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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Mississippi Valley Division, New Orleans 
District (CEMVN) is preparing this addendum to Individual Environment Report 
Supplement 15 (IERS 15.a) to  evaluate alternatives considered but eliminated from 
further evaluation in IERS 15.a and evaluate additional alternatives recently brought 
forward by the Jean Lafitte National Historical Park and Preserve (JLNHPP) for the 
proposed relocation of a 24-inch pipeline owned by the Chevron Pipeline Company 
(Chevron) within the West Bank and Vicinity (WBV), Lake Cataouatche Levee project 
area. Individual Environment Report Supplement 15.a, which identified and assessed the 
Horizontal Directional Drill (HDD) alternative as the preferred alternative was released 
for public review from January 14, 2011 through February 13, 2011, but was not 
finalized due to the National Park Service (NPS) National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) process and significant comments received during the 30-day public comment 
period.  
 
As described in IERS 15.a, a Special Use Permit (SUP) was required for the portion of 
the pipeline relocation that would occur on the Barataria Preserve Unit owned and 
managed by the JLNHPP.  Unknown at the time of the public review of IERS 15.a, was 
NPS’ intention to conduct its own environmental assessment of the proposed action in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).   
 
IERS #15.a Addendum has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and the Council on Environmental Quality’s Regulations (40 
CFR §1500-1508), as reflected in the USACE Engineering Regulation, ER 200-2-2.  The 
execution of an IER, in lieu of a traditional Environmental Assessment (EA) or 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), is provided for in ER 200-2-2, Environmental 
Quality (33 CFR §230) Procedures for Implementing the NEPA and pursuant to the 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA Implementation Regulations (40 CFR 
§1506.11).   
 
The CEMVN implemented the CEQ-approved Alternative Arrangements on March 13, 
2007 under the provisions of the CEQ Regulations for Implementing the NEPA (40 CFR 
§1506.11).  This process was implemented in order to expeditiously complete 
environmental analysis for any changes to the authorized system and the 100-year level 
of the Hurricane and Storm Damage Risk Reduction System (HSDRRS), formerly known 
as the Hurricane Protection System (HPS) authorized and funded by Congress and the 
Administration.  The proposed actions are located in southeastern Louisiana and are part 
of the Federal effort to rebuild and complete construction of the WBV HSDRRS in the 
New Orleans Metropolitan area as a result of Hurricanes Katrina and Rita.  The 
Alternative Arrangements can be found at www.nolaenvironmental.gov, and are herein 
incorporated by reference. 
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The CEMVN is releasing this addendum to IERS 15.a for a 30-day public review, which 
will partially overlap the NPS EA 15-day review. Both IER 15 and IERS 15.a are hereby 
incorporated by reference into this amended supplemental document. Copies of the 
original IER 15, IERS 15.a and other supporting information are available upon request 
or at www.nolaenvironmental.gov.   
 
Environmental compliance documents completed under the alternative NEPA 
arrangements important to the consideration of this action are WBV, Lake Cataouatche 
Levee, Jefferson Parish, IER 15 and IERS 15.a.  On June 12, 2008, the District 
Commander signed the Decision Record for IER 15.  Individual Environment Report 15 
includes, among other things, the purpose and need for the proposed action, authority for 
the proposed action and a description of the environmental setting.   
 
The term “100-year level of risk reduction,” as it is used throughout this document, refers 
to a level of risk reduction that reduces the risk of hurricane surge and wave-driven 
flooding that the New Orleans Metropolitan area experiences to a 1 percent chance  each 
year. 

1.1 The Purpose of the Addendum 

The purpose of this Addendum is to further evaluate the alternatives initially considered 
in IERS 15.a but eliminated and evaluate additional alternatives identified by the NPS 
recently brought forward for the proposed pipeline relocation within the WBV, Lake 
Cataouatche Levee project area (figure 1).  The proposed action is located in Jefferson 
Parish, Louisiana. 

Currently, the pipeline owner, Chevron, has Right of Way (ROW) on the Barataria 
Preserve unit of the JLNHPP which allows Chevron access to the existing pipeline. On 
February 17, 2011, Chevron submitted a SUP request to the NPS requesting permission 
to relocate the company’s existing 24-in pipeline (figure 2).  Relocating the pipeline is 
necessary in order for CEMVN to complete construction of the Lake Cataouatche levee 
to provide permanent 100-year level of risk reduction in the Cataouatche Polder. 

To be certified by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) for participation 
in the National Flood Insurance Program, the Hurricane Storm Damage Risk Reduction 
System (HSDRRS) must provide 100 year level of risk reduction to the areas within the 
system.  Currently, interim measures are being constructed at the location where the 
pipeline crosses the levee to provide 100-year level of risk reduction during the 2011 
hurricane season.  Final permanent measures must be constructed within the Lake 
Cataouatche Polder so the HSDRRS can be accredited.   
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Figure 1:  Lake Cataouatche Levee System 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2:  WBV Lake Cataouatche Project Area, oil/gas pipeline relocation site and new access 
road location 
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Failure to complete construction on any HSDRRS feature, including the Lake 
Cataouatche levee, could delay or jeopardize FEMA’s accreditation of the entire 
HSDRRS.  The accreditation process is scheduled to begin in January 2012.  Failure to 
achieve accreditation could result in the FEMA’s invoking a requirement for 
communities to begin using the advisory Base Flood Elevation (BFE) maps which would 
have an adverse affect on flood insurance rates.   

This Addendum to IERS 15.a, as well as the NPS EA, document the consideration of the 
environmental impacts associated with Chevron’s proposed relocation of the gas pipeline.  
This addendum is being released for public review at the same time as the NPS EA to 
present additional analysis derived during the preparation of the NPS EA.  The preferred 
alternative identified in the IERS 15.a, and the NPS EA, is consistent with the HDD 
being proposed in this Addendum to IERS 15.a.  The NPS EA can be found at 
http://parkplanning.nps.gov/jel.  IERS 15.a and supporting documentation can be found at 
www.nolaenvironmental.gov.   

1.2 Authority 

Authorities for the proposed action discussed in draft Addendum IERS 15.a are the same 
as for the WBV project as discussed in Section 1.2 of IER #15. 

1.3 Prior Reports 

A number of studies and reports in the proposed project area have been prepared by the 
CEMVN, other Federal, state, and local agencies, research institutes, and individuals.  
Pertinent studies, reports and projects since the release of IER 15 and IERS 15.a are 
discussed below.  All other relevant reports are listed in the original IER 15 and are 
incorporated herein by reference. 

 
West Bank and Vicinity Relevant Reports: 
 

• On April 21, 2011, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on the IER 
Supplemental #13a entitled “West Bank and Vicinity Hero Canal Levee and Eastern 
Tie-In, Plaquemines Parish, Louisiana”. IERS #13a contains a modification to the 
original plan which includes the potential closing of the Hero Canal for a maximum 
of approximately 60 days and a minimum of approximately 30 days within a 90 day 
time frame. The proposed action is located in Plaquemines Parish near New Orleans, 
Louisiana. 

• On February 22, 2011, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on the 
IER Supplemental #12.a entitled “GIWW, Harvey and Algiers Levees and 
Floodwalls, Jefferson, Orleans and Plaquemines Parishes, Louisiana”. The document 
was prepared to evaluate the potential impacts associated with the construction of an 

http://parkplanning.nps.gov/jel�
http://www.nolaenvironmental.gov/�
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access road, the use of a pontoon bridge in the V-Line Levee Canal and the placement 
of rip rap along an 800 foot length of the V-Line Levee Canal. 

• On February 2, 2011, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on the 
IERS #12/13 Waterline entitled “GIWW, Harvey and Algiers Levees and Floodwalls/ 
Hero Canal Levee and Eastern Tie-In, Plaquemines Parish, Supplemental IER #12/13 
Waterline”. The document was prepared to evaluate the potential impacts associated 
with the installation of 16,000 linear ft of waterline to provide water for the 
operations and maintenance of the West Closure Complex. 

 

2. MODIFICATIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS 
At the time of completion of the original IER 15 report, all engineering designs and 
necessary actions had not been finalized.  Since that time, engineering details and 
additional required actions (e.g., gas pipeline relocation and an access road near Lake 
Cataouatche pump stations 1 and 2) have been determined.  The changes that could result 
in further impact to the natural or human environment were addressed in IERS 15.a. This 
Addendum to IERS 15.a is being prepared to present additional analysis for relocation 
alternatives originally considered but eliminated from further consideration as well as 
alternatives developed through the NPS process that were not discussed in the 
supplement.  Along with the JLNHPP environmental considerations, the CEMVN, as 
levee designers and constructors, and Chevron, the pipeline owner, operator and 
maintainer, both have rigid standards that require consideration when determining the 
pipeline relocation method and design in this given location. 

2.1 Alternative Evaluation  

NEPA requires that Federal agencies explore a range of reasonable alternatives and 
provide an analysis of the impacts the alternatives would have on the human environment 
(the natural and physical environment and the relationship of people with that 
environment). The alternatives under consideration must include a “no action” alternative 
as prescribed by 40 CFR 1502.14.  

A range of reasonable alternatives were considered in a study conducted by CEMVN that 
resulted in the elimination of four alternatives and brought forward the HDD alternative 
as the preferred alternative. Additional potential alternatives considered but dismissed 
from further analysis are identified in this Addendum, including re-routing the pipeline 
outside the JLNHPP parallel to an existing drainage channel and directionally drilling 
beneath the JLNHPP to Lake Cataouatche.  

Several criteria were considered in the formulation process to evaluate and compare the 
alternatives to determine the preferred alternative.  The criteria included engineering risk 
and reliability, environmental impacts, cost, constructability, and the level of operations 
and maintenance for the levee reach.  Based on these criteria, when compared to all other 
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alternatives considered, the HDD presents the least engineering risk, the greatest 
engineering reliability, a relatively moderate degree of environmental impacts, the lowest 
cost, the ability to be constructed before January 2012, and nominal operation and 
maintenance requirements.  The NPS concurs with CEMVN and has identified the 
proposed HDD as their preferred alternative as well.   

2.2 Environmentally Preferred Alternative  

The environmentally preferred alternative is defined by the CEQ as “the alternative that 
will promote the national environmental policy as expressed in the National 
Environmental Policy Act [Section 101 (b)].” Generally, these criteria define the 
environmentally preferred alternative as the alternative that causes the least damage to the 
biological and physical environment and that best protects, preserves, and enhances 
historic, cultural, and natural resources.  
 

2.3 Description of the Alternatives  

Proposed Action:

2.3.1  Pipeline Relocation via Horizontal Directional Drill 

  The proposed action would be instrumental in providing 100-year level 
of risk reduction for Jefferson Parish, Louisiana.  This proposed action was developed to 
ensure the most engineeringly feasible, least damaging, and cost effective alternative 
would be brought forward for construction. 

Under the proposed action alternative, NPS would issue a SUP in response to the 
February 17, 2011 application submitted by Chevron, which would allow the permanent 
relocation of the gas pipeline approximately 170-ft underground, beneath the levee, via 
directional drilling. This relocation method would require both truck and barge access to 
reach the temporary relocation work sites on either side of the Lake Cataouatche Levee 
(figure 3). 

The proposed action starts off in the northern most aspect of the project area, at the 
Nichole Blvd/access road intersection and ends at the very southern end of the JLNHPP 
where the pipe would be “backstrung” (welded to the drill pipe and then pulled back 
through the drill exit site through the newly drilled hole and would emerge back out of 
the drill entrance point on the protected side of the levee), or placed in position to be 
“threaded” through the drill hole prior to drilling.  The new HDD pipeline hole would be 
drilled north to south with the drill pipe emerging in the southern work site, which is 
located inside park lands.  Once the hole is drilled, the new pipeline, which would be 
waiting in position, would be backstrung.  

Work occurring off the JLNHPP property includes the resurfacing of a permanent 
existing 12-ft wide by 5,625-ft long road north of the Lake Cataouatche Levee. 
Limestone would be used to resurface the road in order to withstand heavy truckloads 
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during construction.  A temporary board road, 16-ft wide by 1,601-ft long would be 
constructed at the end of the existing road to enable truck traffic to continue the rest of 
the way to reach the relocation work site. There would be two small areas, “wings,” 
where the limestone access road meets the board road and again where the board road 
meets the work site. These two “wings” would be temporarily cleared, grubbed and filled 
to provide an adequate turnaround space for large trucks.  A temporary work site/staging 
area (a 200-ft by 200-ft drill pad and a 20-ft by 20-ft drill pit) would be constructed and 
would require temporary clearing, grubbing, filling and stockpiling of the area.  

The area parallel to both sides of the segment of the pipeline to be relocated would 
require temporary clearing, grubbing, excavation and stockpile.  The excavated area 
would be approximately 20-ft to 25-ft wide and 7-ft to 8-ft deep for most of the length of 
the pipeline except for certain areas, such as at the levee crossing and near specific work 
sites.  There would be no excavation where the pipeline currently crosses the levee, and 
there would be more excavation in those places where placement of the new pipeline 
would require a greater excavated work site such as on the south end on Preserve. The 
width of the temporary excavation parallel to the pipeline would range from 20-ft in most 
places to 70-ft in some places depending on the required activity.  The width of the 
adjacent temporary stockpile sites would range from 60-ft to 130-ft as necessary. Note:  
these are worst case excavation and stockpile estimates.  Best management practices 
would be used to minimize impacts to the maximum extent practicable throughout 
construction. 

Temporary excavation and dredging would also be required in the Outer Cataouatche 
Canal outside of the JLNHPP.  A 20-ft by 365-ft area would be excavated on both sides 
of the pipeline as it crosses the open water bottom of the canal.   Dredging would be 
required in the Outer Cataouatche Canal to provide barge access to the work site south of 
the Lake Cataouatche Levee.  An approximate 70-ft wide by 3,620-ft long access route 
would be cleared in the Outer Cataouatche Canal to allow for the barge draft.  Prop 
washing, in which a tugboat would clear bottom sediment using propeller thrust, would 
be used first in an attempt to merely spread the sediment without actually dredging. In the 
event prop washing is not effective, bottom sediment would be dredged and placed 
adjacent the entire length of the required dredged area. The material would be 
temporarily stockpiled to a height of approximately 1.5-ft in a stockpile site adjacent to 
the dredged area. 

A flotation channel, approximately 40-ft wide by 1,350-ft long, running parallel with the 
pipeline would be required for the barge to reach the temporary work site, a 200-ft by 
200-ft drill pad and 20-ft by 20-ft drill pit south of the Lake Cataouatche Levee on the 
JLNHPP.  Material would be temporarily excavated and placed in approximately 35-ft to 
60-ft wide temporary disposal sites on either side of the newly created flotation channel. 
A 14-ft wide by 3,035-ft long area further south from the temporary work site and 
flotation channel would also require temporary excavation. Adjacent stockpiling in an 
approximately 38-ft to 60-ft wide by 3,035-ft long area would be needed to accommodate 
the pipe before the drilling is completed. Once the underground drilling from the 
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protected side to the flood side of the levee is completed, the actual pipe would then be 
threaded back through the drill hole from south to north. 

 

 

Figure 3:  Pipeline relocation construction areas 

 

Floating marsh habitat would be carefully excavated and placed adjacent to the 
construction site in a manner to minimize impacts to the excavated vegetation during 
construction.  Once construction is complete, the impacted site would be backfilled to the 
approximate same elevation as the adjacent marsh and the excavated flotant marsh mats 
would be carefully placed in the backfilled flotation channel. 

Once the vegetated mat is carefully placed within the temporary stockpile sites, the 
sediments would be excavated and spread thinly across the flotant marsh in a scattered 
pattern and/or stockpiled in tall piles with narrow footprints to the left and right of the 
excavated site. Excavated material may also be placed in the shallow water area where 
the Chevron pipeline within the JLNHPP meets the Outer Cataouatche Canal. There is a 
shallow water area there that could potentially hold excavated material from either the 
access channel to be excavated within JLNHPP lands and/or the dredged material that 
would otherwise be sidecast adjacent to the pipeline at the Outer Cataouatche Canal 
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crossing.  At the onset of construction, the stockpile method resulting in the least impacts 
would be selected by the NPS and the relocation contractor.  If stockpiling within the 
shallow water area is selected, some type of shoreline armoring within JLNHPP where 
the Chevron pipeline meets the Outer Cataouatche canal would be constructed to prevent 
erosion and scouring of the stockpiled material. If required, a plug would be constructed.  

