FrEy
Mandeville Seawall - - " 640,000 Indefinitely i
$t. Charles Parish Lakefromt Leveeo 31,615,000 . Indefinitely

' : Deferred

Jefferson Farish Lakefront Levee ‘ 1,325,000 PY 90
Chalmette Area Plan - Orleans Parish 18,700,000 ¥Y €9 ~ FY 87
Chalmette Area Plan ~ S5t. Bexrnard Prsh 61,110,000 FY 67 ~ FY 86
New Orleans Lakefront Leves and 27,717,000 FY 67 - FY 84
West Bank of Inner Harbor uavi.qatian
Canal) (IXHNC)
Citrus Lakefront Levea (IHNC to Paris 33,192,000 Y 67 - FY 92
Road) , East Bank of IHNC and Citrus ’ ,
Back lLevea (IHKNC to Michoud Canal)
Hew Orleang East Lakefront Levee 41,571,000 FY 73 - FY 83

(Paris scad to South Point), South
Point to Gulf Intracoastal Waterway
Levee and New Orleans past Back Levea
(Michoud Canal ¢to Chef Menteur Complex)

The styenagthening and repaix of the Mandaville Ssz2wall has been vlaced

in an indefinitely dafarred status due to a2 lack of local cooperation.

At the initial public mesting w0 discuse a sepaxate study, "lLake

Pontchartrain, North Shore, Loulslars,™ in hocenber of 1955, the

Mayor of Handeville cppozed the plan authorized under the hurricane

protection project to restore and strengthen tho existing seawall. He

also opposed emergency repalrg of the dazmagez to tha seawall caused by

inrricane Hilda $n 1262 and Betay in i9&S, At that game r-n'h‘! io roering,

be mud tha mm;:lste :cplmnt of thc cxiatinq seawall and its e

i
'

b
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1linits of Mandaville. On & Octobexr 1972, we hald the aecond public
meeting on the lake Poutehartrein, North Shore, lLouisispa, study and
preaented three separats plans, The plan for a hish levee slong tha
Handeville lakefront wns not enonomically juecifiad., The lMayor's plan
vas 8180 not econonically justified. The third plan was a modification
of the asthorized plan for strengthening the existing seawall. This
plan would substitute a sand beach in front of the seawzll in place of
the authorized riprap. A sand beach would strengthen and protect the
existing seawall 39 wsall as provide recraational opportunities. It was

- economically justified but was rejected 1a ite entirety bty the layor and

others. As a result of the unanimous local opposition to the beach plan,
it will not be imcluded in our recommendad plan of iuprovement for ths
north shore of Lake Pontchartrain. The town of laudeville will contimse
to have the option of accepting or rejecting the repaixr work for the
seawvall as authorixed in the Laka Pontchartrain, Louiaiana, and Vicinicy
hurticans protection project. ‘ . '

The St. Charles Parish Lakefront leves would alter some 20,500 or more
acres of marshland. The scononie justification for the leves is larzely
based on land enhancement with only a small portion of the bamefita
owing to flood control. iy predecessor, Colonel Hunt, rvecognized this
4ia his statement of findings on the emvironmental statemsnt wherein he
stated that the dansges csused by construction of the levea may Lave
sore detrizental impact on the enviromment than can be justified by
offsetting flood protection benefits. VWork on the lavee was deferrad
pending further environmental studies which were soon initiated.
Subsequently, Bayous Trepagnier and laBranche ware included im the
lovistana Natural and Scenie Rivers System thus precluding any construe~
tion work on the lakefroat levee. Accordingly, the studies which had
bean Initizted to provide a basis for a decision on whether or not to
procsed with the lakefromnt leveae were reoriented to provide an esseantisl
bsse of environmantsl and technical data for use in the overall Lake
Pongchartrain, louisisna, and Vicinity hurricane protection project. A
recent prelininary reanalysis of an Adrliue Righway (US Highway 61)
alinenment indicates that further investigascion of this alternative is
advisable, This will be done. Heanwhile, the lakefront levee has bean
indefin{tely deferred.

The estimated costs (1 July 1975) to ths various local assuring agencies
for the projaect (excluding the barrier comploxea) arz 33 follova:

Poutchartrain Levee District 8 9,640,000
Orieans leves Diatriet 36,515,048
St. Tammeny Parish Police Jury 184,000

Lake Borgne Bagin Lzvea Distriet/ 18,330,000
St. Bermard Parish Pelice Jury
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In addition to the above costs, tha local assuring agencies' share of
the cost of the barrier cooplexes (Chef Henteur, Rigolets, Seabreook) is
$45,325,000. Since the barrier complexesz benefit all of the parishes
participating in the project except St. Burnard Parish, it has bheen
determined by the Louisiana Depaxrtment of Public Works (DPW) that the
non~Federal coats for their comstruction should be shared by the bene~
fiting parishes. Based on reductions in the cost of laksfront levees as
a xesult of constructing the barrier, the sharing of non~Federal costs
has besn tentativaly determined by DP¥ to bhe sssentlally as followsy

8t. Charles Parish 11.4 percant
Jafferson Parish 12.0 percent
Orleans Paxish 67.1 percent
St. Tammany Parish ‘2.5 percent

Based on the currently ostinmated non-Federal ocost of $45,325,000, tho
estimated costs () July 1975) to the various local amsuring agencies for .
the barxrier complexes (Chef Mentaur, Rigolats, Seabrook) are as follows: .
\

Pontchartrain Leves District §13,779,000
Orleans Levee District 30,413,000 : ‘

' #t. Tammany Parish Police Jury 1.133,000

v\
‘a\

N
AN S |
N LR S

The resulting total estimated costs (1 July 1975) to the various looal BESREEE |
-assuring agencies for ths entire project are as follows: . o~

Pontchartrain Leveo District $23,419,000
Oxleans lLevee District - 66,928,000
St, Tammany Parish Police Jury 1,323,000
Lake Borgns Basin Levee District/ 18,330,000 . i
St. Bernard Parish Police Jury ,
_ SN A%