Relocation of the pipeline would temporarily impact approximately 8 acres of 
intermittently drained, forested wetlands habitat on the protected side, north of the Lake 
Cataouatche Levee, approximately 12.9 acres of open canal bottom within the Outer 
Cataouatche Canal, and approximately 14.5 acres of high quality freshwater flotant marsh 
south of the Lake Cataouatche Levee within the JLNHPP (table 1).  

Multiple meetings were conducted with the CEMVN, NPS and Chevron to ensure 
adverse impacts, especially impacts to high quality wetlands within the park, were 
minimized to the maximum extent practicable. The CEMVN agrees that all impacts 
occurring within the JLNHPP would be mitigated for within the preserve. In addition, as 
a project feature, the impacted area within the JLNHPP would be restored to its original 
state to the maximum extent practicable.  Backfilling, planting, and other measures 
deemed necessary would be implemented in the park as project features immediately 
following construction in order to quickly restore the impacted environment and maintain 
the quality  of the area that existed prior to construction. 

Best management practices would be used during drilling to prevent drill fluid leakage.  
The best management practice for drilling fluid leakage is to build a 20-ft by 20-ft ring 
levee around the drill entry and exit points and pump the return drilling fluids into 
holding tanks for recycling. Should a fracture occur, the standard practice would be to 
move the return pit to the fracture site and pump.  The drill path would be regularly 
patrolled to check for hydraulic fractures. 

When assessing risk and reliability among the alternatives with respect to the Federal 
levee system, this alternative is the most reliable and would be most effective in the 
reduction of risk.  The HDD alternative removes the pipeline from coming in contact 
with the levee system, and since the pipeline would be relocated below the levee, no 
conflicts would be anticipated with any potential foreseeable future levee lifts.  This 
alternative does not introduce transition points into the levee system and would only 
require this one time relocation and all entailed efforts.    This alternative would incur the 
least cost when considering foreseeable future events such as future Federal levee lifts, 
and would not impede levee operations and maintenance.  This alternative requires 
temporary access channels and work sites that would go outside of the existing pipeline 
ROW and would require a SUP for a temporary construction servitude. 
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Table 1:  IERS 15.a Proposed Impacts  

 

2.3.2 Temporary Access Road and Pontoon Bridges 
The temporary access road would be constructed for use in transporting construction 
equipment and materials to levee reach WBV15a.2 and are incorporated by reference into 
this addendum (figures 4 and 5).  The primary use of the temporary road would be for 
hauling fill material from the Churchill Farms borrow site to the project site which would 
allow a substantial decrease in haul distance, minimization of fuel consumption, and 
minimization of road maintenance.  There are sections of the proposed temporary road 

Impacts Associated with Pipeline 
Relocation Activities Acres Earthen 

Material (cy) 
Limestone 

(cy) 

Existing Access road  N/A N/A 800 

*Area north of Lake Cataouatche Levee 
to be temporarily cleared, grubbed, 
excavated and stockpiled (including site 
parallel to pipeline, board road, work 
site/drill pad, drill pit and all excavation 
and stockpiling) 

8 13,482 N/A 

**Outer Cataouatche Canal crossing 
temporary excavation and adjacent 
stockpile 

0.4 4,326 N/A 

**Outer Cataouatche Cana temporary 
access channel wheel wash/dredging  5.8 14,077 N/A 

 **Temporary Access wheel 
wash/dredging stockpile 6.7 N/A N/A 

***Area south of Lake Cataouatche 
Levee to be temporarily excavated and 
stockpiled in the National Park (flotation 
channel, area parallel to pipeline, back 
string area) 

14.5 41,615 N/A 

****Total project impacts  35.7 73,500 800 

*  Impacts off-Preserve on protected side to low quality intermittently drained forested wetlands 
**  Water bottom 
*** Impacts within the Preserve to high quality semi-buoyant freshwater estuarine wetlands.  
**** This total represents impacts to all habitat types and does not represent total impacts to wetland. 
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alignment that are currently cleared; however, the remaining section of the road 
alignment must be cleared and grubbed. The Contractor shall dispose of cleared and 
grubbed organics offsite to an approved site in accordance with the governing 
jurisdiction.  The anticipated impacts for the access road were discussed in detail in IERS 
15.a.  

 

 
Figure 4:  Proposed access road, staging area and pontoon bridges near the Lake Cataouatche Pump 
Stations 1 and 2 
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Figure 5:  Proposed temporary access road for WVB 15a.2 (aerial photo) 

2.4 NPS Preferred Alternative 

The NPS, in coordination with CEMVN and Chevron, has identified permitting the 
alternative for horizontal directional drilling as the preferred alternative when taking into 
consideration socioeconomic factors (risk of loss of life and property) surrounding the 
WBV hurricane levee system; risk and reliability concerns of the levee segment to defend 
against a 100-year storm event; project constructability; avoidance, minimization and 
mitigation of natural resource impacts; and time and cost. 

The pipeline located in the WBV 15a.2 levee reach currently rests upon the surface of the 
existing levee crown and slope in an Up and Over configuration (figure 6).  The Lake 
Cataouatche levee is currently being raised and enlarged to meet the requirements of the 
HSDRRS, and the pipeline, in its current configuration, would interfere with the 
approved construction on that levee segment.  Construction to improve this segment of 
the Lake Cataouatche Levee is stalled until the pipeline can be relocated; however, 
engineered alternative measures are currently being constructed at this location to reduce 
the risk of a 100-year storm event during the 2011 hurricane season only.  The complete 
upgraded levee system feature at this location is still required for levee certification, 
despite the temporary construction of engineered alternative measures.  As soon as the 
pipeline relocation takes place, the engineered alternative measures will be removed 
during or after the construction of the final Lake Cataouatche Levee system feature at this 
location. The Chevron pipeline is a primary supplier to Entergy's Nine Mile Point Power 
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Plant, which is one of three power plants that supply the southeastern grid system.   
Chevron is contractually obligated to provide Entergy with fuel and therefore, the line 
cannot be taken out of service. 

 

 

Figure 6:  The existing pipeline is going up and over the existing, non-upgraded levee 

2.5 Alternatives to the Proposed Action 

2.5.1 No-Action Alternative 

Without implementation of the proposed action, the Government’s action, which was 
approved in IER 15, described as the no action alternative in this Addendum document, 
would be constructed.   

Should the no action alternative be selected, the JLNHPP would continue current 
management in the preserve, Chevron would not be granted the SUP, the relocation of the 
pipeline via HDD under the WBV 15a.2 levee could not be accomplished and the 
CEMVN would not be able to upgrade the remaining levee segment of WBV 15a.2 for 
completion of that portion of the Federal levee system by 2011. Additionally CEMVN 
would not be able to obtain the system-wide levee and floodwall certification and 
accreditation in January 2012. 



 

Amended Draft Individual Environmental Report Supplemental 15.a                                                     17 

 

2.5.2 Up and Over 

The “up and over” alternative reflects the current configuration of the pipeline, which 
means the gas pipeline would cross up and over the raised levee section.  In order to 
enlarge the Cataouatche Levee to meet the 100-year level of protection, the pipeline 
would have to be temporarily relocated adjacent to its current location in an “up and 
over” configuration until the earth work on the levee is complete and then the pipeline 
would be moved back into place and constructed in its final location to rest on concrete 
piles, covered with dirt and seeded with grass.  A small bridge would be constructed over 
the pipeline to allow for vehicular crossing.  

To provide barge access to the work site south of the Lake Cataouatche Levee, an 
approximate 70-ft wide by 3,620-ft long channel would be dredged in the Outer 
Cataouatche Canal.  A 20-ft by 365-ft channel would be excavated on both sides of the 
pipeline on the water bottom of the canal (Figure 7).  Prop washing, in which a tugboat 
would clear bottom sediment using propeller thrust, would be used first in an attempt to 
merely spread the sediment without actually dredging.  In the event prop washing is not 
effective, bottom sediments would be dredged and side-cast adjacent the excavated 
channel. The dredged sediments would be stockpiled to a height of approximately 1.5-ft 
and returned to the excavated canal when construction is complete.   

In the future, as the soils consolidate and the levee settles, additional lifts to the levee 
would be required to maintain the 100-year level of protection.  Preliminary analysis 
indicates that by the year 2017, the levee would have settled enough to require a lift.  
Between the year 2011 and 2057, approximately 3 levee lifts are anticipated to maintain 
the 100-year level of protection.  It is conceivable to assume that the levee crown would 
be shifted toward the protected side to eliminate or reduce impacts to the Outer 
Cataouatche Canal and JLNHPP.   

There are minimal environmental impacts with this first levee lift; however, with each 
additional levee lift greater environmental impacts would result.   

Initially this alternative would impact 12.9 acres of water bottoms and would remain 
within the existing ROWs; however, with each levee lift, the distance at which the 
pipeline would begin to arch over the levee would increase due to the pipelines physical 
constraints and lack of flexibility.  Over time, the pipeline could no longer be relocated to 
lay on the levee surface and would require some other relocation method potentially 
directional drilling beneath the levee. This would result in additional impacts to the 
JLNHPP in the future that may be as much as the HDD alternative. By the 2nd lift 
proposed in the year 2031 approximately 35.4 acres would be impacted if it became 
necessary to relocate the pipeline via HDD.    

The up and over method of relocation was not chosen because of its negative impacts to 
time, cost, and operation and maintenance over the life of the project. With the up and 
over configuration, there are higher risks to the system associated with increased 
potential for scouring and levee failure.  A pipeline lying on levee slope and crown adds 
transitions into the levee system that causes turbulence with the earthen levee.  The 
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transitions are the result of the bulge caused by the pipeline with material on top of it 
which does not allow for a completely flat levee surface. 

 

Figure 7:  Pipeline Relocation Construction Areas 

To construct another up and over configuration on the new levee would result in the need 
for future pipeline relocations due to planned future levee lifts.  With each future levee 
lift, a relocation would be required, which could delay future lifts due to repeated 
relocation coordination, and additional costs would be incurred to have the utility 
company each time remove the pipe from the levee and place the pipe back over the levee 
once construction is complete. The up and over configuration would also add an 
additional expense for the Non-Federal Sponsor and impede their ability to operate and 
maintain the levee as the pipeline lying on top of the levee would be an obstruction in the 
levee section.  

2.5.3 Floodwall and Sleeve 
With this method the pipeline would be relocated by running the pipeline through a 
“sleeve” in a newly constructed floodwall (figures 8 and 9).  This method would require 
degrading the existing levee segment and constructing a floodwall consisting of T-wall 
sheet-pile in its place.  The pipeline would remain in place while the levee around it is 
degraded.  The T-wall would then be driven into the levee using the “jack-in-place” 
method. 
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The angle of the intersection of the pipeline and the levee make it difficult to reach an 
appropriate Factor of Safety.  As a result, the length of the T-wall needed for this location 
to stabilize the levee on either side of the T-wall would be 1,300-ft by 15.5-ft high. The 
length of T-wall required is a longer stretch, 1,300-ft as opposed to 150-ft to 200-ft, than 
what is typically required for older levees due to unstable soil conditions and stability 
concerns at this location.  Soil borings taken from the Cataouatche Levee indicate the 
soils are soft clay and have relatively low strength.  The low strength is thought to be due 
to the fact that the Cataouatche Levee was constructed in the past more recently using 
dredged material from the Outer Cataouatche Canal, and has not had the years of 
consolidation and strengthening typical of older levee reaches within the HSDRRS.   
 
There is higher risk associated with constructing a floodwall adjacent to a waterway 
because they add transition points, potential points of failure, where the levee transitions 
to a floodwall.  System failures during Hurricane Katrina were primarily due to floodwall 
failure.  As a result of lessons learned following Hurricane Katrina, the USACE has 
attempted to reduce the number of levee transition points throughout the system by 
reducing the construction of floodwalls.   
 

 

Figure 8:  Sleeve through floodwall Configuration 
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Figure 9:  Sleeve through Floodwall Construction 

 
Below is an excerpt from an Independent Peer Evaluation Team (IPET) report concerning 
the increased risk of transitions in the levees (ASCE NSG Report Assessment):  
 
"A common problem observed throughout the flood protection system was the scour and 
washout found at the transition between structural features and earthen levees. In some 
cases, the structural features were at a higher elevation than the connecting earthen levee, 
resulting in scour and washout of the levee at the end of the structural feature. At these 
sites, it appears the dissimilar geometry concentrated the flow of water at the intersection 
of the levee with the structural feature, causing turbulence that resulted in the erosion of 
the weaker levee soil. A practical approach to integrating protection in these transitions 
would reduce vulnerability of failure in the future." 
 

2.6 Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration 

Although the following alternatives would have no impacts within the JLNHPP itself, 
none of these alternatives meet the ultimate necessity of relocating the pipeline to allow 
improving the levee reach to the 100-year hurricane risk reduction level and achieving 
certification and accreditation by January 2012.   
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The alternate route alternatives were eliminated due to greater natural and human 
impacts, cost and the inability to complete the work to achieve accreditation by 2012.  
Failure to meet accreditation in 2012 would jeopardize certification of the entire 
HSDRRS and threaten participation in the NFIP. Public Law 109-23 directs the USACE 
to achieve certification for participation in the NFIP; therefore, for these reasons the afore 
mentioned alternatives were eliminated from further consideration. 

 

2.6.1 Revisited Alternatives 

2.6.1.1 
 

Pipeline Bridge over Levee 

Under the Bridge over the Levee Alternative, the gas pipeline would be relocated via a 
bridge that would cross over the levee and the outer Cataouatche Canal (figures 10 and 
11).  This alternative would require both truck and barge access for construction of two 
bridge anchors on either side of the Lake Cataouatche Levee.   
 
The scope of the impacts from this is alternative would be similar in nature to the HDD 
alternative with the exception that it would require the construction of permanent bridge 
anchors.  The bridge would cross over from the protected side of the levee and the Outer 
Cataouatche Canal to the JLNHPP requiring the acquisition of permanent ROW from the 
NPS. A permanent bridge foundation would be required on both sides of the levee.  
 
Relocation of the pipeline would temporarily impact approximately 7 acres and 
permanently impact approximately 1 acre of low quality drained Bottomland Hardwood 
(BLH) forested wetlands on the protected side and approximately 12.9 acres of canal 
water bottom within the Outer Cataouatche Canal. It would also temporarily impact 
approximately 13.5 acres and permanently impact approximately 1 acre of semi-buoyant 
estuarine freshwater wetlands (flotant marsh) south of the Lake Cataouatche Levee 
within the JLNHPP.  This alternative has similar environmental impacts to the HDD 
alternative, but due to the required permanent bridge foundation there would be 1 acre of 
impact that would be permanent rather than temporary. In addition, the permanent bridge 
crossing the Outer Cataouatche Canal would reduce aesthetics and recreation potential in 
the area.   
 
When assessing risk and reliability among the alternatives with respect to the Federal 
levee system, this alternative is comparable to the HDD alternative as both remove the 
pipeline from coming in contact with the levee system. This alternative would not 
introduce transition points into the levee system and would only require this one time 
relocation.  With this alternative, the pipeline would be relocated well above the levee 
and presents no foreseeable conflicts with future levee lifts.  However, this relocation 
method would expose the pipeline to environmental factors such as wind and water 
loading, which would require the largest amount of pipeline operation and maintenance 
when compared with all of the other alternatives.  This alternative would not impede 
levee operations and maintenance. 
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Figure 10:  Pipeline Bridge Over Levee 

 

Figure 11:  Pipeline Bridge Over a Canal 
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Implementing this option would not allow the Corps to complete the levee construction 
by the December 2011 milestone and the January 2012 accreditation milestone. 
Therefore, this relocation method would not meet the purpose and need of this project; 
minimize environmental impacts over time; reduce construction costs or operations and 
maintenance; and meet the December 2011 construction deadline. It does meet the 
risk/reliability standards, but was deemed not practicable as compared to the preferred 
alternative and dismissed from further consideration. 
 

2.6.2 New Alternatives 

2.6.2.1 
The pipeline  re-route via route 1 or route 2 alternative is not a feasible alternative due to 
the time and cost required to conduct the extensive landowner negotiations required to 
obtain new ROW and the additional permitting that would be required. This alternative 
would require approximately 90 days to redesign the levee from a total earthen levee to a 
levee with a T-wall in the WBV 15a.2 reach.  Construction of either route in this 
alternative would take approximately 200 – 250 days and could not be completed prior to 
the December 2011 certification milestone and the January 2012 accreditation 

Re-Route Pipeline Outside of NPS Property 

 

The pipeline would be re-routed to tie-in to the existing pipeline north of the Upper 
Canal. The pipeline would have to go west approximately 3.25 miles and then south 1.75 
miles to tie–in to the Chevron 22-inch Mail Line in Lake Cataouatche (figure 12). The 
new route would end a total of 5 miles from the current pipeline position.   

Alternate Route 1 

The following would be required: 

a) 16,500 feet of new right-of-way   
b) 3.25 additional miles of clearing  
c) Levee crossing (HDD) 3.25 miles west of the existing levee crossing 
d) Tie-in in Lake Cataouatche via anchored barges 
e) New surveys  
f) New soil borings  
g) New permits 
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Figure 12:  Pipeline Re-Routing Alternatives 

 

The pipeline would be re-routed to tie-in to the existing pipeline south of Nicole Blvd., 
then west and south 3.75 miles and then south 1.75 miles to tie-in to the Chevron 22-inch 
Mail Line in Lake Cataouatche. The new route would end a total of 5.5 miles from the 
current pipeline position.   

Alternate Route 2 

The following would be required: 

a) 33,000 feet of new right-of-way 
b) 3.75 miles of additional clearing 
c) Levee crossing (HDD) 3.25 miles west of the existing levee crossing 
d) Tie-in in Lake Cataouatche 
e) New surveys 
f) New soil borings 
g) New permits 
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The contractor would cut a ditch to a minimum of 6 ft below the bottom of Lake 
Cataouatche for the new pipeline, strip back (500 ft each way) along the 22 in pipeline to 
allow it to be raised above water to make the new tie-in. The pipeline section in the 
JLNHPP would be abandoned in place.  However, the abandoned line would need to be 
grouted to remove any potential liability due to the large diameter of the pipe and 
sensitivity of the area surrounding the line.  Grouting would involve cutting the pipeline 
near the south bank of the Outer Cataouatche Canal, which lies within the marsh, and 
pumping cement into the line.  This would require a 350 ft hole be dug back into the 
preserve in order to expose the pipeline so that it may be picked up the pipe above the 
water and cut for the grouting procedure. The piping north of the cut would be removed. 

The pipeline would then be re-routed outside of the JLNHPP and would require HDD 
where the pipeline would intersect with the levee.  If the pipeline is re-routed, this 
alternative would impact approximately 30 acres of forested wetlands, 8 acres of non-
forested wetlands, and 26 acres of open water bottoms.  Grouting would adversely impact 
approximately 1.5 acres within the existing pipeline ROW within the JLNHPP.  Cost and 
time estimations would double with landowner negotiations and permitting.  This would 
not allow CEMVN to complete the relocation in time to have levee improvements 
completed for certification and accreditation.   

 

2.6.2.2 
 

HDD all the way to Lake Cataouatche (Proposed by NPS) 

This re-route option is similar to the Alternative Route 1, but the pipeline would be 
directionally drilled the full length of the drainage canal just north of the Cataouatche 
Levee.  At the southern end of the board road, the pipeline would be directionally drilled 
west for the full length of the drainage canal until it reaches the levee on the WBV 15b.2 
reach in which it would be directionally drilled under that levee reach as well. 
 
As with the other re-route options, this option would be re-routed outside of the JLNHPP 
lands but would not eliminate impacts to the Preserve; therefore a SUP from the NPS 
would still be required.  Chevron’s current policy is to remove abandoned pipeline 
laterals, thus the 24-in pipeline on the JLNHPP would have to be removed unless 
Chevron granted a waiver. If the pipeline section in the JLNHPP could be abandoned in 
place, the line would need to be grouted to remove any potential liability due to the large 
diameter of the pipe and sensitivity of the area surrounding the line.   
 
Grouting would involve cutting the pipeline near the South bank of the Outer 
Cataouatche Canal (in the marsh) and pumping cement in the line.  A hole would have to 
be dug to expose the pipeline.  This would require a 350-ft hole dug back into the 
preserve to be able to pick up the pipe above the water and cut it for the grouting 
procedure. The piping north of the cut would be removed.  Grouting would adversely 
impact approximately 1.5 acres within the existing pipeline ROW within the JLNHPP.   
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2.7 Alternatives Summary  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Alternative 
Element 

Alternative A: No-action 
Sleeve Through Floodwall 

 
Alternative B: HDD 

Alternative C: 
Bridge Over Levee 

 

Alternative D: 
Up & Over 

Alternative C: 
Re-route Pipeline Outside NPS 

lands 

Project 
Objective Meets Project Objectives? Meets Project Objectives? Meets Project Objectives? Meets Project Objectives? Meets Project Objectives? 

Meets Purpose 
and Need? 

Partially meets Objective:  
 
Alternative would relocate 
the pipeline, the costs are 
reasonable, but the risks are 
not acceptable at this 
location, the O&M is higher 
and it would not allow levee 
system completion by Dec. 
31 2011 and start 
accreditation Jan 2012 
 

Meets Objective:  
 
Alternative would be the 
most reliable, would not 
impede future levee lifts, has 
acceptable O&M, reasonable 
costs and would permit 
Federal levee system 
completion by Dec 31, 2011 
and start accreditation Jan 
2012. 

Partially meets Objective: 
 
Alternative would relocate the 
pipeline and has acceptable 
risks, but has the highest costs 
and highest O&M.  It would not 
be constructed in time to permit 
the completion of the Federal 
levee system by Dec. 31 2011 
and start accreditation Jan 2012 
 

Partially meets Objective:  
 
Alternative would relocate the 
pipeline, the costs are higher 
than the HDD but tolerable. 
However, the risks are not 
acceptable and it would not be 
constructed in time to allow 
levee system completion by Dec. 
31 2011 and start accreditation 
Jan 2012 
 

Partially meets Objective:  
 
Alternative would relocate the 
pipeline, has acceptable risks and 
O&M but the cost are higher than the 
preferred alternative, it has greater 
impacts outside of the Preserve and 
would not be constructed in time to 
permit the completion of the Federal 
levee system by Dec. 31 2011 and 
start accreditation Jan 2012 
 

Risk and 
Reliability 

Does not meet Objective:  
 
Adds 1300 foot T-Wall 
introducing transition points 
into the levee system. 
Ranked second to last for 
risk and reliability.   

Meets Objective:   
 
Removes the pipeline from 
contacting the levee, does not 
interfere with future levee 
lifts.   

Meets Objective:  
 
Removes the pipeline from 
contacting the levee and only 
requires one relocation; the 
structure would have to be 
considered during future levee 
lifts.  There would be risk with 
a bridge structure exposing the  
pipeline to water and wind 
loads  

Does not meet Objective:  
 
Ranked lowest because it 
introduces potential scour and 
failure points within the levee 
system, and after multiple lifts, 
the angle of the pipeline to the 
levee would further introduce 
risk and require additional 
relocation methods 

Meets Objective:  
 
Removes the pipeline from contacting 
the levee, does not interfere with 
future levee lifts.   
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Environmental 
Impacts 

Meets Objective:  
 
There would be no 
additional impacts from this 
alternative 
 

Partially meets Objective:  
 
2nd highest impacts to 
Preserve. 
 
 
 
 
 
On Preserve:  impacts to 
14.5 acres of semi-buoyant 
estuarine freshwater 
wetlands. Impacts would be 
minimized to extent possible 
and mitigated in-kind 
 
 
 
 
Off Preserve impacts are 8 
acres of (BLH-wet)12.9 acres 
of open water bottom 

Does not meet Objective:  
 
Highest impacts to the 
Preserve. 
 
 
 
 
 
On Preserve: impacts to 13.5 
acres (for access and work 
sites) and permanent impacts to 
1 acre (for bridge anchor) of 
semi-buoyant estuarine 
freshwater wetlands within the 
Preserve. Impacts would be 
minimized to extent possible 
and mitigated in-kind 
 
Off Preserve impacts are 8 
acres of  BLH-wet, 12.9 acres 
of open water bottom 
 
 

Does not meet Objective:   
 
Minimal impacts initially, but 
with subsequent lifts and HDD 
technically required in the 
future, this alternative would 
result in impacts that exceed 
those of Alternative B 
 
On Preserve: impacts to14.5 
semi-buoyant estuarine 
freshwater wetlands 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Off Preserve impacts are 8 acres 
of BLH-wet, 12.9 acres of open 
water bottom 

Does not meet Objective:   
 
Highest overall impacts, including on 
and off Preserve. 
 
 
 
 
 
On Preserve: A hole would be dug to 
expose the pipeline for grouting 
temporarily impacting 1.5 acres of 
semi-buoyant freshwater emergent 
wetlands. 
 
 
 
 
Off Preserve:   30 acres BLH, 8 acres 
freshwater intermittently flooded 
emergent wetlands and 26 acres of 
water bottoms.  Impacts would be 
minimized to extent possible and 
mitigated in-kind 
 

Cost 

Partially Meets Objective:  
 
2nd lowest cost which are 
considered cost effective at 
$9.5 million 

Meets Objective: 
 
 Lowest Cost and considered 
cost effective at $8.2 million 

Does not meet Objective:  
 
2nd highest costs and considered 
not cost effective $21.2 million 

Partially Meets Objective:  
 
3rd lowest cost which is 
considered cost effective at 
$12.2 million 

Does not meet Objective:  
 
3rd highest costs and considered not 
cost effective at $15.9 million 
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Time and 
Constructability 

Does not meet Objective:  
 
Design and Construction 
would be 8.3 months and 
would not allow the 
CEMVN to meet the Jan. 
2012 accreditation FEMA.  
No SUP is required from 
NPS 

Meets Objective:   
 
Design and construction 
would be 2 months and 
would be complete to meet 
the Jan 2012 FEMA 
accreditation. A SUP is 
required from NPS 

Does not meet Objective:   
 
Design and construction would 
be 24+ months and would not 
allow the CEMVN to meet the 
Jan. 2012 FEMA accreditation. 
Obtaining a permanent ROW 
from NPS would require 
congressional legislation 
resulting in unknown delays 

Does not meet Objective:   
 
Design and construction would 
be at least 6 months and would 
not allow the CEMVN to meet 
the Jan. 2012 FEMA 
accreditation. For future levee 
lifts, a SUP would be required 
from NPS 

Does not meet Objective:  
 
 Design and construction would be 9+ 
months and would not allow the 
CEMVN to meet the Jan. 2012 FEMA 
accreditation. Obtaining multiple 
additional ROW would result in 
unknown delays. A SUP would be 
required from NPS due to grouting 
and capping the existing pipeline. 

O&M Impacts 

Does not meet Objective:  
 
O&M includes painting T-
wall, mowing around wall; 
inspecting at transition 
points 
 
 

Meets Objective:    
 
O&M required mowing levee 
section 
 
 

Does not meet Objective:  
 
O&M includes maintaining, 
inspecting, and mowing around 
bridge anchors 
 
 

Does not meet Objective:  
 
O&M required mowing levee 
section around the pipeline and 
inspecting transition points 

Partially Meets Objective:  
 
O&M would require periodic 
inspections of the sleeve at  the WBV 
15b2 pump station 
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Table 2:  Summary of Environmental Consequences 

Preserve 
Resource Alt A – up and over Alt B – floodwall and 

sleeve 
Alt C – Reroute pipeline 

out of Preserve lands Alt D – HDD  Alt E – Bridge over levee 

Soils and 
geology 

Would not impact 
Preserve soils and 
geology.   

 

Construction of this 
alternative would remain 
within CEMVN and 
Chevron ROW 

Would not impact 
Preserve soils and 
geology.   

 

Construction of this 
alternative would remain 
within CEMVN Chevron 
ROW  

Would not impact Preserve 
soils and geology but 
would result in extensive 
impacts to the 
environment.   

This alternative would 
require clearing, grubbing 
and pipeline re-routing 5 
miles from the current 
location. 

Would impact Preserve soils 
and geology. 

8 acres of intermittently drained 
wetlands 

12.9 acres of open water bottom 

14.5 acres of high quality 
wetland habitat  

Would impact Preserve soils 
and geology.   

 

Impacts would be similar to HDD 
but more severe as permanent 
bridge anchors would be 
constructed on either side of the 
Outer Cataouatche Canal  

Vegetation and 
Non-native 

species 

Would not impact 
Preserve Vegetation and 
Non-native species.   

Would not impact 
Preserve Vegetation and 
Non-native species.   

Would not impact Preserve 
Vegetation and Non-native 
species but would result in 
extensive impacts to the 
environment.   

This alternative would 
require clearing, grubbing 
and pipeline re-routing 5 
miles from the current 
location (30 acres of forested 
wetlands and 8 acres of non-
forested wetlands). 

Would impact Preserve 
Vegetation and Non-native 
species. 

 

8 acres of intermittently drained 
wetlands 

14.5 acres of high quality 
wetland habitat with 

Equipment could potentially 
carry invasive species into 
Preserve if not properly 
cleaned. 

Would impact Preserve 
Vegetation and Non-native 
Species. 

 

Impacts would be similar to HDD 
but more severe as permanent 
bridge anchors would be 
constructed on either side of the 
Outer Cataouatche Canal  
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Fish and 
Wildlife 

Would not impact 
Preserve Fish and 
Wildlife.   

Would not impact 
Preserve Fish and 
Wildlife   

Would not impact Preserve 
Fish and Wildlife but 
would result in extensive 
impacts to the 
environment.   

This alternative would 
require clearing, grubbing 
and pipeline re-routing 5 
miles from the current 
location. 

Would impact Preserve Fish 
and Wildlife. 

 

8 acres of intermittently drained 
wetlands 

12.9 acres of open water bottom 

14.5 acres of high quality 
wetland habitat  

Would impact Preserve Fish 
and Wildlife. 

 

Impacts would be similar to HDD 
but more severe as permanent 
bridge anchors would be 
constructed on either side of the 
Outer Cataouatche Canal  

Hydrology and 
Water Quality 

Would not impact 
Preserve Hydrology and 
Water Quality.   

Would not impact 
Preserve Hydrology and 
Water Quality.   

Would not impact Preserve 
Hydrology and Water 
Quality but would result in 
extensive impacts to the 
environment.  

26.5 acres of open water 
bottom habitat during HDD 
in Lake Cataouatche. 
Potential for temporary 
negligible water impacts 
associated with increased 
turbidity during HDD 
adjacent to Preserve lands 

 

 

 

Would impact Preserve 
Hydrology and Water 
Quality. 

 

The proposed action would 
result in a temporary increase in 
turbidity during access dredging 

Would impact Preserve 
Hydrology and Water Quality 

  

Impacts would be similar to HDD 
but more severe as permanent 
bridge anchors would be 
constructed on either side of the 
Outer Cataouatche Canal  
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Wetlands 

Would not impact 
Preserve Wetlands.   

Would not impact 
Preserve Wetlands.   

Would not impact Preserve 
Wetlands but would result 
in extensive impacts to the 
environment. 

30 acres of forested wetlands 
and 8 acres non-forested 
wetlands 

Would impact Preserve 
Wetlands. 

 

8 acres of intermittently drained 
wetlands 

12.9 acres of open water bottom 

14.5 acres of high quality 
wetland habitat 

Would impact Preserve 
resources. 

  

Impacts would be similar to HDD 
but more severe as permanent 
bridge anchors would be 
constructed on either side of the 
Outer Cataouatche Canal  

Visitor Use and 
Experience 

Would not impact 
Preserve Visitor Use and 
Experience.   

 

Not aesthetically pleasing 
to see a pipeline up and 
over the levee 

Would not impact 
Preserve Visitor Use and 
Experience.   