The determination of the limits of flooding under the various conditions ., ooy
you have proposad will require considerable effort by my staff as will ;.o mp
the investigation of the situation regaxding the Jefferson Parish lake~
front pumping stations. I hopa to forward this information in the near 4™

future. In the interim, I felt that this partial response to youx LMNED-M
inquiry would ba helpful to you. If X way be of any further assistanca, P i
pleasa ¢all on =a. - ,” B CME)" !

|, LMNED-H gp. ‘

}gﬁmﬁnfﬁ'\g

TR i
£. R. HETHERG III AINED, 5

Sincexely yours,

Colonel, CE ek
[ L R O R R I
LMNED~D L
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June 4, 195 '

PARISHES

Colonel E. R. Heiberg, III
District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Foot of Prytania

P. O. Box 60267

New Orleans, Louisiana 70160

Subject: Request for the New Orleans
Area Hurricane Protection
System Status

Dear Colonel Heiberg:

In order to determine the current status of the New Orleans
Hurricane Protection System, I would like to request answers to the
following questions:

1. What will the still water height of IL.ake Pontchartrain be

under the following conditions:

a. For a 100 year storm without the Chef Menteur and
Rigolets Barriers

b. For a 100 year storm with the Chef Menteur and
Rigolets Barriers

c. For a Standard Project Hurricane without the Chef
Menteur and Rigolets Barriers

d. For a Standard Project Hurricane with the Chef
Menteur and Rigolets Barriers

2. For each of the four conditions cited in question one
above, what would be the recommended heights of the
inverts of the outflow pipes from each drainage pumping
station discharging into L.ake Pontchartrain?

3. What are the anticipated costs and schedule of constructing
the Chef Menteur and Rigolets Barriers?

4., What are the estimated costs and fiscal year(s) of
construction for each major segment of the Hurricane
Protection System?

5. For each of the four conditions cited in question one
above, what level of flooding (i.e. mean sea level of
flood waters and average amount of water above ground)
would be anticipated for each flood reach area in
Jefferson, Orleans, St. Bernard and St. Tammany
Parishes assuming that:

a. All drainage pumping stations remained fully operative
with:
1. Present levee heights

(504) 523-1432

SUITE 900

MASONIC TEMPLE BUILDING

333 . CHARLES AVENUE

NEW ORLEANS LOUISIANA 70130
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2. Levee heights recommended in the approved New
Orleans Hurricane Protection System Plan
b. There was a 50% reduction in drainage pumping
station capacity with:
1. Present levee heights
2. Levee heights recommended in the approved New
Orleans Hurricane Protection System Plan
c. Pumping stations became inoperative with:
1. Present levee heights
2. Levee heights recommended in the approved New
Orleans Hurricane Protection System Plan
d. There was a failure of the levee system at one or
more of the pumping stations
What are the local parish shares required and appropriated
for the Hurricane Protection System?
As drainage pumping station improvements in Jefferson
Parish are presently under study and as there are serious
concerns relating to the proper design specifications of
the drainage pumping stations due to the status of the Chef
Menteur and Rigolets Barriers, could the following
improvements to insure the integrity of the levee system
be eligible for federal funding as part of the Hurricane
Protection System:
a. Flood walls located in front of Jefferson Parish
Pumping Stations 1, 3 and 4
b. Related construction required to insure continuous
operation of the said pumping stations such as
discharge tubes, engine cooling systems, etc.;
could the eligible improvements be funded by existing
federal appropriations for the New Orleans Hurricane
Protection System or would additional appropriations be
needed?

If the improvements described in question seven are funded

by existing federal appropriations for the New Orleans
Hurricane Protection System will the use of the existing
federal appropriated funds for these additional improve-
ments result in the removal, curtailment delay or
modification of any existing feature of the Lake
Pontchartrain and Vicinity Hurricane Protection Plan?
If the answer to question eight is yes, please describe
the existing feature of the L.ake Pontchartrain and
Vicinity Hurricane Protection Plan that will be

effected and the manner in which they will be effected.
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10. What is the status of the St. Charles Parish levee segment
of the New Orleans Hurricane Protection System?

Your every effort to answer these questions will be most
appreciated, if you have any questions please contact me at 279-9481.

Sincerely,

REG

HURRICANE/LEVEE PROTECTION
COMMITTEE

GJLJR/LDD/1h

cc: Mr. Emile Gex
Mr. Le Roy Dauterive
Mr. B. M. Dornblatt
Mr. C. J. Eagan
Mr. Emile E. Prattini, Sr.
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IN REPLY REFER TO
IMEED-}P 15 October 1975

This is in response to your letter of 24 September 1975 requesting an
expedited rasponse to your 4 June 1975 letter concerning the Lake
Pontchartrain, Louisisna, and Vicintity hurricane protection project.

As you corractly noted, an iunterim response to your rather lengthy
ioquiry wes provided. This response covered all but two of your
topice—{looding elevations under various conditions and the matter of
the Jefferson Parish lakefront pumping stations., In this response, it
vas explained that devaloping the additional informetiom requested would
invelve eonsiderable effort.

I share your comviction that adequate lurricane protection is critically
neeaded in the metropolitan area. I ssspect, howewver, that the complexity
and scope of the work needed to comply with the remaining two {tems of
your request are not fully appreciated by you.

The work in question includes extensive collsetion and coordination of
information, and multiple flood routing procedures. Our technieal staff
is linited, and requests such as yours (and such requests ave numerous)
mst, of necessity, be processed within our total emgineerisg program.
Because of the complaxicty of the work, and the competition from other
elmments of the total progran, we have been unsble to respond as quickly
as both you, and we, would have liked. Neverthelass, we have bsen
Mﬁw and hope to have the requasted informstion
availabla withina 3 weeks.



Messrs. Chatry/She’%é/gze/lGO
IMNED--MP 15 October 1975 [ (4"
Mr. Orag J. Lannes, Jr.

I ask your understanding, and a2ssure you of my continuing interest in
helping te bring adegquate hurvicane protection to the matropolitan area.