 

Not aesthetically pleasing 
to see a floodwall with a 
pipeline passing through it 

Would not impact Preserve 
Visitor Use and 
Experience. 

 

Potential temporary 
recreational impact adjacent 
to Preserve for access 
dredging and HDD 
relocation in Lake 
Cataouatche 

Possible impact to Preserve 
Visitor Use and Experience. 

 

Potential temporary recreational 
impact adjacent to Preserve for 
access dredging and HDD 
relocation in Outer Cataouatche 
Canal 

Possible impact to Preserve 
Visitor Use and Experience. 

 

A permanent bridge structure 
would not be aesthetically 
pleasing, and could potentially 
obstruct recreational use. The 
permanent structure could 
potentially attract vandalism 
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Socioeconomic 
Resources 

Would not impact 
Preserve Socioeconomic 
Resources.   

 

 

Adds Inherent risks in 
levee system, could cause 
levee failure due to 
potential for extensive 
scouring during a storm 
event 

Would not impact 
Preserve Socioeconomic 
Resources. 

 

 

Adds Inherent risks in 
levee system by adding 
transitions, potential points 
of failure in the Federal 
levee system, this 
alternative could not be 
constructed in the required 
time frame to complete the 
levee system and receive 
levee certification and 
accreditation 

Would not impact Preserve 
Socioeconomic Resources 
but would result in 
extensive impacts to the 
environment. 

 

 Would have major impacts 
to socioeconomics outside of 
the Preserve and would 
require new ROW requests. 
this alternative could not be 
constructed in the required 
time frame to complete the 
levee system and receive 
levee certification and 
accreditation 

Would not impact Preserve 
Socioeconomic Resources but 
would result in beneficial 
impacts to Socioeconomic 
Resources within the West 
Bank and vicinity area.   

Enables construction of  most 
reliable levee design for this 
levee segment , this would be a 
major beneficial impact as the 
newly constructed would  
reduces risk for life and loss of 
property and enable levee 
certification and accreditation 
and the ability to obtain flood 
insurance within the West Bank 
and Vicinity area and  

Would not impact Preserve 
Socioeconomic Resources but 
would result in beneficial 
impacts to Socioeconomic 
Resources within the West 
Bank and vicinity area.   

Enables construction of the most 
reliable levee design for this levee 
segment. this would be a major 
beneficial impact as the newly 
constructed would reduce risk for 
life and loss of property and 
enable levee certification and 
accreditation and the ability to 
obtain flood insurance within the 
West Bank and Vicinity area ; 
however, the pipeline would be 
exposed to environmental 
conditions,  which would 
dramatically increases O&M and 
costs due to potential for more 
frequent maintenance. This 
alternative is the least 
economically feasible and could 
not be constructed in the required 
time frame to complete the levee 
system and receive levee 
certification and accreditation 

This table provides a summary of the environmental consequences related to each alternative of the alternatives carried forward for analysis. A more detailed explanation of the impacts is 
presented in “Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences.” 
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3.  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

3.1 Environmental Setting 

IER 15 contains a complete discussion of the Environmental Setting for the project area 
and is incorporated by reference into this document.  As such, no discussion of 
environmental setting will be made in this document. 

3.2 Significant Resources 

This section identifies the significant resources located in the vicinity of the proposed 
action, and describes in detail those resources that would be impacted, directly or 
indirectly, by the alternatives.  Direct impacts are those that are caused by the action 
taken and occur at the same time and place (40 CFR §1508.8(a)).  Indirect impacts are 
those that are caused by the action and are later in time or further removed in distance, 
but are still reasonably foreseeable (40 CFR §1508.8(b)).  Cumulative impacts are 
discussed in Section 4. 

The resources described in this section are those recognized as significant by laws, 
executive orders, regulations, and other standards of national, state, or regional agencies 
and organizations; technical or scientific agencies, groups, or individuals; and the general 
public.  Further detail on the why these resources are considered significant can be found 
by contacting CEMVN, or on www.nolaenvironmental.gov, which offers information on 
the ecological and human value of these resources, as well as the laws and regulations 
governing each resource.  Search for “Significant Resources Background Material” in the 
website’s digital library for additional information.  Table 3 shows those significant 
resources found within the project area, and notes whether they would be impacted by the 
proposed action analyzed in this Addendum to the IERS.  

Existing Conditions were discussed in IER 15 and are incorporated by reference for each 
significant resource discussed.  
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Table 3:  Significant Resources in Project Study Area 

Significant Resource Impacted Not Impacted 

Water Quality X  

Wetlands  X  

Fisheries X  

Essential Fish Habitat  X* 

Wildlife X  

Threatened or Endangered Species  X* 

Non-wet Uplands X  

Cultural Resources  X* 

Recreational Resources  X* 

Aesthetic (Visual) Resources  X* 

Air Quality  X* 

Noise  X* 

Transportation  X* 

Socioeconomic Resources 

• Land Use, Population,         
Employment 

• Environmental Justice 

 X* 

* - Proposed action poses no or  de minimus additional impacts from those described in 
IER 15 and as such are not discussed in this document   Impacts to those resources from 
the approved project were described in detail in IER 15. 
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3.2.1 Water Quality 
 

Under the no action alternative, the Government’s action, as approved in IER 15 would 
be constructed. Consequently, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to Outer 
Cataouatche Canal would not differ from those described previously in the original IER. 

Future Conditions with No-Action 

 

Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Future Conditions with the Proposed Action (HDD) 

Temporary excavation and dredging would impact approximately 12.9 acres of open 
canal bottom within the Outer Cataouatche Canal causing a temporary impact to water 
quality.   

A 20-ft by 365-ft (0.4 acres) area would be excavated on both sides of the pipeline, as the 
pipeline crosses the open water bottom of the canal.  Dredging would be required in the 
Outer Cataouatche Canal to provide barge access to the work site south of the Lake 
Cataouatche Levee.  An approximate 70-ft wide by 3,620-1 ft long (5.8 acres) access 
route would be cleared in the Outer Cataouatche Canal to allow for the barge draft.  Prop 
washing, in which a tugboat would clear bottom sediment using propeller thrust, would 
be used first in attempt to merely spread the sediment without actually dredging. In the 
event prop washing is not effective, bottom sediment would be dredged and placed 
adjacent the entire length of the required dredged area. The material would be 
temporarily stockpiled to a height of approximately 1.5-ft in a stockpile site adjacent to 
the dredged area, temporarily impacting 6.7 acres. 

There is the potential for temporary adverse impacts to water quality due to increased 
turbidity in the Outer Cataouatche Canal during the pipeline relocation; however, 
adherence to best management practices would aid in minimizing the impacts of these 
water quality effects. (Best management practices are effective, practical, structural or 
nonstructural methods which prevent or reduce the movement of sediment, nutrients, 
pesticides and other pollutants from the land to surface or ground water, or which 
otherwise protect water quality from potential adverse effects of construction activities.) 
There is also the potential for a minimal adverse impact to water quality associated with a 
temporary increase in turbidity within the Avondale and Cataouatche canals during 
construction and use of the two pontoon bridges for the access road near the Lake 
Cataouatche pump stations 1 and 2. Each bridge would impact > 0.1 acres. The 
anticipated impacts for the access road were discussed in detail in IERS 15.a.  
 
Cumulative Impacts 

Potential cumulative impacts to the canal from the proposed action would involve the 
combined effects to the canal from the multiple WBV projects in the area.  Impacts from 
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the proposed action on the canal would primarily be short-term.  Cumulative impacts for 
this project were discussed in IER 15 and IERS 15.a and will be further discussed in the 
CED.  

 

Direct Impacts 

Future Conditions with Up and Over 

Potential direct impacts to water quality associated with the Up and Over alternative 
include temporary excavation and dredging in the Outer Cataouatche Canal. A 20-ft by 
3650ft area would be excavated on both sides of the pipeline, as the pipeline crosses the 
open water bottom of the canal. Dredging would be required in the Outer Cataouatche 
Canal to provide barge access to the work site south of the Lake Cataouatche Levee. An 
approximate 70-ft wide and 3,620-ft long access route would be cleared in the Outer 
Cataouatche Canal to allow for the barge draft. Prop washing, in which a tugboat would 
clear bottom sediment using propeller thrust, would be used first in attempt to merely 
spread the sediment without actually dredging. In the event prop washing is not effective, 
bottom sediment would be dredged and placed adjacent the entire length of the required 
dredged area. The material would be temporarily stockpiled to a height of approximately 
1.5-ft in a stockpile site adjacent to the dredged area. 

 Indirect Impacts  

There is the potential for temporary adverse impacts to water quality due to increased 
turbidity in the Outer Cataouatche Canal during the pipeline relocation; however, 
adherence to best management practices would aid in minimizing the impacts of these 
water quality effects. There is also the potential for a minimal adverse impact to water 
quality associated with a temporary increase in turbidity within the Avondale and 
Cataouatche canals during construction and use of the two pontoon bridges for the access 
road near the Lake Cataouatche pump stations 1 and 2. Each bridge would impact > 0.1 
acres. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Initially this alternative would impact 12.9 acres of water bottoms and would remain 
within the existing CEMVN and Chevron ROWs. However with each levee lift, the 
distance at which the pipeline would begin to arch over the levee would increase due to 
the physical constraints and lack of flexibility in the pipeline.  Over time, the pipeline 
could no longer be relocated to lay on the levee surface and would require some other 
relocation method, potentially directional drilling beneath the levee. This would result in 
additional impacts to the JLNHPP in the future that may be as much or more than the 
HDD alternative.  

By the 2nd lift proposed in the year 2031, approximately 35.4 acres would be impacted if 
it became necessary to relocate the pipeline via HDD.  
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Cumulative impacts for this project were discussed in IER 15 and IERS 15.a and will be 
further discussed in the CED.   

 

Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Future Conditions with Sleeve through Floodwall 

There would be no direct or indirect impacts to water quality associated with the sleeve 
through floodwall alternative. The gas pipeline would be relocated by running the 
pipeline through a newly constructed floodwall via a sleeve through the floodwall. The 
pipeline would be kept in place while the levee around it would be degraded, and the 
sheet pile would then be driven using the jack in place method. This alternative would 
require the existing levee segment to be degraded and a 1,300 ft T-Wall would be 
constructed in its place. The floodwall length would be required due to soil conditions 
and stability concerns at this particular location.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Potential cumulative impacts to water quality in the canal from the proposed action 
would involve the combined effects to the canal from the multiple WBV projects in the 
area. Impacts from this alternative on the canal would primarily be short-term.   
Cumulative impacts for this project were discussed in IER 15 and IERS 15.a and will be 
further discussed in the CED. 

 
3.2.1 Wetlands  

 

Under the no action alternative, the Government’s action, as approved in IER 15 would 
be constructed.  Consequently, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to wetlands would 
not differ from those previously described in the original IER 15. 

Future Conditions with No-Action 

 

Direct Impacts 

Future Conditions with the Proposed Action (HDD) 

The oil/gas pipeline relocation would impact approximately 8 acres of intermittently 
drained, forested wetlands habitat on the protected side, north of the Lake Cataouatche 
levee and approximately 14.5 acres of high quality wetlands on the flood side, south of 
the Lake Cataouatche levee within the JLNHPP. Multiple meetings were conducted with 
the CEMVN, NPS and the utility company to ensure adverse impacts, especially impacts 
to high quality wetlands within the park, were minimized to the maximum extent 
practicable. The CEMVN agrees that all impacts occurring within the JLNHPP would be 
mitigated for within the National Park. In addition, as a project feature, the impacted area 
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within the JLNHPP would be restored to its original state to the maximum extent 
practicable.  Immediately following construction, backfilling, planting, and other 
measures deemed necessary would be implemented in the park as project features in 
order to quickly restore the impacted environment and maintain the quality of the area 
that existed prior to construction.  The remaining impacts will be mitigated within 
watershed in conjunction with other WBV HSDRRS mitigation efforts. 

While the flood side of the project area includes tidally influenced, higher quality 
wetlands, the vast majority of the protected side of the project area contains wetlands that 
have been previously disturbed.  The remaining wooded areas possess some 
characteristics of wetlands; however, due to pumped drainage since the early 1960’s, the 
amount and quality of those wetlands has diminished over time.  Three pumping stations 
now affect the hydrology of the area - Cataouatche Pump Stations No. 1 and No. 2, and 
the Bayou Segnette Pump Station, constructed in the mid-1970’s, 1985, and 1986, 
respectively.  Although the pump stations were constructed to provide drainage for the 
Bridge City and Westwego areas, they connect portions of the study area through a series 
of drainage canals.  Pumping the area to an artificially low water table has caused a 
consolidation and decay of organic materials, resulting in subsidence, and has contributed 
to the conversion of wetlands to bottomland hardwoods.  The bottomland hardwoods 
remaining in the project area have a low quality value because of the excessive quantity 
of invasive Chinese tallow trees. 

Indirect Impacts 

Potential indirect impacts from the proposed action would primarily consist of 
construction-related effects from increased turbidity on the wetland areas surrounding the 
project area from the construction site runoff.  The area affected would be small relative 
to the size of the adjacent wetlands.  Construction-related runoff into the wetlands would 
be managed through best management practices where possible, and the effects from 
construction would be temporary and short in duration. 

Cumulative Impacts  

Potential cumulative impacts to the wetlands from the proposed action would involve the 
combined effects to wetlands from the multiple WBV projects in the area.  The amount of 
wetlands temporarily impacted by construction of the proposed action is a small fraction 
of similar habitat available in southeast Louisiana.  Unavoidable impacts to wetlands will 
be mitigated so as to negate any cumulative loss of this significant resource.  Cumulative 
impacts for this project were discussed in IER 15 and IERS 15.a and will be further 
discussed in the CED. 
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Direct Impacts 

Future Conditions with Up and Over 

There would be no direct impacts to wetlands associated with the Up and Over 
alternative.  

Indirect Impacts 

Potential indirect impacts from this alternative would primarily consist of construction-
related effects from increased turbidity on the wetland areas surrounding the project area 
from the construction site runoff.  The area affected would be small relative to the size of 
the adjacent wetlands.  Construction-related runoff into the wetlands would be managed 
through best management practices where possible, and the effects from construction 
would be temporary and short in duration. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Potential cumulative impacts to the wetlands from this alternative would involve the 
combined effects to wetlands from the multiple WBV projects in the area.  The amount of 
wetlands temporarily impacted by construction of the proposed action is a small fraction 
of similar habitat available in southeast Louisiana.  Unavoidable impacts to wetlands will 
be mitigated so as to negate any cumulative loss of this significant resource.  Cumulative 
impacts for this project were discussed in IER 15 and IERS 15.a and will be further 
discussed in the CED. 

 

Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Future Conditions with Sleeve through Floodwall 

There would be no direct or indirect impacts to wetlands associated with the sleeve 
through floodwall alternative. The gas pipeline would be relocated by running the 
pipeline through a newly constructed floodwall via a sleeve through the floodwall. The 
pipeline would be kept in place while the levee around it would be degraded, and the 
sheet pile would then be driven using the jack in place method. This alternative would 
require the existing levee segment to be degraded and a 1,300-ft T-Wall would be 
constructed in its place. The floodwall length would be required due to soil conditions 
and stability concerns at this particular location.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Potential cumulative impacts from this alternative would involve the combined effects to 
the surrounding wetlands from the multiple WBV projects in the area.  Impacts from the 
proposed action on wetlands would primarily be short-term.  Cumulative impacts for this 
project were discussed in IER 15 and IERS 15.a and will be further discussed in the CED. 
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3.2.1 Non-Wet Uplands 
 

Under the no action alternative, the Government’s action, as approved in IER 15 would 
be constructed.  Consequently, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to fisheries would 
not differ from those described previously in the original IER 15. 

Future Conditions with No-Action 

 

Direct Impacts 

Future Conditions with the Proposed Action (HDD) 

The access road and staging area would temporarily impact a previously cleared area and 
approximately 0.29 acres of non-wet, low quality, bottomland hardwoods. 

There are sections of the proposed temporary road alignment that are currently cleared; 
however, the remaining section of the road alignment must be cleared and grubbed.  The 
proposed temporary access road would directly impact 0.29 acres of very low quality 
upland habitat consisting mostly of the invasive species, Chinese Tallow (Triadica 
sebifera (Syn. Sapium sebiferum)) with some intermittent low quality bottom land 
hardwood species such as black willow (Salix nigra) (figure 13). The levee turf extends 
to the canal water edge (figure 14).   

Indirect Impacts 

Potential indirect impacts from the proposed action would primarily consist of 
construction-related effects from increased turbidity on the wetland areas surrounding the 
project area from the construction site runoff.  The area affected would be small relative 
to the size of the adjacent wetlands.  Construction-related runoff into the wetlands would 
be managed through best management practices where possible, and the effects from 
construction would be temporary and short in duration. 

Cumulative Impacts  

Potential cumulative impacts from the proposed action would involve the combined 
effects to non-wet, bottomland hardwoods from the multiple WBV projects in the area.  
The amount of temporary impacts due to construction of the proposed action is a small 
fraction of similar habitat available in southeastern Louisiana. Unavoidable impacts to 
bottomland hardwoods will be mitigated so as to negate any cumulative loss of this 
significant resource. 



 

Amended Draft Individual Environmental Report Supplemental 15.a                                                     41 

 

 

Figure 13:  Chinese Tallow trees in the area to be cleared for the proposed access road 

 

Figure 14:  Location where canal crossing would be constructed 
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Direct Impacts 

Future Conditions with Up and Over 

Potential direct impacts to non-wet uplands associated with the Up and Over alternative 
would be similar to those described in the proposed action as the access road and staging 
area would temporarily impact a previously cleared area and approximately 0.29 acres of 
non-wet, low quality, bottomland hardwoods. 

Indirect Impacts 

Potential indirect impacts to non-wet uplands from the proposed action would primarily 
consist of construction-related effects from increased turbidity on the wetland areas 
surrounding the project area from the construction site runoff.  The area affected would 
be small relative to the size of the adjacent wetlands.  Construction-related runoff into the 
wetlands would be managed through best management practices where possible, and the 
effects from construction would be temporary and short in duration. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Potential cumulative impacts to non-wet uplands from the proposed action would involve 
the combined effects to non-wet, bottomland hardwoods from the multiple WBV projects 
in the area.  The amount of temporary impacts due to construction of the proposed action 
is a small fraction of similar habitat available in southeastern Louisiana. Unavoidable 
impacts to bottomland hardwoods will be mitigated so as to negate any cumulative loss of 
this significant resource. 

 

Direct Impacts 

Future Conditions with Sleeve through Floodwall 

Potential direct impacts to non-wet uplands associated with the Sleeve through Floodwall 
alternative would be similar to those described in the proposed action as the access road 
and staging area would temporarily impact a previously cleared area and approximately 
0.29 acres of non-wet, low quality, bottomland hardwoods. 

Indirect Impacts 

Potential indirect impacts to non-wet uplands from the proposed action would primarily 
consist of construction-related effects from increased turbidity on the wetland areas 
surrounding the project area from the construction site runoff.  The area affected would 
be small relative to the size of the adjacent wetlands.  Construction-related runoff into the 
wetlands would be managed through best management practices where possible, and the 
effects from construction would be temporary and short in duration. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

Potential cumulative impacts to non-wet uplands from the proposed action would involve 
the combined effects to the surrounding wetlands from the multiple WBV projects in the 
area.  Impacts from the proposed action on wetlands would primarily be short-term. 

 
3.2.2 Fisheries  

 

Under the no action alternative, the Government’s action, as approved in IER 15 would 
be constructed.  Consequently, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to fisheries would 
not differ from those described previously in the original IER 15. 

Future Conditions with No-Action 

 

Direct Impacts 

Future Conditions with the Proposed Action (HDD) 

Temporary excavation and dredging would impact approximately 12.9 acres of open 
canal bottom within the Outer Cataouatche Canal.  Construction of the two pontoon 
bridges for the access road near the Lake Cataouatche pump stations 1 and 2 would 
impact less than 0.2 acres of open water, canal bottom.  The dredging, stockpiling and 
bridge construction would destroy the immobile and less-mobile species in the filled area. 
Most mobile species within the canal would avoid the areas impacted by construction and 
could move from areas being temporarily filled by the proposed action to adjacent 
wetland and canal habitat. 

Impacts on less-mobile benthic populations from construction activities would be short-
term with turbidity effects potentially lasting up to several months after completion.  The 
area that would be disturbed for the proposed action is a small proportion of the similar 
aquatic habitat available in the vicinity.  Once the proposed action is complete, sediment 
would settle, benthos would repopulate, and other mobile aquatic species would return. 

Indirect Impacts 

Potential indirect impacts from the proposed action would primarily consist of effects 
from increased turbidity from construction activities which could immediately reduce 
water quality in the project area and negatively impact fish.  However, construction-
related runoff into the canal would be managed through best management practices and 
would be reduced by the movement of the tides.  Those impacts on fisheries, prey 
species, or their habitat would be short-term with turbidity effects potentially lasting up to 
several months after completion. 

Cumulative Impacts  
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Potential cumulative impacts on fish habitat from the proposed action would involve the 
combined effects on suitable fish habitat in wetlands, canals, and lakes from the multiple 
WBV projects in the area.  The project area would be modified only temporarily and very 
slightly in context of the size of the Outer Cataouatche Canal.  

 

Direct Impacts 

Future Conditions with Up and Over 

There would be no direct impacts to fisheries associated with the Up and Over 
alternative.  

Indirect Impacts 

Potential indirect impacts from the proposed action would primarily consist of effects 
from increased turbidity from construction activities which could immediately reduce 
water quality in the project area and negatively impact fish.  However, construction-
related runoff into the canal would be managed through best management practices and 
would be reduced by the movement of the tides.  Those impacts on fisheries, prey 
species, or their habitat would be short-term with turbidity effects potentially lasting up to 
several months after completion. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Initially this alternative would impact 12.9 acres of water bottoms and would remain 
within the existing CEMVN and Chevron ROWs. However with each levee lift, the 
distance at which the pipeline would begin to arch over the levee would increase due to 
the physical constraints and lack of flexibility in the pipeline.  Over time, the pipeline 
could no longer be relocated to lay on the levee surface and would require some other 
relocation method, potentially directional drilling beneath the levee. This would result in 
additional impacts to the JLNHPP in the future that may be as much or more than the 
HDD alternative.  

By the 2nd lift proposed in the year 2031, approximately 35.4 acres would be impacted if 
it became necessary to relocate the pipeline via HDD.    

 

Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Future Conditions with Sleeve through Floodwall 

There would be no direct or indirect impacts to non-wet uplands associated with the 
sleeve through floodwall alternative.  
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Cumulative Impacts 

Potential cumulative impacts from the proposed action would involve the combined 
effects to the surrounding wetlands from the multiple WBV projects in the area.  Impacts 
from the proposed action on wetlands would primarily be short-term. 

 
3.2.1 Wildlife 

 

Under the no action alternative, the Government’s action, as approved in IER 15 would 
be constructed.  Consequently, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to wildlife would 
not differ from those described previously in the original IER 15. 

Future Conditions with No-Action 

 

Direct Impacts 

Future Conditions with the Proposed Action (HDD) 

The greatest potential for effects on wildlife associated with the implementation of the 
proposed action would occur during the initial clearing and grubbing.  The presence of 
construction-related activity, machinery, and noise would be expected to cause most 
wildlife to avoid the area during the construction period.  Impacts from construction 
would disturb wildlife, but most of these impacts would be short-term.  Adjacent habitat 
would stabilize after the construction is completed allowing species to return.  Most 
wildlife within the adjacent wetland habitats would return with the cessation of noise and 
activity associated with relocation.  Wildlife displaced by the temporary loss of the 
wetland required for the proposed action would be able to move into the extensive 
adjacent wetland habitat. 

Recently disturbed areas on the protected side that are to be utilized for construction have 
little to no wildlife habitat function.  Direct effects to wildlife within the footprint of 
disturbance from implementing the proposed action would be minimal.  Some 
disturbance-tolerant individuals of certain species may be permanently displaced or 
destroyed during construction.  As such, constructing the proposed action would have a 
temporary disturbance on species within the edge and aquatic habitat, and would create 
only temporary effects to wildlife.   

Proposed wetland impacts are minimal and temporary, thus the loss of habitat during 
construction would result in a relatively minor reduction in potential future nesting area 
for birds and foraging area for birds and other wildlife.   

Although birds are highly mobile and able to move to other habitats in the vicinity, local 
populations of species that nest in colonies could be adversely affected if construction 
activities caused abandonment of nesting sites.  In order to minimize the potential for 
construction under the proposed action to disturb colonial-nesting wading birds, 
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procedures recommended by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) would be 
followed.  Prior to construction, the project area would be inspected by USFWS or other 
qualified personnel for the presence of nesting colonies during the nesting season.  
Construction-related activities that would occur within 1,000-ft of a colony would be 
restricted to the non-nesting period, which in this region generally extends from 
September 1 to February 15, depending on the species present.  This 1,000-ft buffer 
would be maintained unless coordination with USFWS indicates that the buffer zone may 
be reduced based on the species present and other specifics of the situation. 

Prior to construction, the project area would be inspected by USFWS or other qualified 
personnel for the presence of Bald Eagle nest trees, including both active and alternate 
nests.  Construction-related activities that would occur within 660-ft of a nest would be 
performed outside the bald eagle nesting season, which in this region generally extends 
from October 1 to May 15. This 660-ft buffer would be maintained unless coordination 
with USFWS indicates that the buffer zone may be reduced based on the specifics of the 
situation.  Damage to nest trees would be avoided, including damage to their root systems 
through soil disturbance or compaction. 

The above procedures for preventing disturbance of colonial-nesting birds and bald eagle 
nesting sites, should they become established in the area prior to construction, would 
minimize the potential for adverse impacts on these species from the proposed action. 

A small number of less mobile and wetland dependent species (i.e. mice, reptiles, 
amphibians) may be lost during construction, however, most wildlife species would 
likely avoid the vicinity of the proposed action during the construction period  and some 
that are not dependent on the habitats would return following the completion of 
construction. 

Coordination with the USFWS indicates that no significant effects to fish and wildlife 
would be expected to occur from implementing the proposed action.  As such, the 
responsibilities of the CEMVN to protect migratory birds under Executive Order (EO) 
13186 and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC 703 et seq.) will have been met.  This 
EO establishes further coordination requirements with the USFWS when agency actions 
have, or are likely to have, a measurable negative effect on migratory bird populations. 

Indirect Impacts 

Indirect effects to wildlife species due to construction activities (e.g., noise, vibration) 
within adjacent wetlands or aquatic habitat would be short term and temporary.  Mobile 
species could find refuge in other areas until the construction disturbance is over.  In 
addition, species sensitive to disturbance would likely not utilize these areas because of 
the recent disturbances related to ongoing construction. 

Cumulative Impacts  

Potential cumulative impacts on wildlife from the proposed action would involve the 
combined effects of habitat loss and displacement of wildlife populations from the 
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multiple WBV projects in the area.  The displacement of the majority of wildlife would 
be short-term during the construction period, and the displaced individuals would likely 
return following project completion.   

Movement of the limited numbers of wildlife that currently inhabit the project area’s 
terrestrial and aquatic habitats into surrounding, unimpacted habitats would not be 
expected to result in exceedances of the carrying capacity of the extensive, adjacent 
habitats.  Thus, the potential cumulative impacts on wildlife from the proposed action in 
conjunction with other projects in the region would affect relatively small populations 
and habitat areas, and the extensive habitats remaining in the region would have the 
capacity to accommodate those populations. 

 

Direct Impacts 

Future Conditions with Up and Over 

Potential direct impacts to wildlife associated with the Up and Over alternative would be 
similar to those described in the proposed action.  The greatest potential for effects on 
wildlife associated with the implementation of the proposed action would occur during 
the initial clearing and grubbing. The presence of construction-related activity, 
machinery, and noise would be expected to cause most wildlife to avoid the area during 
the construction period.  Impacts from construction would disturb wildlife, but most of 
these impacts would be short-term. Adjacent habitat would stabilize after the construction 
is completed allowing species to return. Most wildlife within the adjacent wetland 
habitats would return with the cessation of noise and activity associated with relocation.  
Wildlife displaced by the temporary loss of the wetland required for the proposed action 
would be able to move into the extensive adjacent wetland habitat. 

Indirect Impacts 

Indirect effects to wildlife species due to construction activities (e.g., noise, vibration) 
within adjacent wetlands or aquatic habitat would be short term and temporary.  Mobile 
species could find refuge in other areas until the construction disturbance is over.  In 
addition, species sensitive to disturbance would likely not utilize these areas because of 
the recent disturbances related to ongoing construction. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Potential cumulative impacts on wildlife from the proposed action would involve the 
combined effects of habitat loss and displacement of wildlife populations from the 
multiple WBV projects in the area.  The displacement of the majority of wildlife would 
be short-term during the construction period, and the displaced individuals would likely 
return following project completion.   

Movement of the limited numbers of wildlife that currently inhabit the project area’s 
terrestrial and aquatic habitats into surrounding, unimpacted habitats would not be 
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expected to result in exceedances of the carrying capacity of the extensive, adjacent 
habitats.  Thus, the potential cumulative impacts on wildlife from the proposed action in 
conjunction with other projects in the region would affect relatively small populations 
and habitat areas, and the extensive habitats remaining in the region would have the 
capacity to accommodate those populations. 

 

Direct Impacts 

Future Conditions with Sleeve through Floodwall 

Potential direct impacts to wildlife associated with the Sleeve through Floodwall 
alternative would be similar to those described in the proposed action.  The greatest 
potential for effects on wildlife associated with the implementation of the proposed action 
would occur during the initial clearing and grubbing. The presence of construction-
related activity, machinery, and noise would be expected to cause most wildlife to avoid 
the area during the construction period.  Impacts from construction would disturb 
wildlife, but most of these impacts would be short-term. Adjacent habitat would stabilize 
after the construction is completed allowing species to return. Most wildlife within the 
adjacent wetland habitats would return with the cessation of noise and activity associated 
with relocation.  Wildlife displaced by the temporary loss of the wetland required for the 
proposed action would be able to move into the extensive adjacent wetland habitat. 

Indirect Impacts 

Indirect effects to wildlife species due to construction activities (e.g., noise, vibration) 
within adjacent wetlands or aquatic habitat would be short term and temporary.  Mobile 
species could find refuge in other areas until the construction disturbance is over.  In 
addition, species sensitive to disturbance would likely not utilize these areas because of 
the recent disturbances related to ongoing construction. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Potential cumulative impacts on wildlife from the proposed action would involve the 
combined effects of habitat loss and displacement of wildlife populations from the 
multiple WBV projects in the area.  The displacement of the majority of wildlife would 
be short-term during the construction period, and the displaced individuals would likely 
return following project completion.   

Movement of the limited numbers of wildlife that currently inhabit the project area’s 
terrestrial and aquatic habitats into surrounding, unimpacted habitats would not be 
expected to result in exceedances of the carrying capacity of the extensive, adjacent 
habitats.  Thus, the potential cumulative impacts on wildlife from the proposed action in 
conjunction with other projects in the region would affect relatively small populations 
and habitat areas, and the extensive habitats remaining in the region would have the 
capacity to accommodate those populations. 
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4. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
NEPA requires a Federal agency to consider not only the direct and indirect impacts of a 
proposed action, but also the cumulative impact of the action.  Cumulative impact is 
defined as the “the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact 
of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other 
actions (40 CFR §1508.7).”  Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but 
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.  These actions include 
on- or off-site projects conducted by government agencies, businesses, or individuals that 
are within spatial or temporal boundaries of the actions considered in this IER 
Supplemental.   

As indicated previously, in addition to this Addendum to the IER Supplemental, the 
CEMVN is preparing a draft Comprehensive Environmental Document (CED) that will 
describe the work completed and the work remaining to be constructed.  The purpose of 
the draft CED will be to document the work completed by the USACE on a system-wide 
scale.  The draft CED will describe the integration of individual IERs into a systematic 
planning effort.  Additionally, the draft CED will contain updated information for any 
IER that had incomplete or unavailable data at the time it was posted for public review.  
Overall cumulative impacts and future operations and maintenance requirements will also 
be included.  The discussion provided below describes an overview of other actions, 
projects, and occurrences that may contribute to the cumulative impacts previously 
discussed.  