Sinceraly yours,

: RY

EARLY J. RUSH III ED
Colonel, CE N
District Engineexr Exec Ofc
o

CF:

IMNED-H @L /5




-
- -

DR. LANGSTON F REED
irman

M.:P. SCHNEIDER JR.
ice-Chairman

GREG J. LANNES JR.
cretar

FLOYD A. SlNCLAU{
Treasurer

MEMBERSHIP

JEFFERSON PARISH

THOMAS F. DONELON
Perieh President

CHARLES J. EAGAN, JR.
Council Cheirman

WILLIAM J. WHITE
Mayor, City of Gretna

JOE D. LINDSAY
FLOYD A. SINCLAIR

ORLEANS PARISH

MOON LANDRIEU
Mayor, City of New Orleans

JOSEPH DI ROSA
Councliman-at-Large

JAMES A. MOREAU
Councilman-at-Large

EMILO J. DUPRE
DR. LANGSTON F. REED

ST. BERNARD PARISH

ROY H. GONZALES
Police Jury President

JOHN A. METZLER
Police Juror

SAMUEL B. NUNEZ, JR.
State Senator

GREG J. LANNES, JR.
EMILE E. PRATTINI, SR.

ST. TAMMANY PARISH

M. W. HART

Police Jury President

W. A, “PETE" FITZMORRIS
Police Juror

ERNEST COOPER
Mayor, City of Covington

JOHN B. IBOS
M. P. SCHNEIDER, JR.

STATE OF LOUISIANA
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS

W. T. TAYLOR
Director

An Equal Opportunity Employer

OFFICERS

September 24, 1975

I1Y

Colonel Early J. Rush,
District Engineer
U.S. Army District
Corps of Engineers
Post Office Box 60267
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160
Subject:
Letter of June 4, 1975
Re Hurricane Protection Planning

Dear Colonel Rush:

On June 4, 1975, I sent a letter to your predecessor,
Colonel Heilberg, requesting information relative to

the status of the Hurricane Protection System and other
technical assessments which are key to the Reglional
Planning Commission's efforts to promote the completion
of adequate hurricane and flood protection works for
our region.

As of this date I have received only a partial response
to my letter of June 4th.

your every effort to expedite a full response to my
letter of June 4th will be most appreciated. I would
hope that you would agree that three and one-half
months is an extraordinarily long time to wait for a
full response in this most critical effort.

Should you need any clarification, please feel free to
call me at 279-9481.

GJL/rr

(504) 523.1432
SUITE 900
MASONIC TEMPLE BUILDING

333 ST ARLES AVENU
NEW ORLEANS LOUISIANA 70130

Response to Regional Planning Commission
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- June 4, 1975

Colonel E. R. Heiberg, 11
District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Foot of Prytania

P. O. Box 60287

- New Orleans, Louisiana 70160

_ Subject: Request for the New Oﬂeans«
- ' Area Hurricane Protection
System Status

Dear Colonel Heiberg:

In order to determine the current status of the New Orleans -
Hurricane Protection System, I wonld like to request answers to the

‘ following questions; .

1. What will the still water height of Lake Pontchartrain be :

under the following conditions:
.a. For a 100 year storm without the Chef Menteur and

Rigolets Barriers

b. For a 100 year storm with the Chef Menteur and
Rigolets Barriers

¢. For a Standard Project Hurricane without the Chef
Menteur and Rigolets Barriers

d. For a Standard Project Hurricane with the Chef
Menteur and Rigolets Barriers

2. For each of the four conditions cited in question cne
above, what would be the recommended heights of the
inverts of the outflow pipes from each drainage pumping
station discharging into Lake Pontchartrain? '

3. What are the anticipated costs and schedule of constructing
the Chef Menteur and Rigolets Barriers?

4. What are the estimated costs and figcal year(s) of
construction for each major segment of the Hurricane
Protection System?

5. For each of the four conditions cited in guestion one
above, what level of flooding (i.e. mean sea level of
flood waters and average amount of water above ground)
would be anticipated for each flood reach area in
Jefferson, Orleans, St. Bernard and St. Tammany
Parishes assuming that: _
a. All drainage pumping stations remained fully operatlve

with: :
1. Present levee heights
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. be eligible for federal funding as part of the Hurrlcan.e

2. Leves heights recommended in the aporoved New
Orleans Hurricane Protection System Plan
b. There was a 50% reduction in drainage pumping
station capacity with:
1. Present levee heights
2. Levee heights recommended in the approved New
Orleans Hurricane Protection System Plan
¢. Pumping stations became inoperative with: -
1. Present levee heights
2. Levee heights recommended in the anproved New
Orleans Hurricane Protection System Plan
d. There was a failure of the levee system at one or
more of the pumping stations
What are the local parish shares reguired and appropmated
for the Hurricane Protection System?
As drainage pumping station improvements in Jefferson
Parish are presently under study and as there are serious
concerns relating to the proper design specifications of
the drainage pumping stations due to the status of the Chef -
Menteur and Rigolets Barriers, conld the following
improvements to insure the integrity of the levee system

Protection System:

a. Flood walls located in rront of Jezferson Parish
Pumping Stations 1, 3 and 4 :

b. Related construction required to insure continuous
operation of the sald pumping stations such as
discharge tubes, engine cooling systems, etc.;

-could the eligible improvements be funded by existing

federal appropriations for the New Orleans Hurricane |

Protaction System or would additional appropriations be. :

needed?

If the improvements described in guestion seven are funded .

by existing federal appropriations for the New Orleans

Hurricane Protection System will the use of the existing

federal appropriated funds for these additional improve~

ments result in the removal, curtailment delay or
modification of any existing feature of the Lake

Pontchartrain and Vicinity Hurricane Protection Plan?

If the answer to question elght is yes, please describe

. the existing feature of the Lake Pontchartrain and

- effected amd the manner in which they will b&effectec}% s

Vicinity Hurricane Protection Plan that will be

K



¢ G |
Colonel E. R. Heiberg, II1 ' // .
June 4, 1975
Page 3 i _ ; W

10. What is the status of the St. Charles Parish levee segment
of the New Orleans Hurricane Protection System?

Your every effort to answer these guestions will be most _
appreciated, If you have any questions please contact me at 279-9481,

Sincerely,
REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
;’;L/}\/)/L/ud) /M-‘f}'wr/ Ca soral

GREG J. LANNES, JR.,
HURRICANE/LEVEE PROTECTION
COMMITTER |

GJLIJR/LDD/lh

cc:  Mr, Emile Gex :
Mr. Le Roy Dauterive
Mr. B. M. Dornblatt
Mr. C. J. Eagan ' ‘
Mr. Emile . Prattini, Sr.