Negative effects associated with the implementation of the proposed action that could 
contribute cumulatively with the effects of other projects include construction related 
increases in truck traffic, noise and vibration, vehicle and equipment emissions as well as 
the accelerated wear of  transportation infrastructure including roads, bridges and 
culverts.  Other impacts include the temporary loss of approximately 8 acres of 
intermittently drained, forested wetlands habitat on the protected side, north of the Lake 
Cataouatche Levee, 12.9 acres of open canal bottom within the Outer Cataouatche Canal, 
14.5 acres of high quality wetlands south of the Lake Cataouatche Levee within the 
JLNHPP, and 0.29 acres of low quality, non-wet bottomland hardwood habitat. 

The CEMVN agrees that all impacts occurring within the JLNHPP would be mitigated 
for within the National Park. In addition, as a project feature, the impacted area within the 
JLNHPP would be restored to its original state to the maximum extent practicable.  
Backfilling, planting, and other measures deemed necessary would be implemented in the 
park as project features immediately following construction in order to quickly restore the 
impacted environment and maintain the quality  of the area that existed prior to 
construction.   

Until final designs are completed on all reaches of the LPV and WBV projects, the total 
habitat loss related to the implementation of all the IERs cannot be finalized.  The current 
totals are presented in table 4.  The positive cumulative effects of implementing the 
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proposed action would be the temporary expansion of the local economy by construction-
related activities.    

The proposed action would have cumulative beneficial impacts to the socioeconomics of 
the region.  The HSDRRS would be improved to provide additional hurricane, storm, and 
flood damage reduction to minimize the threat of inundation of infrastructure due to 
severe tropical storm events.  Improved hurricane, storm, and flood damage reduction 
measures benefit all property owners, regardless of income or race, increases confidence, 
could reduce insurance rates, and allows for development and re-development of existing 
urban areas.  

Table 4 shows the cumulative compensatory mitigation that will be completed by the 
CEMVN.  This table will be updated as potential impacts are assessed in forthcoming 
IERs. 

Cumulative impacts for the actions considered in all of the IERs will be incorporated into 
the CED. 
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Table 4:  HSDRRS Impacts and Compensatory Mitigation to be Completed 

IER Parish Side 
Non-wet BLH  Non-wet 

 
BLH (acres) BLH 

 
Swamp 

 
Swamp 

 
Marsh 

 
Marsh 

 
Water 

 
 

acres AAHUs acres AAHUs acres AAHUs acres AAHUs acres 

1  
LaBranche Levee St. Charles 

Protected -  - -  - 137.50 73.99 -  - 
- 

Flood -  - 11.33 8.09 143.57 110.97 -  - 

1 Supp. 
LaBranche Levee St. Charles 

Protected - - - - - - - - 
- 

Flood - - - - - - - - 
2  

West Return 
Floodwall 

St. Charles, 
Jefferson 

Protected -  - -  - -  - - - 
75.00 

Flood -  - -  - - - 17.00 9.00 
3 

Jefferson 
Lakefront Levee 

Jefferson 
Protected -  - -  - -  - -  - 

26.40 
Flood -  - -  - -  - -  - 

4 
Orleans Lakefront 

Levee 
Orleans 

Protected - - - - - - - - 
- 

Flood - - - - - - - - 
5 

Lakefront Pump 
Stations 

Jefferson, 
Orleans 

Protected - - - - - - - - 
3.20 

Flood - - - - - - - - 
6 

Citrus Lands 
Levee 

Orleans 
Protected - - - - - - - - 

6.90 
Flood - - - - - - 0.00 - 

7 
Lakefront Levee Orleans 

Protected - - 151.70 79.30 - - 100.40 36.80 
106.00 

Flood - - 30.00 11.90 - - 70.00 37.20 

7 Supplemental 
Lakefront Levee Orleans 

Protected - - 17.30 9.90 - - 18.60 6.10 
- 

Flood - - 2.80 0.30 - - 56.00 29.80 
8 

Bayou 
Bienvenue/Dupre 

St. Bernard 
Protected - - - - - - - - 

0.30 
Flood - - - - - - - - 

9 
Caenarvon 
Floodwall 

St. Bernard 
Protected - - - - - - - - 

- 
Flood 10.00 4.65 1.16 0.66 - - 1.90 1.20 

10 
Chalmette Loop St. Bernard 

Protected - - 38.32 16.44 - - 106.55 57.31 
95.00 

Flood - - 35.31 15.22 - - 323.04 209.94 

11 Tier 2 Borgne 
IHNC 

Orleans, St. 
Bernard 

Protected - - - - - - - - 
- 

Flood - - 15.00 2.59 - - 122.00 24.33 
11 Tier 2 

Pontchartrain 
IHNC 

Orleans, St. 
Bernard 

Protected - - - - - - - - 
7.00 

Flood - - - - - - - - 
12 Jefferson, Protected - - 251.70 177.3 - - - - - 
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IER Parish Side 
Non-wet BLH  Non-wet 

 
BLH (acres) BLH 

 
Swamp 

 
Swamp 

 
Marsh 

 
Marsh 

 
Water 

 
 

acres AAHUs acres AAHUs acres AAHUs acres AAHUs acres 
GIWW, Harvey, 

Algiers 
Orleans, 

Plaquemines 
Flood - - 2.30 1.90 74.90 38.50 - - 

13 
Hero Canal, East. 

Terminus 
Plaquemines 

Protected - - 13.00 7.80 - - - - 
- 

Flood - - 19.00 10.59 39.00 28.87 - - 
14 

Westwego to  
Harvey Levee 

Jefferson 
Protected - - 45.00 30.00 - - - - 

- 
Flood - - 45.50 18.58 29.75 17.02 - - 

14 Supp. 
Westwego to  
Harvey Levee 

Jefferson 
Protected - - - - - - - - 

- 
Flood - - - - 42.00 24.00 - - 

15 
Lake Cataouatche  Jefferson 

Protected -  - 23.50 6.13 -  - -  - 
- 

Flood -  - 3.60 1.35 -  - -  - 
16 

Western  
Tie-in 

Jefferson,  
St. Charles 

Protected - - - - - - - - 
- 

Flood - - - - - - 137.80 66.30 

16 Supplemental 
Western Tie-in 

Jefferson,  
St. Charles 

Protected - - - - - - - - 
- 

Flood - - 79.10 37.26 - - - - 
17 

Company Canal 
Floodwall 

Jefferson 
Protected - - 5.50 2.69 - - - - 

- 
Flood - - - - 19.00 17.09 - - 

18 
GFBM 

Jefferson, 
Orleans, 

Plaquemines, 
St. Bernard, St. 

Charles 

Protected 379.30 152.32 -  - -  - -  - 

- 
Flood -  - -  - -  - -  - 

19 
CFBM 

Hancock 
County, MS; 

Iberville, 
Jefferson, 
Orleans, 

Plaquemines, 
St. Bernard 

Protected -  - -  - -  - -  - 
 

- 
Flood -  - -  - -  - -  - 

22 
GFBM 

Jefferson, 
Plaquemines 

Protected 244.69 118.54 -  - -  - -  - 
- 

Flood -  - -  - -  - -  - 

23 
CFBM 

Hancock 
County, MS; 
Plaquemines, 

St. Bernard, St. 
Charles 

Protected -  - -  - -  - -  - 

- 
Flood -  - -  - -  - -  - 

25 Jefferson, Protected 933.00 284.00 - - - - - - - 
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IER Parish Side 
Non-wet BLH  Non-wet 

 
BLH (acres) BLH 

 
Swamp 

 
Swamp 

 
Marsh 

 
Marsh 

 
Water 

 
 

acres AAHUs acres AAHUs acres AAHUs acres AAHUs acres 
GFBM Orleans, 

Plaquemines Flood - - - - - - - - 

26 
CFBM 

Jefferson, 
Plaquemines, 
St.  John the 

Baptist; 
Hancock, MS 

Protected - - - - - - - - 

- 
Flood - - - - - - - - 

27 
Lakefront Pump 

Stations 
Orleans 

Protected - - - - - - - - 
- 

Flood - - - - - - - - 

28 
GFBM 

Jefferson, 
Plaquemines, 
St. Bernard 

Protected 19.94 8.45 - - - - - - 
- 

Flood - - - - - - - - 

29 
CFBM 

Orleans, St. 
Tammany, St. 

John the 
Baptist 

Protected 107.30 48.60 - - - - - - 

- 
Flood - - - - - - - - 

30 
CFBM 

St. Bernard and 
St. James; 

Hancock, MS 

Protected 225.00 189.40 - - - - - - 
- 

Flood - - - - - - - - 

31 
CFBM 

E.Baton Rouge, 
Jeff, Lafourche, 

Plaquem,  
St. Bern, St. 

Tam; Hancock, 
MS 

Protected 965.3 - - - - - - - 

- 
Flood - - - - - - - - 

32 
CFBM 

Ascension, 
Plaquemines, 
St. Charles 

Protected 202.10 97.43 - - - - - - 
- 

Flood - - - - - - - - 

Totals 

Protected 3086.63 708.32 545.52 329.22 137.50 73.99 225.55 100.21 00.00 
Flood 10.00 4.65 323.80 163.33 350.02 237.30 740.54 388.42 230.99 
Both 3096.63 712.97 869.32 492.55 487.52 311.29 966.09 488.63 230.99 

- Not applicable to the IER or number impacted is 0  
GFBM: Government Furnished Borrow Material // CFBM: Contractor Furnished Borrow Material
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5. SELECTION RATIONALE  
Multiple meetings were conducted with the CEMVN, NPS and the utility company to ensure 
adverse impacts, especially adverse impact to high quality wetlands within the JLNHPP, were 
minimized to the maximum extent practicable. Relocation of the pipeline underground via 
directional drilling would prevent the need for future relocation for this same pipeline during 
future levee lifts, which will reduce the potential for additional environmental impacts, service 
interruptions, and incurred costs in the future.  

With the understanding the proposed action would result in temporary loss of approximately 8 
acres of intermittently drained, forested wetlands habitat on the protected side, north of the Lake 
Cataouatche Levee, 12.9 acres of open canal bottom within the Outer Cataouatche Canal, 14.5 
acres of high quality wetlands south of the Lake Cataouatche Levee within the JLNHPP, and 
0.29 acres of low quality, non-wet bottomland hardwood habitat, the CEMVN agrees that all 
impacts occurring within the JLNHPP would be mitigated for within the National Park. In 
addition, the CEMVN agrees to include as a project feature, that the impacted area within the 
JLNHPP would be restored to its original state to the maximum extent practicable.  Backfilling, 
planting, and other measures deemed necessary would be implemented in the park as project 
features immediately following construction in order to quickly restore the impacted 
environment and maintain the quality  of the area that existed prior to construction. Though the 
directional drill relocation method would result in greater environmental impacts than an up and 
over configuration or sleeve through T-wall configuration, this directional drill alternative was 
determined to reduce the most risk, be the most engineeringly feasible, and time and cost 
effective.   

An up and over configuration (crossing over the top of the levee) was the least preferred 
alternative as it introduced the most risk into the system and would incur the most cost to 
construct and operate and maintain in the future.  Having an existing pipeline up and over the 
levee has also proven to impede local sponsor operation and maintenance of the levee over time.  
Aside from impeding operation and maintenance, approximately 4 lifts are anticipated for this 
levee segment, in which the up and over configuration would have to be moved each time.  This 
would require major coordination efforts as was undergone for this relocation, and could result in 
major construction delays as the relocation can only be done during certain times of the year 
depending on energy consumption. Multiple relocations of the same pipe could also prove to 
damage the pipe over time.  

A pipeline sleeve through a floodwall configuration would introduce less risk than the up and 
over configuration, but would be more inherently risky than the directional drill alternative as it 
would be a floodwall constructed along a navigable waterway and would create additional 
transitions in the system. 

The proposed action would not only ensure uninterrupted operations for the utility company; it 
would enable timely construction of the HSDRRS that would provide significant public benefit 
and serve local, state, and national interest by providing 100 year level of risk reduction while 
minimizing adverse impacts.  If this relocation is not constructed concurrent with or prior to the 
construction of the risk reduction system in the area, gaps will exist within the HSDRRS.   
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In addition, even though there is an adjacent approved access road near the Lake Cataouatche 
Pumps stations 1 and 2, the temporary access road proposed within this document would be 
required to avoid multiple contractors using one access point.  Multiple contractors using a single 
access point would likely result in projects delays, increased costs, safety hazards and claims 
made by the contractors. 

If the proposed changes in design are not implemented, the 100-year level of risk reduction will 
not be achieved for WBV Lake Cataouatche levee reach 15a.2.  On the basis of risk reduction 
and reliability, environmental impacts, cost, time and constructability, the proposed action for the 
WBV-15a.2 levee reach was selected as the least damaging practicable alternative to provide the 
100 year level of risk reduction.   

Taking no action, although avoiding the direct effects from construction of the 100-year level of 
risk reduction, would predictably and repeatedly lead to indirect effects from the risk of large-
scale flooding and the associated clean up. 

 

6. COORDINATION AND CONSULTATION 

6.1 Agency Coordination 

Preparation of this IER has been coordinated with appropriate Congressional, Federal, state, and 
local interests, as well as environmental groups and other interested parties.  An interagency 
environmental team was established for this project in which Federal and state agency staff 
played an integral part in the project planning and alternative analysis phases of the project.  This 
interagency environmental team was integrated with the CEMVN Project Delivery Team to 
assist in the planning of this project and to complete a mitigation determination of the potential 
direct and indirect impacts of the proposed action.  Monthly interagency meetings with resource 
agencies were also held concerning this and other CEMVN IER projects.  The following 
agencies, as well as other interested parties, received copies of the draft IER: 

U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 

U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region VI  

U.S. Department of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Service 

U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service, State Conservationist 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

Governor's Executive Assistant for Coastal Activities 

Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 

Louisiana Department of Natural Resources, Coastal Management Division 
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Louisiana Department of Natural Resources, Coastal Restoration Division 

Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality 

Louisiana State Historic Preservation Officer 

Multiple meetings were conducted with the USACE, NPS and Chevron to ensure adverse 
impacts to the park were minimized to the maximum extent practicable.   A site visit was 
conducted October 14, 2010 to discuss worst case impacts and to specifically assess on site 
where the impacts would occur, specifically where in the JLNHPP.   The relocation design 
engineers left with an understanding of the environmental concerns and took the Park Service’s 
concerns into consideration as the final plans were developed.  Another meeting with the design 
engineers and the NPS was conducted on December 16, 2010 to discuss the final relocation plans 
and to show how impacts would be minimized throughout the relocation process.  

In a letter dated February 7, 2011, the NPS submitted comments on IERS 15.a. The following is 
a list of recommendations and solutions that have been coordinated between CEMVN and the 
NPS: 

NPS COMMENT:   Based on the description of the proposed alternative in draft IERS 15.a, NPS 
anticipated that they would need to complete an environmental assessment level compliance 
process in order to comply with NEPA and other laws. 

CEMVN RESPONSE:  The NPS released an environmental assessment addressing the proposed 
alternatives for a 15-day public review period beginning June 30, 2011, in which they addressed 
wetland impacts in accordance with Executive Order 11990. 

NPS COMMENT:  NPS anticipated that they would need to complete a wetland statement of 
findings in accordance with NPS policy regarding Executive Order 11990. 

CEMVN RESPONSE:  The NPS released an environmental assessment addressing the proposed 
alternatives for a 15-day public review period beginning June 30, 2011, in which they addressed 
wetland impacts in accordance with Executive Order 11990. 

NPS COMMENT:  Draft IERS I5.a does not include discussion or analysis of alternatives that 
could reduce or eliminate impacts within the park and overall. Compared to the potential impacts 
associated with construction of a concrete floodwall with a sleeve through which the pipeline 
could pass, the proposed alternative would result in avoidable impacts to wetlands within the 
park. IERS 15.a should include a detailed analysis of the effects of all feasible alternatives on the 
human environment. 

CEMVN RESPONSE:  CEMVN has drafted this Addendum to IERS 15.a to provide a detailed 
analysis of all feasible alternatives, including those proposed by the NPS. 

NPS COMMENT:  Variations of the proposed alternative like using barges to store dredged 
material instead of stockpiling it next to excavations in the park should also be considered. 

CEMVN RESPONSE: Where practicable, barges will be used to stockpile dredged material. 
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NPS COMMENT:  Suggests that NPS or the park be added to the list of agencies in the final 
IERS 15.a document 

CEMVN RESPONSE:  Acknowledged 

NPS COMMENT:  Details regarding potential mitigation projects within the park are not 
included in draft IERS 15.a. We suggest that compensatory mitigation for impacts resulting from 
the project not only be undertaken within the park, but within similar wetland communities near 
the project area if possible, and that specific information regarding mitigation projects be 
included in the IERS. Details regarding compensatory mitigation are a required element of 
wetland statements of findings in addition to discussions of avoidance and minimization of 
adverse impacts to wetlands, as well as restoration. 

CEMVN RESPONSE:  The full mitigation measures for the proposed alternative including a 
wetlands value assessment in Section 7 of this document. Mitigation measures for unavoidable 
impacts to the human and natural environment resulting from other projects within similar 
wetland communities will be covered in a separate mitigation document and is discussed in 
further detail in Section 7. 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) concurred via teleconference on 7 June, 2010 that the proposed action would not affect 
threatened and endangered species or essential fish habitat.   

A Water Quality Certification has been received from with the Louisiana Department of 
Environmental Quality (LDEQ) by letter dated 23 June 2010.   

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, requires consultation with the 
SHPO and Native American tribes.  SHPO reviewed the proposed action and determined that it 
would not adversely affect any cultural resources by letter dated 22 February 2010.  Eleven 
federally recognized tribes that have an interest in the region were given the opportunity to 
review and comment on the proposed action. One tribe responded there are no known impacts 
associated with the proposed action in a letter dated 4 May 2010. 

In compliance with the Coastal Zone Management Act, CEMVN has coordinated with the 
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources (LDNR) for consistency with the Louisiana Coastal 
Resource Program (LCRP). The LDNR has reviewed the proposed action for consistency with 
the LCRP. A CZM consistency determination was prepared and provided to the LDNR on 
February 9, 2011. The consistency letter of approval from the LDNR dated April 5, 2011 
completes the consistency requirements. 

In a letter dated 11 January 2011, the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 
commented on the proposed action.  The following project recommendations were thereby 
incorporated into the revised CZC determination submittal and included in this document: 

The Corps of Engineers-New Orleans District shall implement adequate 
erosion/sediment control measures to insure that no sediment or other activity 
related debris are allowed to enter wetland areas located adjacent to construction 
areas.  Accepted measures include the proper use of vegetated buffers, silt fences 
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or other Environmental Protection Agency construction site stormwater runoff 
control best management practices. 

The COE shall use clean fill material during construction of temporary access 
roads in wetlands areas.  Upon abandonment, the affected areas shall be restored 
to pre-project conditions. 

One 24 inch culvert shall be installed every 250 ft when constructing access roads 
through wetlands. Culverts should be maintained to ensure that existing flow of 
surface water is uncompromised. 

All forested vegetation cleared during construction activities is to be removed and 
hauled offsite to a non-wetlands disposal location, or chipped and spread on site 
in a manner that is beneficial to the surrounding environment (i.e., placed in thin 
layers not to exceed 4 inches). 

The COE shall develop a mitigation plan designed to off-set impacts to fish and 
wildlife resources.  The mitigation plan shall be approved by the resources and 
regulatory agencies.  Mitigation should occur simultaneously with the 
construction activities in order to ensure that all necessary mitigation is carried 
out.  

The USFWS provided programmatic recommendations, in the “Draft Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act Report for the Individual Environmental Reports (IER), Public Law 109-234, 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act for Defense, the Global War on Terror, and 
Hurricane Recovery, 2006 (Supplemental 4)” in November 2007.  The uncertainties in the design 
of several projects prohibited a complete evaluation of the impacts to fish and wildlife species 
and the reporting responsibilities under Section 2(b) of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
(48 Stat. 401, as amended: 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.). Therefore, a subsequent final supplemental 
report will be provided by the USFWS at a later date but prior to the Agency’s final decision on 
how it will proceed.  The draft (programmatic) Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report 
(CAR) for the IERs dated November 2007 can be accessed through the 
www.nolaenvironmental.gov website.  

The USFWS’ programmatic recommendations applicable to this project will be incorporated into 
project design studies to the extent practicable, consistent with engineering and public safety 
requirements.  The USFWS’ programmatic recommendations, and CEMVN’s response to them, 
can be found within IER 15 and are hereby incorporated by reference. 

The USFWS has reviewed the proposed action and in a Planning Aid letter dated 9 July 2010, 
stated that the USFWS is unaware of any known threatened or endangered species in the 
proposed project area.  The draft CAR was received 12 January 2011 and an amended draft 
project-specific CAR was received from USFWS by letter dated February 14, 2011. A final 
report was received from USFWS by letter dated April 15, 2011. All comments regarding 
USFWS trust resources have been resolved.   

Below are the USFWS project specific recommendations from the 12 January 2011 draft CAR, 
and CEMVN’s response to them: 
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Recommendation:  All Feasible alternatives to HDD that would reduce impacts to the JLNHPP 
should be investigated to ensure impacts to public lands are avoided or minimized.  The results 
of that investigation should be presented in the IERS. 

CEMVN Response:  Five alternatives (sleeve through a floodwall, up and over configuration 
(lying on levee surface), pipeline bridge over the levee, re-routing the pipeline outside NPS, and 
longer directional drill) were evaluated within the alternative evaluation process.  Subsequent 
analysis of these alternatives resulted in the elimination of three of the six alternatives, (pipeline 
bridge over the levee, re-routing the pipeline outside NPS, and longer directional drill) while the 
other two (sleeve through a floodwall and up and over configuration (lying on levee surface)) 
were brought forward through this document. The NPS worked closely with the CEMVN 
engineers and Chevron to determine the pipeline relocation method and configuration that was 
the most engineeringly feasible, would have the least adverse impacts to the environment, and 
would be the most time and cost effective.  This alternative evaluation process took into 
consideration rigid requirements for the construction standards and schedule for construction of 
the Federal levee system as well as technical requirements for relocating this pipeline segment in 
this given location. 

Recommendation:  To the greatest extent possible, situate flood protection features so that 
destruction of wetlands and non-wet bottomland hardwoods are avoided and minimized. 

CEMVN Response: Acknowledged. 

Recommendation:  Forest clearing associated with project features should be conducted during 
fall or winter to minimized impacts to nesting migratory birds, when practicable.    

CEMVN Response: Acknowledged. 

Recommendation:  Further detailed planning of project features (e.g., Design Document Report, 
Engineering Documentation Report, Plans and Specifications, or similar documents) should be 
coordinated with the Service, NMFS, LDWF, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 
JLNHPP, and Louisiana Department of Natural Resources (LDNR). The service shall be 
provided an opportunity to review and submit recommendations on all the work addressed in 
those reports. 

CEMVN Response: Acknowledged. 

Recommendation:  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) should avoid impacts to NPS 
lands, if feasible.  If not feasible, the Corps should establish and continue coordination with the 
NPS staff until construction of that feature is complete and prior to any subsequent maintenance.  
Unavoidable impacts, when permissible by that agency, should be minimized and appropriately 
mitigate on NPS lands. 

CEMVN Response: CEMVN emphasis is to first avoid impacts to wetlands resources to the 
extent possible considering other factors such as risk and reliability.  This parallels the NPS’ 
mandate and policy to avoid impacts to wetlands wherever possible and feasible.  Where impacts 
to the wetlands could not be avoided, design and construction implementation would minimize 
impacts and use best management practices to the greatest extent possible.  Under the worst case 
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scenario approximately 14.5 acres consisting of approximately 13.0 acres of fresh marsh habitats 
and approximately 1.5 acres of open water habitats where the water depth exceeds 1.5 feet would 
be impacted during construction activities associated with the pipeline relocation. To compensate 
for this impact, 14.5 acres of fresh marsh wetlands would be restored within NPS lands. 

Recommendation:  If a proposed project feature is changed significantly or is not implemented 
within one year of the date of our Endangered Species Act consultation letter, we recommend 
that the Corps reinitiate coordination with this office to ensure that the proposed action would 
not adversely affect any federally listed threatened or endangered species or their habitat. 

CEMVN Response: Acknowledged. 

Recommendation:  The Corps shall fully compensate for any unavoidable losses of wetland 
habitat or non-wet bottomland hardwoods caused by project features. 

CEMVN Response: The proposed action would directly impact approximately 14.5 acres of 
existing wetlands, consisting of approximately 13.0 acres of fresh marsh habitats and 
approximately 1.5 acres of open water habitats where the water depth exceeds 1.5 feet. To 
compensate for this impact, 14.5 acres of fresh marsh wetlands would be restored. The marsh 
restoration area (the mitigation site) would be located in the northwestern portion of Yankee 
Pond.  Yankee Pond was historically an agricultural field that was abandoned and subsequently 
subsided.  Presently it is a shallow open water body with a few remnant forested ‘islands’. The 
mitigation work program (mitigation construction activities) necessary to restore fresh marsh 
habitat at the mitigation site would involve various components.  First, temporary earthen 
retention dikes would be built along the entire perimeter of the mitigation site, within the 
“footprint” of the mitigation site itself.  It is anticipated these retention dikes would have a crest 
elevation of approximately (+) 5.0-ft NAVD88.  The dikes would be built higher than the 
“target” grade of the restored marsh to allow temporary storage of water and sediments (borrow 
material) that would be pumped into the mitigation site.  Following construction of the retention 
dikes, borrow material would be deposited into the mitigation site to form the land platform for 
the restored marsh.  This would be accomplished by pumping suspended sediments into the site 
via pipeline.  The borrow material necessary would be dredged from Bayou Segnette. 

Recommendation:  To further reduce impacts to the JLHNPP all excavated material within the 
freshwater marshes should be used to backfill the proposed dredged channel.  No disposed 
excavated material should remain above the marsh surface.  Dredged material used to backfill 
should be replaced to the approximate same elevation as the adjacent marshes.  Replanting of the 
disturbed site should be conducted according to JLHNPP specifications, if requested.  

CEMVN Response: Immediately following construction, the impacted area within the JLNHPP 
would be restored to its original state to the maximum extent practicable.  Once construction was 
complete, a blade on the excavator would scrape the stockpiled sediments (placed on adjacent 
marsh or in the shallow water area) back into the excavated channel to a height equal to adjacent 
marsh.  If the shallow water stockpile site is selected because it would result in the least impacts 
to adjacent marsh, any stockpiled material remaining once the excavated channel is backfilled to 
the appropriate height may be left to increase the elevation of the shallow water area equal to 
adjacent marsh if NPS deems this beneficial.  The plug at the Outer Cataoutche canal to retain 
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the stockpiled material would also remain to ensure the material would not erode or slough out of 
the shallow water area in the future.   Following the return of sediments to the excavated access 
channel, the excavator would carefully replace the excavated flotant marsh mats back on the 
returned sediments.  Backfilling excavated canals and other measures deemed necessary would 
be implemented as project features immediately following construction in order to restore the 
impacted environment and maintain the quality of the area that existed prior to construction. 

Recommendation:  Acquisition, habitat development, maintenance, and management of 
mitigation lands should be allocated as first-cost expenses of the project, and the local project 
sponsor should be responsible for operational costs.  If the local project-sponsor is unable to 
fulfill the financial mitigation requirements for operation, then the Corps should provide the 
necessary funding to endure mitigation obligations are met on behalf of the public interest. 

CEMVN Response: Acknowledged. 

Recommendation:  Any proposed change in mitigation features or plans should be coordinated in 
advance with the Service, JLNHPP, NMFS, LDWF, EPA and LDNR. 

CEMVN Response: Acknowledged. 

 

7. MITIGATION 
Mitigation for unavoidable impacts to the human and natural environment described in this and 
other IERs will be addressed in separate mitigation IERs.  CEMVN has partnered with Federal 
and state resource agencies to form an interagency mitigation team that is working to assess and 
verify these impacts, and to look for potential mitigation sites in the appropriate hydrologic 
basin.  This effort is occurring concurrently with the IER planning process in an effort to 
complete mitigation work and construct mitigation projects expeditiously. As with the planning 
process of all other IERs, the public will have the opportunity to give input about the proposed 
work. These mitigation IERs will, as described in Section 1 of this IER, be available for a 30-day 
public review and comment period. 

Relocation of the pipeline would temporarily impact approximately 8 acres of intermittently 
drained, forested wetlands habitat on the protected side, north of the Lake Cataouatche Levee, 
approximately 12.9 acres of open canal bottom within the Outer Cataouatche Canal, and 
approximately 14.5 acres of high quality wetlands south of the Lake Cataouatche Levee within 
the JLNHPP. The CEMVN agrees that all impacts occurring within the JLNHPP would be 
mitigated for within the National Park. 

The access road and staging area near Lake Cataouatche pump stations 1 and 2 would impact 
approximately 0.29 acres of low quality, non-wet bottomland hardwood habitat. 

A complementary comprehensive mitigation IER will be prepared documenting and compiling 
these unavoidable impacts and those for all other proposed actions within the HSDRRS that are 
being analyzed through other IERs.  Mitigation planning is being carried out for groups of IERs, 
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rather than within each IER, so that large mitigation efforts could be taken rather than several 
smaller efforts, increasing the relative economic and ecological benefits of the mitigation effort.  

This forthcoming mitigation IER will implement compensatory mitigation as early as possible. 
All mitigation activities will be consistent with standards and policies established in the Clean 
Water Act Section 404, and the appropriate CEMVN policies and regulations governing this 
activity.   

7.1 Mitigation Measures of the Proposed Action  

7.1.1 Wetlands Value Assessment 

Evaluation of project related impacts on fish and wildlife resources was conducted by the 
USFWS and aided by use of the Wetlands Value Assessment (WVA) methodology developed 
for the evaluation of proposed Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act 
(CWPPRA) projects.  The WVA methodology is similar to the USFWS Habitat Evaluation 
Procedures (HEP), in that habitat quality and quantity are measured for baseline conditions and 
predicted for Future Without Project (FWOP) and Future With Project (FWP) conditions.  The 
habitat assessment model for fresh/intermediate marsh was used.  Instead of the species based 
approach of HEP, the WVA model utilizes an assemblage of variables considered important to 
the suitability of a given habitat type for supporting a diversity of fish and wildlife species.  As 
with HEP, these models allow a numeric comparison of each future condition and provide a 
combined quantitative and qualitative estimate of project related impacts to fish and wildlife 
resources. 
 
The WVA models operate under the assumption that optimal conditions for fish and wildlife 
habitat within a given coastal wetland type can be characterized, and that existing or predicted 
conditions can be compared to that optimum to provide an index of habitat quality.  Habitat 
quality is estimated and expressed through the use of a mathematical model developed 
specifically for each habitat type.  Each model consists of:  
 

• A list of variables that are considered important in characterizing fish and wildlife 
habitat;  
 

• A suitability index graph for each variable, which defines the assumed relationship 
between habitat quality (suitability indices) and different variable values; and  
 

• A mathematical formula that combines the suitability indices for each variable into a 
single value for wetland habitat quality, termed the Habitat Suitability Index (HSI).   

 
The WVA models assess the suitability of each habitat type for providing resting, foraging, 
breeding, and nursery habitat to a diverse assemblage of fish and wildlife species.  This 
standardized, multi-species, habitat based methodology facilitates the assessment of project 
induced impacts on fish and wildlife resources. The marsh WVA model consists of six variables:  
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• Percent of wetland covered by emergent vegetation;  
• Percent open water dominated by submerged aquatic vegetation;  
• Degree of marsh edge and interspersion;  
• Percent of open water less than or equal to 1.5 feet deep;  
• Average annual salinity; and  
• Aquatic organism access.   