IN REPLY REFER TO
LMNED-MP 2§ July 1975

Mr, Greg J. Lannes, Jr,
Regional Plamming Commission
333 St, Charles Aveme
Suite 900

Hew Orleans, LA 70130

Dear Mr. Lamnmes:

This is in response to your letter of 4 June 1975 in which you requested
information on a number of different points concerning the Lake
Pontchartrain, Loulsiana, and Vicinity hurricane protection project.

The still watar elevations in Lake Pontchartrain under the conditions
you hypothesized are listed below:

a, Por a 100-year storm without the hurxicane complexes (Chef
Henteur, Rigolets, Saabrook): South shore - 10.3 feet mean sea level
(a.5.1.):; ¥andeville - 11.6 ft. m.s.l.

b. For a 100-year storm with the barrier complexes: South shore -
7.7 fest m.s.l.; Handeville - 7.4 feat m.s.l.

c. For a Standard Project Farrioane (SPH) without the barxier
complexes: South shore - 11.5 feet m.s.l.; Mandeville - 12.8 feet n.s.l.

&. For an SPH with the barriexr complexes: South shore - 8.7 feet
m.8.1l.; Mandeville - 8.0 feet m.s.l.

The recoxmendad heights of the inverts of the ocutflow pipes from each

drainage pamping station discharging into Lake Poatchartrain along the
south shore are the same as the still water elavationa for each condi-
tion as listed above.
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The estimated ¢ost and construction schedules of the various portions of
the hurricane protection project are tabulated below:

Estimated Eatimated
Feature Cost (1 July 75) Conatruetion
Chef Menteur Complex $41,955,000 FY 76 - FY 31
Seabrook Cosplex 30,264,000 PY 78 ~ FY 80
Mandevills Seawall 640,000 Indefinitely
Defarred
8t., Charles Parish Likefront Levee 31,613,000 Indefinitaly
Deferred
Jefferson Parieh Lakefront Levee 1,325,000 Y 90
Chalzette Ared FPlan -~ Orleans Parish 18,706,000 ¥Y 89 -~ FY 87
Chalmette Area Flan - At. Bernard Prsh 61,110,000 FY 67 ~ FY 86
Haw Orleansz Lakefront Levee and 27,717,000 FY 87 - PY 84
West Bank of Inner Harbor Navigation
Canal (YHNC)
Citrus Lakefront Levee (IHNC to Paris 33,192,000 PY 67 - FY 82
Road) , East Bank of IHRC and Cltrus
Back Levee {INNC to Hichoud Canal)
¥ew Orleans EKast Lakefront lLeves 41,571,000 FY 73 ~ #Y 83

(Paris Road to South Pouint), South
Point to Gulf Intraccastal Waterway
Lavee and New Orleans Basy Back Levee
{Michoud Canal to Chaf Menteur Complex)

The strengthening and repair of the Mandeville Seawall bas been placed
in an indefinitely deferred statns dus to a lack of looanl cooperation.
htmmudmbuammm&imamu study, "Lake
Pontchartrain, North Shore, Louisiana,”™ in December of 1965, the

Mayor of Mandevills opposed the plan authorized under the hurricane
protesction proijset o restore and strengthen the existing seawall. He
also opposed emerguncy repairs of the damages to the seawall caused by
Hurricans Hilda in 1964 and Betsy in 1965. At that same public meeting,
he requested the complete replacement of the existing seawall and its
extension westward to lnclude the entire lakefront within the corporate
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limitas of Handaville. On & October 1972, we held the second public
mseting on the Lake Pomtchartrsia, North Shore, Louisiana, study and
presented tiree separate plans. The plan for 2 high levee along the
Mandevilie lakefront was not economically juscifiad, The Hayor's plan
was aiec not economically justified. 7The third plag was a modificatien
of the suthorized plas for stremgthening the existiag saawali. This
plan would substitute a sand besch iu front of the seawall in place of
the suthorized riprap. A sand beach vould strengthen and proteet the
exigscing seawall as wall as provide recreatioosl opportumities. It was
econonically fjustified but was rejscted in ite eatirety by the Mayor asad
others. As a result of the unanimous local opposition to the beach plan,
it will oot be included fn our recosmended plan of improvament for the
north shore of Laks Pontchartrain. Tha town of Maudeville will continue
to bave the option of accepting or refecting the repair work for the
saawall as suwthorized in the Lake Pontchartrain, Louisiasa, snd Vicinity
hurricane protection project.

The St. Chariex Parieh Lakefrout leves would alter some 20,000 or move
acres of marshland. The sconomie justification for the levee is largely
based on land enhancement with ogly a small portion of the benefits
owing to flood control. Hy predecesser, Colomal HBunt, recogaizaed this
in his statement of findings on the environmentsl statement wherein he
stated that the damages caused by construction of the levee =may have
sore detrimental fmpact on the euviromment than can be justified by
offsatting fiood protection benefits. Work ou the levee was deferved
pending further envirounmeatal studlies which were soon initiated.
Subsaquently, Jayous Trapegnisr and LaBranche ware included in the
Louisiaas Matural and Scenie Rivers System thus precleding any conatrue-
tion work on the lskefront levee. Accordingly, the studies vhich had
been iniciated ¢o provide a basils for a decision oun whether or mot to
procsed with the lakefromt levee vere reoriemted to provide an essentisl
base of euvirommental and techaical data for use in the overall Lake
Pontchartrain, louisiama, and Vicinity hurricase protection preject. A
recent prelininary reanalysis of an Airline Highway (US Highway 61)
slinement indicates that furthar investigation of this alteroative is
sdvisable, This will be done. Heamwhile, the lakefrant levee has bean
indefinfitely deferved.

The eatimated costs (1 July 1975) to the various local assuring agencies
for the project (excluding the barrier complaxea) zre sg follows:

Pontcharcrain Levee Bistrict 3 9,646,000
Orleans leves District 36,515,000
8t. Tammeny Parish Police Jury 194,000

lLake Borgne Bagin Levee Distrier/ 18,330,000
8¢. Bernard Parish Police Jury
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LMNED-HP _ 2 July 1975
Mr, Greg J. Lannes, Jr.

In addition te thae above costs, the local assuring agencies' shars of
the cost of the barrier complexes (Chef Menteur, Rigolets, Seabrook) is
$45,325,000. Sinca the barrier complexes benefit all of the parishes
participating in the projest except St. Bernard Parxish, it has been
deternined by thas Louiziasa Department of Public Works (DPH) that the
non-Fedaral costs for thair comstruction should be shared hy the bhene-
fiting parishes, Based on reductions in the cost of lakefront leveas as
a reault of constructing the barrier, the sharing of non-Fedsral coats
has hean tentatively determined by DPW to be essentially as followa:

8t. Charles Paxish 11.4 percent
Jeffexrson Parish 19.0 percent
Orleans Parish 67.1 percent
St. Taxmany Parish 2.5 percent

Baged on the currently estimated non-Federsl cost of $45,32%,000, the
estimated costa (1 July 1975) to tha various local assuring agencies for
the barriar complexes (Chef Menteur, Rigolets, Seabrook) are as follows:

Pontohartrain Levee District §$13,779,000

Orleans Levee District 30,413,000

$t. Tammany Parish Police Jury 1,133,000

The resulting total estimated costs (1 July 197%) to the various local
assuring agencies for the eantire project are as follows:

Pontchartrain Levee District $23,419,000
Orleans lLevee District 66,928,000
5t. Tammany Parish Police Jwry 1,323,000

Lake Borgne Basin Levee District/ 18,330,000
St. Bernard Parish Police Jury o
Cp %)
The determination of the limits of flooding under the various conditione ., ...y
you have proposad will require considerable effort by my staff as will ..o v
the investigation of the situation regaxding the Jefferson Parish lake~

front pusping staticns. I hope toe forwarxd this information in the near '
future. In the intexrim, T felt that this partial response o your LMNED-M
inquiry would be helpful to you. If I may be of any further assistance,

please call on me. B};f Ng

,ﬂzzp
‘i‘;’I‘ =;

VA LvnED-H 4

Sincerely yours, <
/—SUMM R{F»

-D

E. R. REIBERG IIIXI
Colonel, C2
District Engineer

4

LMNED~H
LMNED-D
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ST.BERNARD = ST. TAMMANY

Colonel E. R. Heiberg, III
District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Foot of Prytania

P. O. Box 60267

New Orleans, Louisiana 70160

Subject:

. PARISHES

Request for the New Orleans

Area Hurricane Protection

System Status

Dear Colonel Heiberg:

In order to determine the current status of the New Orleans
Hurricane Protection System, I would like to request answers to the

" following questions:

1. What will the still water height of Lake Pontchartrain be

under the following conditions:

a. For a 100 year storm without the Chef Menteur and

Rigolets Barriers
Rigolets Barriers

Menteur and Rigolets Barriers

For a 100 year storm with the Chef Menteur and

For a Standard Project Hurricane without the Chef

d. For a Standard Project Hurricane with the Chef

Menteur and Rigolets Barriers

2. For each of the four conditions cited in question one
above, what would be the recommended heights of the
inverts of the outflow pipes from each drainage pumping

station discharging into L.ake Pontchartrain?

3. What are the anticipated costs and schedule of constructing

the Chef Menteur and Rigolets Barriers?

.. What are the estimated costs and fiscal year(s) of

construction for each major segment of the Hurricane

Protection System?

5. For each of the four conditions cited in question one
above, what level of flooding (i.e. mean sea level of
flood waters and average amount of water above ground)

would be anticipated for each flood reach area in

Jefferson, Orleans, St. Bernard and St. Tammany

Parishes assuming that:

a. All drainage pumping stations remained fully
with:
1. Present levee heights

operative

(504) 523.1432
SUITE 900

MASONIC TEMPLE BUILDING
333 ST. CHARLES AVENUE
NEW ORLEANS * LOUISIANA 20130



Colonel E. R. Heiberg, III
June 4, 19875
Page 2 § ™
2. Levee heights recommended in the approved New
Orleans Hurricane Protection System Plan
b. There was a 50% reduction in drainage pumping
station capacity with:
1. Present levee heights
2. Levee heights recommended in the approved New
Crleans Hurricane Protection System Plan
c. Pumping stations became inoperative with:
1. Present levee heights
2. Levee heights recommended in the approved New ‘
Orleans Hurricane Protection System Plan
d. There was a failure of the levee system at one or
more of the pumping stations

6. What are the local parish shares required and approprlated
for the Hurricane Protection System?

7. As drainage pumping station improvements in Jefferson
Parish are presently under study and as there are serious
concerns relating to the proper design specifications of
the drainage pumping stations due to the status of the Chef
Menteur and Rigolets Barriers, could the following
improvements to insure the integrity of the levee system
be eligible for federal funding as part of the Hurricane
Protection System:

a. Flood walls located in front of Jefferson Parish
Pumping Stations 1, 3 and 4
b. Related construction required to insure continuous
operation of the said pumping stations such as
~ discharge tubes, engine cooling systems, etc.;
could the eligible improvements be funded by existing .
federal appropriations for the New Orleans Hurricane
Protection System or would additional appropriations be
needed? _

8. If the improvements described in question seven are funded
by existing federal appropriations for the New Orleans
Hurricane Protection System will the use of the existing
federal appropriated funds for these additional improve-
ments result in the removal, curtailment delay or
modification of any existing feature of the Lake
Pontchartrain and Vicinity Hurricane Protection Plan?

9. If the answer to question eight is yes, please describe-
the existing feature of the Lake Pontchartrain and ‘
Vicinity Hurricane Protection Plan that will be
effected ard the manner in which they will be effected.

T e St et BRI TS L A X T A | e T B e S TR L N T RS e e e e eSS T 7 e ¥ SO T
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Colonel E. R. Heiberg, III

June 4, 197~
Page 3 : ~

10. What is the status of the St. Charles Parish levee segment
of the New Orleans Hurricane Protection System?

Your every effort to answer these questions will be most
appreciated, if you have any questions please contact me at 279-9481. .

Sincerely,

HURRICANE/LEVEE PROTECTION
COMMITTEE

GJLJR/LDD/1h

cc:  Mr. Emile Gex
Mr. Le Roy Dauterive
Mr. B. M. Dornblatt
Mr. C. J. Eagan
Mr. Emile E. Prattini, Sr.
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IN REPLY REFER TO
LMNED-MP 3 November 1975

Ms. Katherine M. Keunedy
Waterways Experiment Station
ATTN: WESTR

P.0. Box 631

Vicksburg, Mississippi 39180

Dear Ms. Kennedy:

I am returning the two films entitled "A Plan for Protection’ and
"When Disaster Strikes' by separate mailing this date. The films
were very interesting and informative.

I want to thank you for your cooperation and courtesy im fulfilling
my request, I am inclosing your 21 October 1975 letter for your
convenient reference in this matter.

Sincerely yours,

1 Incl RICHARD RICHTER ,
As atated Design Memo Branch
Engineering Division



" " DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY.
WATERWAYS EXPERIMENT STATION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

P. O. BOX 631
VICKSBURG. MISSISSIPPI 39180

w~ rgeLy asrr 10 WESTR ’ 21 October 1975

District Engineer

U. S. Army Engineer District, New Orleans
ATTN: IMNED-MP/Mr. Rick Richter

P. 0. Box 60267

New Orleans, Louisiana TO160

‘Dear Mr. Richter:

'Reference is made to your request of 20 October 1975 for the loan
of Corps of Engineers' motion picture film(s) listed below. The
 £11m(s) will be available for the scheduled dates and will be sent
in ample time for your scheduled showing.

Because of the many requests we receive for our films and the tight
schedule we must maintain in order to meet these requests, it is
imperative that the film(s) be returned on the day following your
last scheduled showing. Please do not disappoint the next user.

The £ilm(s) should be returned via insured parcel post, valued at
$100 ea., to the Director, U. S. Army Engineer Waterways Experiment
Station, ATTN: WESTR, P. O. Box 631, Vicksburg, Mississippi 39180.

- Sincerely yours,

’ ‘ <>;t4222244>1¢,,&£,,3’7-<s964:z¢<a6_4§;,

KATHERINE M. KENNEDY
Chief, Services Branch

TITLE OF FIIM(S) . : SHOW DATE

PLAN FOR PROTECTION ‘ .
WHEN DISASTER STRIKES -

WES FL No. 1980
September 1971
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IMGE . 26 September 1961

- Director

Iouisiana Wild Life and Fishcries COmmission
400 Royai Street
New Orleans, Louisiena

Dear Sir:

.. This is in reply to your letter of 31 August 1961 in which you
requested information es to the extent to which the proposed hurri-
cane control structures in the Chef Menteur and Rigolets pesses,
with cpenings of 25 percent of the natural erca, will influeace the
preseat volume and rate ol exchenge between Lakes Pm.tchert*a.].r' gnd
Torgne.

Analyticel studlies involving flood routings between Lake
Pontchartrein ond Lake Borgne supplemented by an enalysls of the
availsble model test results indicates that the control structures
with 25 percent of the natural cheanel areas will reduce average
tidal flows sbout 15 percent.

Sincerely yours,

o\: VES - ATTENTION: ~ J.C. BAEHR |
For. IL.B. Simmons Chief, Plenning and Report.. Branch

Engineering Division
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A" ROUTING ‘ RECORD OF I,. uRTANT

p . - TELEPHONE CALLS

v, Fonrwiek
3 . DISTR}CT OR OFFICE [T IME DATE

~ Fortson WES Saw Dew 9/14/61

B _ CALL FROM (Nema) OF (Diatrict, Section or Firm)

27 Taadtend .
P ] ifr. George Price New Orleans District

CALL TO (Neme) OF (District, Section or Firm)

s Mr. H. B. Bimuons Zatuaries Section
P UBJECT

MR Lake Pontchartrain Model-3tudy

BRIEF OF DISCUSSION

1. Mr. Price stated that his office had recoived an inquiry from the
Louisiana Departmemt of Fish end Wildlife as to the reduction in aversge tidal
discharge in tho passes betweon Lakes Pontchartrain end Borgne csused by the
surge control structures. Mr. Price advised me that he had made somo prelinmi-
nary computations of discharges in the passes, bosed on current velocity data
obtained in the modol for existing conditions and with the surge coantrol struc-
turos installed, and he requested my opinion as to whether the velocity data
woro sufficiently comprehensive as & basis for reliable discharge ocoamputations.

3. I told Mr. Price that, in view of the limited current velocity measure-
monts made in the model, discharge computations basod on these data were
probably subject to orrors of as much as plus or minus 20 per cent. I asked 1f
tho Fish and Wildlife Dcpartment was inquiring about the discharge in cfs with
and without the structures, or 1f thoy ware concerned about the degree of
change in discharge effected by the structures. WMr. Price stated that thoy
inquired about the degree of change culy, so 1 suggested that he use the tide
gago data in Lake Pontchartrain for existing suxl surge control structure condi-
tions ns a basis for computing the effocts of the structures. For example, the
average tidal range in the lake for existing comiitions was about 0.4 ft, while
the average range with tho structures installed was aboat 0.3 ft. Tha reduction
in tidal range, and also in average tidal discharge in the passes, was thus about
25 per cent. Mr. Price stated that the inquiry would be answered on this basis.

3. Mr. Price advised mo that a fow additional tests in the model will
probably ba required in the ncar future. These tests will be concornod with
current velocities in the Innor Harbor Navigation Canal, and the results are
needed to establish the requircments for a lock in this channel.

ACTION TAKEN OR RECOMMENDED

H, D. SIMMONS

Signature or Initial

WES FORM NO. 1030
20 FEB 1959 .




IN REPLY REFER TO
IMNED~-MP 23 October 1975

Mr. Raymond A. Mix

Little Woods Lakeside
}-Property Owners Association
233 Broadway

New Orleans, Loulsiana 70118

Dear Mr. Mix:

This is in reply to your letter of 23 September 1975 conceruing the
New Orleans Fast Lakefront levee portion of the lLake Pontchartrain,
Louisiana, and Vicinity hurricane protection project.

As Brigadier General Heiberg described to you in his letter of

6 May 1975, drainage equivalent to that existing prior to the comstruc-
tion of the levee will be provided by the new Little Woode Canal., Your
mention of the closing of wvarious ditches, sloughs, bayous, and lagoons
apparently refers to some temporary interruptions of drainage along the
canal due to the construction activities. These interruptions are
unavoidable; however, every effort is being made to maintain existing
drainage conditions when possible during the construction period. This
construction is presently scheduled to be completed by July 1977 after
vhich the drsinage of the area will be fully restored to its preconstruc—
tion conditiom.

Your reference to the continued tidal resction of the area is perhaps a
niminderstanding of Brigadier General Heiberg's statements. During the
last 20 years, the only significent flow possible into or out of the area
has been through the drainage structures in the levee from South Point
to the Gulf Intracoastal Waterwmy (GIW) and to & minor degree through
the Little River drainage structure. The latter is a flap-gated
structure which ceased to function several years ago, as previously
discussed. Even if it were operational, however, it would allow only
one-way flow into Lake Pontchartrain, 7The drainage structures in the
South Point to GIWW levee are also flap-gated structures allowing only
one-vay flow from the area into lLake Pontchartrain. For many years,




a Mr. Shef{)%/gze/lﬂo
LMHED-MP gﬂctober 1975
Mr, Raymond A, Mix

prior to the stert of the levee construction work, there has been
virtually no tidal interchange between the area and lake Pontchartrain,

The preconstruction drainage condition of the ares will be restored
following the completion of the work; however, this condition as now
plamned will not imvolve tidal interchange with Lake Pontehartrain. A
short-term modificacion of that situation, however, is being inves-
tigated. We sre making studies with regard to the operation of the
drainage structure at South Point. If it is determined to be feasible,
tidal interchange through that etructure could be allowed until developed
ereas are threatensd, The New Orleans Fast area, lowever, has been
effectively leveed for nearly 20 vears, snd is clearly destined for
further development. Hence, any such plan would not have a long-term
effact on the area.

7
I hope this has halped to clarify the present and fubture drainege BAR{%;
situation Iin New Orleans Past. If I may be of any further service, LMNED-M

pPlease call on me.
Sincerely yours,

EARLY J., RUSH III Exec Of
Colonel, CE

Distriet Engineer
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LITTLE WOODS LAKESIDE PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION

233 BROADWAY
NEW ORLEANS, LA.

Sept. 23, 1975

Col. Barly J. Rush

District Engineer

Department of the Army

New Orleans District Corps
of Engineers

P.0O. Box 60267

New Orleans, La. 70160

Dear Col. Rush:

Reference is made to a letter from Col. E.R. Heiberg,
District Engineer, dated 6 May, 1975, your reference LMNED-MP,
in which he discussed the project of the New Orleans East Lake-
front levee which is to be constructed along the shore of Lake
Ponchartrain from Paris Road to South Point on the landside of
the Southern Railway embankment. He states that the levee will
be built on the site of the existing Little Woods Canal which
will be relocated southward to the landside of the new levee to
provide drainage to the area equivalent to that which now exists;
and that drainage which is adequate will be provided by the re-
located canal and the relocated drainage structure at South Point.

During the summer at a public hearing which was held at the
University of New Orleans, I discussed with Col. Heiberg the closing
of Little River and the related closing off of various ditches,
sloughs, bayous and lagoons which have drained into the Little
Woods Canal throughout its history. Col. Heiberg told me that
these bodies of water would be reopened to drain into the new canal
to the marsh side of the newly constructed levee so that the vast
wetland area encompassed by the levee system would ¢ontinue to
drain and react to the tidal flow and thereby the ecology of the
area would not be affected.

We should like to know whether Col. Heiberg's commitment on
these matters, restoring these waterways as they enter the pro-
posed new Little Woods Canal, still stand; and what the projected
date of the completion for the leywse . project from Paris Road to
South Point is.

Very truly yours,

Rt v

« Mix,
President
cc: Mr. Lawrence Moon, Att'y,

Dept. of the Inter, Wash, D.C.

Hon, F. Edward Hebert
Dry, Anthony Mumphrey, UNO
Mr. E.J. Durabb, Urban Studies Inst.,

UNO

Sierra Club
Audubon Society

Gulf Coast Regional Cons. Committee

Tl S S
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STATE OF LOUISIANA

HOUSE OF REFPRESENTATIVES COMMITTEE

ON NATURAL RESOURCES
BOX 44012 CAPITOL STATION
BATON ROUGE., LOUISIANA 70804

TELEPHONE: (504) 389-6141

September 25, 1975

Mr. Frederic M. Chatry, Chief
Engineering Division
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
New Orleans District
Post Office Box 60267
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160

Dear Dad,

Mr. Scogin has once again requested that I send the

enclosed article to all of the "proper officials of the
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers in the New Orleans District'.

DC:rt

Would you once again help me complete this request?

Sincerely,

. -
Sl
Deborah Chatry,
Research Analyst

Enclosure

COMMITEE STAFF

WALLACE HENDERIOM
RESEARCH ANALYSY

CHERYL L. SALVINO
SECRETARY



.:..m Environment

By LES BRUMFIELD
of The States-Item Editorial Staff

4

. 1t is the year 2012, believe it or not.
Times are quite bad in Louisiana.

- - Shrimp, when you can get them, are
$12.37 a pound. Blue crabs, once in great

abundance througheut coastal Louisiana, -

are on the Endanggred Species List.
Qyster barsware no longer to be found in
. New Orleans, although a replica of one,
A sirca 1975 , can be viewed in the new
> fouisiana Emzsm Life Museum mn the:

Rivergate.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife wm..Scm wmm
just recommended that the speckled trout

O:._ with bourtiful m_..za_u n&n—..
._cﬂ a 3»32% :_ year NOQa»

4,.mmmosmm_\mn_ blue crabs, $

and redfish also be Zdded to the m&%-,

gered Species List. °

Federal authorities have closed all
hunting seasons on waterfowl in Louisiana
because urbanization, crowding relent-

lessly into the marshlands, has disrupted

the birds’ wintering habits and their num-
bers are dwindling rapidly. The blue-

- winged teal and the mallard, once favor-

ites of south Louisiana sportsmeh, have
been on the Endangered Species List for
five years. Each spring The Associated
Press carries nostalgic stories on the
small surviving flock of mallards in
Canada.

The oil industry has pulled out of Louisi- -

ana, having drained the last well. And
Louisiana state government’s finances,
long dependent on oil and gas severance

" taxes, are on the <m_.mm of 8:%%

Statewide, unemployment is 17.5 per
cent, as the conservative administration
of Gov. Roswell Force lays off droves of
state workers in a desperate effort to bal-
ance c_m budget, already $3.2 billion in the
red.

Unemployment is chronic in the once-
affluent coastal zone. Former trappers,
shrimpers, oyster growers and commer-
cial fishermen have joined the ranks of
the subemployed, those poor wretched
souls who no longer even g&mn to look
for a job.

In New Orleans, several world- BSo:m
restaurants have closed their doors for
good because of the scarcity of seafood.
With the decline of the restaurants, tour-
ism, the city's No. 1 industry, has dropped

off drastically, and Dr. James R. Bobo IV, .

the University of New Orleans economics
professor whose gloomy forecast for the
¢ity’s economy was rejected at the Cham-
ber of Commerce, has moved to Seattle.
The Port of New Orleans, re-established
‘at Centroport on the St. Bernard ‘‘Cut,”
has slipped behigd Mobile as the No. 1
port on the Gulf {Even the; E& Engi-
neers’ nuclear- w_:::. redging
arge, the Mole, has been unable to main-
tain the canal’s project %um. of 50 feet
because of continuous erosion and silta-

:oG

Meanwhile, white-haired and stooped
Dr. Sherwood M. Gagliano, who warned
for years that unplanned growth was
choking the life out of Louisiana’s once-
productive estuaries, is now the patron
saint of the Evergreen Children, a group
of environmental mystics who refuse to

- eat seafood and worship the crab.

L

‘Last week, the national convention of -

the Unipersons’ Temperance Union pack-'

ed the Superdome to hear keynote speak-

er Cora Blatz revile New Orleans officials

for F.mm:ﬁ:m prostitution in the erzatz

Storyville in a desperate mmon fo recoup
the lost tourism trade. © .~

If you have detected a c.uoo of face-
ec:mzmmm in 9@ me_.amosm. mo: wnm a vn?

amu:sw ..mma_e. : you are souam::m ﬁ:mﬁ
this column is all about, it is about Coastal
Zone Management. But suppose you had
encountered that ponderous;
bureaucratese-laden phrase in the firstor |-
second paragraph? Snoresville, right?.

If you like turtle soup, try to imagine
that Coastal Zone Management (hereafter

and blessedly referred to simply as CZM) |-
" is a lovely green-and-blue preserve in

which the snapper can find refuge and a
future career as soup. Did you know the
snapper is becoming relatively scarce? 3

To protect Louisiana’s seafood, water-"
fowl and other recreational and economic - -
assets along the coastal region, the State " |
Planning Office is trying to establish
CZM for Louisiana. To get people interest-
ed in the endeavor together, the Planning
Office has been holding public meetings in”
various parts of the state. One will be held
Thursday night at 7:30 in the Chamber of
Commerce Building, 301 Camp, New -
Orleans. -

Anything zwmm_‘:ESm the outlandish

chaos described in the balmy beginning of
this column might be avoided if Louisiana
begins to coordinate development within
the coastal zane now. But if development
is allowed to roll blindly along, the estu-
aries which produce the seafood and sus-
tain the waterfowl can be destroyed; and §
such natural calamities as flooding, land-
sinking and salt-water intrusion are al- /.
most certain to increase. Farmers,f
shippers and developers will find the
selves getting in each other’s way, and
coastal zone QEE become one big wBs
Sm madhouse.” ~

w!.d
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d_a State Em::Sm Office, numﬁsma by
Gov. Edwards to get a handle on coastal
resources management for Louisiana, is |
preparing legislation for the next session. |

Past efforts to get CZM through the
legislature failed, mainly because local.
officials carped that they had not been
consulted. Well, they are being consulted
in advance this time, so they will be in no:’
vom;_on to po .Bc:z. s&g Bm .ﬁa ONE
_s: is Ec.o%ooa -

Tuesday,

inside

are closing. The
drained the state dry.
resorted to having tantrums along
bayous . . . That’s how it might be,
mental writer Les Brumifield,.
support Coastal Zone Management. And

cials do the same. Page ».o...,

Without any seafood to speak of in Louisiana,
= oil industry has departed,
Tourism i§ dead.

anyway,
unless the citizens begin to

story
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3 mmn*o,om ﬂoQ%..o: loused up

restaurants
after having
The jobless have
the banks c».:,m
says environ-

unless the local offi-
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LMNOD .« " 6 October 1975

" Mr, Harold Cook ' ~ ‘
New Orleans East, Inc. L s
P.0. Box 29183 . ; ) : -
New Orleans, Louisiana 70189 ~ '

Dear Mr. Cook: - o .

As a result of a joint field inspection by Dr. Glen Hontz of the
Wew Orleans District and representatives of New Orleans East, Inc.,
a map has been prapared designating which sections of the area
investigated are classified as wetlands in accordance with our
regulations and related guidance for the purpose ofi establishing
Jurisdiction under Section 404 of Public Law 92-509.

On the inclosed copy of a map of the area, the sections considered
wetlands ere identified by the red numbers 1 through 6. No work resuiting
in the discharge of dredged or f1{il material should be performed in those
sections without a Corps permit. Permits will also be required for any
work involving structures or discharges in ravigable waters of the United -
States to include canals and wetlands subject to tidal actionm. _ .é?'fr'

, S . Y Ko
The investigation also revealed the existence of an aboriginal midden,  DECKER
designated by the letter A, which should not be disturbed. L}LiOD-S

Should you have further questions regarding the need for Corps permits,.
please feel free to contact Mr. Charles Decker of the Permits and : HELL

Statistics Branch. LMNPL-
M : ) A

Sincerely yours, <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>