 
The product of an HSI and the acreage of available habitat for a given target year is known as the 
Habitat Unit (HU).  The HU is the basic unit for measuring project effects on fish and wildlife 
habitat.  Future HUs change according to changes in habitat quality and/or quantity.  Results are 
annualized over the project life (i.e., 50 years) to determine the Average Annual Habitat Units 
(AAHUs) available for each habitat type.  The change in AAHUs for the FWP scenario, 
compared to FWOP project conditions, provides a measure of anticipated impacts.  A net gain in 
AAHUs indicates that the project is beneficial to the habitat being evaluated; a net loss of 
AAHUs indicates that the project is damaging to that habitat type.  Values for model variables 
were obtained from site visits to the area, other wetland assessments in similar habitats, 
communication with personnel knowledgeable about the study area, and review of aerial 
photographs and reports documenting fish and wildlife habitat conditions in the study area and 
similar habitats.  In determining FWP conditions, all project related direct (construction) impacts 
were assumed to occur in Target Year (TY) 1.  An explanation of the assumptions affecting HSI 
values for each target year is available for review at the Fish and Wildlife Service’s (Service) 
Lafayette, Louisiana, field office.   
 
A wetland value assessment was conducted for the proposed HDD project over a 50-year period 
of analysis. Of the potential 14.5 acres impacted approximately 13 acres is considered emergent 
wetlands and 1.5 acres is considered open water. Target years were established as 0, 1, 3, 30 and 
50 for comparison between future without project conditions versus future with project 
conditions. TY 0 represents wetland conditions prior to construction.  The habitat quality of the 
emergent wetlands for each TY was determined to be .93 HSI for the future without project 
condition totaling approximately 12.06 AAHU.  In the future with project condition, TY 1 is 
considered the year in which direct construction impacts would occur to 13 acres of emergent 
wetlands with a HSI of .25.  In TY 50 the emergent wetlands would be fully restored to a habitat 
quality of .93 HSI totaling approximately 6.39 AAHU and a net functional loss of -5.66 AAHU 
between future without versus future with project conditions. 
 
The same methodology was applied to open water calculations.  In the future without project 
condition, the habitat quality for open water was determined to be .30 HSI for the project life 
totaling to 0.45 AAHU.  In the future with project scenario, there would be 14.5 acres of open 
water in TY 1 of a .24 HSI.  By TY 50, the emergent wetlands would be fully restored reducing 
open water to 1.5 acres of a .26 HSI totaling approximately 2.41 AAHU over the project life and 
a net functional gain of 1.96 AAHU between future without versus future with project 
conditions. 
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Based on this wetland evaluation assessment, approximately 3.20 AAHU wetland functional 
losses would result from implementation of the proposed action.  (See WVA model results 
below).   
 

 

7.1.2 Avoidance and Minimization  

A range of all reasonable alternatives were considered and subsequent analysis of these 
alternatives resulted in the elimination of five alternatives:, sleeve through a floodwall, up and 
over configuration, pipeline bridge over the levee, re-routing the pipeline outside NPS, and 
longer directional drill. 
  
Upon taking into consideration the socioeconomic impacts (i.e., risk of loss of life and property), 
the hurricane levee system reliability and accreditation process, project constructability issues, 
natural resource impacts, minimization and mitigation factors, time, and cost of the remaining 
alternatives (no action and HDD); JLNHPP, in coordination with the CEMVN and Chevron, 
selected the HDD alternative as the preferred alternative. 
 
The NPS worked closely with the CEMVN engineers and Chevron to determine the pipeline 
relocation method and configuration that was the most engineeringly feasible, would have the 
least adverse impacts to the environment, and would be the most time and cost effective.  This 
alternative evaluation process took into consideration rigid requirements for the construction 
standards and schedule for construction of the Federal levee system as well as technical 
requirements for relocating this pipeline segment in this given location. 
 
Though the proposed action would impact approximately 14.5 acres of wetlands within the 
JLNHPP, this impact estimate errs on the side of caution in order to capture the worst case 
scenario.  Efforts would be taken throughout the duration of construction to minimize impacts 
where ever possible. The following avoidance and minimization actions would be implemented 
during construction to reduce adverse impacts.  
 
The following mitigation measures would be implemented under the proposed action alternative:  

 

Change in Wetland Functions/Values Due to Proposed Action 

A.  Emergent Marsh Habitat Net AAHUs  (functional loss)   = -5.66  

B.  Open Water Habitat Net AAHUs (functional gain)           = 1.96 

Total Net Change (functional loss)                                          = -3.20  
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General 

• To minimize the potential for petrochemical spills from construction equipment, the 
contractor would regularly monitor and check equipment to identify and repair any leaks. 

• Spill containment materials would be staged near the action area for use to contain or 
collect any accidental fuel or chemical spills from construction equipment. 

• Upon discovery, any fuel or chemical spills associated with construction activities would 
be immediately contained and reported to the JLNHPP. 

• Fueling of vehicles and equipment would take place outside the JLNHPP whenever 
possible; if fueling within the JLNHPP is required, no less than two persons would attend 
these activities, and fueling would be completed over a physical barrier, such as a tarp, 
and absorbent materials. 

• Best management practices would be used during drilling to prevent drill fluid leakage.  
The best management practice for drilling fluid leakage is to build a 20 ft by 20 ft ring 
levee around the drill entry and exit points and pump the return drilling fluids into 
holding tanks for recycling. 

• In the event of a hydraulic fracture, the standard practice is to move the return pit to the 
fracture site and pump from there.  The drill path is regularly patrolled to check for 
hydraulic fractures. 

Fish and Wildlife / Special Status Species 

• Construction activities would be timed to avoid interfering with the nesting activities of 
bird species. 

Soils and Geology 

• To eliminate impacts to soils outside of the immediate project areas, equipment access to 
the areas to be degraded would be via the canals.  

Vegetation 

• Weed control measures (e.g., cleaning/washing of vehicles/vessels, equipment, and 
personal equipment before entering/re-entering the JLNHPP) would be implemented to 
help minimize the potential for the introduction and spread of nonnative species. 

• To eliminate potential impacts to marsh vegetation caused construction equipment, 
access to the project area would be via the canals.   

Water Resources 

• Boats operating in the canals during reclamation activities would use only four stroke 
engines. 
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Cultural Resources 

• If evidence of archeological sites or historic structures is discovered during construction 
activities, work in the area would cease, and qualified JLNHPP personnel would assess 
the sites and recommend an appropriate course of action to the Park Superintendent in 
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and any potentially 
affected Indian Tribes. 

Visitor Use and Experience 

• Temporary canal closures would be put into place in areas where construction activities 
are occurring to eliminate any potential impacts to the health and safety of JLNHPP 
visitors. 

Wetlands 

Planning and Design emphasis is first to avoid impacts to wetlands resources to the extent 
possible considering other factors such as risk and reliability.  Where impacts to the wetlands are 
unavoidable, design and construction implementation will minimize impacts and use best 
management practices to the greatest extent possible.  Approximately 14.5 acres of wetlands 
(fresh, floating marsh and open water habitat) will be temporarily impacted during the pipeline 
relocation. 
 

• A training program would be developed on the sensitive nature of the project area, 
modeled after the CEMVN training program on the Bayou aux Carpes 404(c) area.   The 
training program would be required for all construction personnel working on the 
preserve.  No personnel would be allowed on the project site without participating in the 
training program.  
 

• Ground crews would be instructed by JLNHPP staff on how to avoid damaging any part 
or whole of wetland vegetation in the preserve other than the vegetation to be removed 
for the flotation channel.  
 

• JLNHPP staff (and third party contractor) would regularly monitor to ensure non-
excavated surrounding wetland vegetation is not damaged during relocation activities.  

 
• Floating marsh habitat would be carefully excavated and placed adjacent to the 

construction site in a manner to minimize impacts to the excavated vegetation during 
construction.  Once construction is complete, the impacted site would be backfilled to the 
approximate same elevation as the adjacent marsh and the excavated flotant marsh mats 
would be carefully placed in the backfilled flotation channel.  

 
• To minimize impacts to adjacent flotant marsh from stockpiling activities, the sediment 

excavated from the flotation channel would be spread thinly over a larger area of marsh 
to prevent compressing the marsh underneath. 
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• To the greatest extent possible, materials would be stored on barges to minimize impacts 
to flotant marsh. 
 

Mitigation  
 
CEMVN emphasis is to first avoid impacts to wetlands resources to the extent possible 
considering other factors such as risk and reliability.  This parallels the NPS’ mandate and policy 
to avoid impacts to wetlands wherever possible and feasible.  Where impacts to the wetlands 
could not be avoided, design and construction implementation would minimize impacts and use 
best management practices to the greatest extent possible.  Under the worst case scenario 
approximately 14.5 acres of semi-buoyant estuarine freshwater wetlands (flotant marsh) would 
be temporarily impacted during construction activities associated with the pipeline relocation 
 
Mitigation for the temporary impacts to 14.5 acres of flotant marsh would be addressed in two 
parts – (1) site restoration immediately following construction for impacts from the construction 
activity of relocating the pipeline and (2) mitigation of 14.5 acres of lost functions and values 
(3.20 AAHU) as well as temporal losses from this construction activity in combination with the 
other unrelated HSDRRS WBV impacts on the JLNHPP property.   
 
Immediate Site Restoration   
 
Immediately following construction, the impacted area within JLNHPP would be restored to its 
original state to the maximum extent practicable.  Once construction was complete, a blade on 
the excavator would scrape the sediments placed on adjacent marsh back into the excavated 
channel to a height equal to adjacent marsh.   Following the return of sediments the excavator 
would carefully replace the excavated flotant marsh mats back on the returned sediments.  
Backfilling excavated canals and other measures deemed necessary would be implemented as 
project features immediately following construction in order to restore the impacted environment 
and maintain the quality of the area that existed prior to construction. 
 
Fresh Marsh Mitigation 
 
As a practice, restoring the same habitat as the habitat impacted is preferred to restoring another 
habitat type than what was impacted to compensate for the lost functions and values of the 
impacted habitat.  The proposed impacts are to 14.5 acres (3.20 AAHU) of high quality semi-
buoyant fresh water estuarine wetlands within the preserve, thus the proposed mitigation plan is 
to create freshwater estuarine wetland habitat (see preliminary mitigation plan below).   
 
Preliminary Mitigation Plan 
 

Fresh marsh creation is proposed to mitigate for the net loss of 3.20 AAHUs (figure 15).  The 
preliminary proposed mitigation plan is to restore fresh marsh in a portion of the area outline in 
red. 
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Preliminary Project Benefits 
 
The impacts to 14.5 acres of flotant marsh would be extensive but temporary.  Excavators would 
be barged to the relocation site via the Outer Cataouatche Canal.  Fresh floating marsh mats 
would be excavated using a blade to slice the mats, lift and place them as intact as possible on 
adjacent marsh in thin, scattered piles so as to reduce damage to the marsh beneath.  The 
sediment below the vegetation would then be excavated to allow for barge draft (-10ft).  The 
excavated sediment would be placed in small, scattered piles to minimize impacts to the marsh 
beneath the stockpile.  Upon construction completion, the excavated sediment would be scraped 
off the adjacent wetlands into the excavated channel to the same elevation as adjacent wetlands.  
The previously excavated flotant mats would be carefully placed onto the returned sediment.  
The required excavated channel width and area would be minimized to the extent possible and 
the duration of construction would proceed as quickly as possible to reduce adverse impacts to 
excavated flotant marsh mats as well as adjacent wetlands buried by the sediments and wetlands. 
 
To compensate for adverse impacts to the 14.5 acres of fresh, floating marsh within the Preserve, 
a fresh marsh restoration site would be constructed within the Preserve to restore the functional 
loss of 3.20 AAHUs.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Figure 15:  Mitigation Site for Impacts Resulting from the Proposed 

Action 
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7.1.1 Wetland Impacts Compensation (Mitigation) Plan 

 
The proposed action would directly impact approximately 14.5 acres of existing semi-buoyant 
freshwater emergent wetlands, consisting of approximately 13.0 acres of fresh wetland habitats 
and approximately 1.5 acres of open water habitats where the water depth exceeds 1.5-ft.  To 
compensate for this impact, 14.5 acres of estuarine freshwater wetlands would be restored. 
 
The wetland restoration area (the mitigation site) would be located in the western portion of a 
remnant pipeline canal in the park that extends westward from a water-body known as Yankee 
Pond.  This canal was previously excavated through primarily estuarine freshwater wetland 
habitats and now is an open water area.  Estuarine freshwater wetland habitats interspersed with 
scattered shallow open water habitats presently surround all sides of the canal except where it 
joins Yankee Pond. 
 
The mitigation work program (mitigation construction activities) necessary to restore estuarine 
freshwater wetland habitat at the mitigation site would involve various components.  First, 
temporary earthen retention dikes would be built along the entire perimeter of the mitigation site, 
within the “footprint” of the mitigation site itself.  It is anticipated these retention dikes would 
have a crest elevation of approximately (+) 5.0-ft NAVD88.  The dikes would be built higher 
than the “target” grade of the restored wetland to allow temporary storage of water and 
sediments (borrow material) that would be pumped into the mitigation site.  Following 
construction of the retention dikes, borrow material would be deposited into the mitigation site to 
form the land platform for the restored wetland.  This would be accomplished by pumping 
suspended sediments into the site via pipeline.  The borrow material necessary would be dredged 
from Bayou Segnette. 
 
It is anticipated that the initial elevation of the slurry deposited in the mitigation site would be 
approximately (+) 3.5-ft NAVD88 to allow for dewatering and settlement of the sediments to the 
desired target grade.  The desired target grade (e.g. the final soil surface grade) for the mitigation 
site would be approximately elevation (+) 2.5-ft NAVD88.  One should note that this target 
grade elevation is preliminary.  The actual target grade elevation would be determined during the 
process of preparing final mitigation construction plans and based on site-specific survey data.  
The goal would be to have the restored wetland elevation (target grade) be essentially equal to 
existing grade elevations present within the undisturbed wetland habitats adjacent to the 
mitigation site.  Once the borrow material placed in the mitigation site has settled to the desired 
target grade, the retention dikes would be degraded to match the target grade elevation thereby 
essentially becoming part of the restored wetland feature. 
 
Mitigation construction activities would begin late in the third quarter or in the early part of the 
fourth quarter of 2013.  It is estimated that it would take approximately 1 year for the borrow 
material placed in the mitigation site to settle to the desired target grade.  Based on this, it is 
estimated that the retention dikes would be degraded in the second quarter of 2015, marking the 
end of the mitigation construction activities.  CEMVN would be solely responsible for 
generating the mitigation construction plans and performing all mitigation construction activities. 
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No planting of the mitigation site is proposed after construction completion.  Based on 
CEMVN’s experience conducting similar freshwater wetland restoration projects, it is 
anticipated that desirable estuarine freshwater wetland vegetation would rapidly colonize the site 
through natural recruitment.  However, adaptive management plans for the mitigation effort 
include planting of native wetland species should the mitigation success criteria for native 
vegetation cover not be achieved through natural recruitment. 
 
The mitigation plan described would fully compensate for the wetland impacts generated by the 
proposed action (e.g. the Chevron pipeline relocation).  Wetland Value Assessment models are a 
means of quantifying wetland functions and value both in terms of functions/values that will be 
lost due to impacts and functions/values that will be gained through mitigation.  These 
functions/values are ultimately expressed in terms of AAHUs.  As previously discussed, the 
USFWS evaluated the anticipated wetland impacts using the WVA fresh/intermediate marsh 
model.  This analysis indicated the proposed action would result in the net loss of 3.20 AAHUs 
over the 50-year project life.  Gulf South Research Corporation evaluated the proposed 
mitigation plan also using the WVA fresh/intermediate marsh model.  This analysis, reviewed 
and approved by CEMVN and the Interagency Team, indicated the mitigation proposed 
(freshwater wetland restoration) would result in the net gain of 3.43 AAHUs over the same 50-
year project life.  Thus, the restoration of 14.5 acres of estuarine freshwater wetlands proposed 
would yield a functional benefit gain of 3.43 AAHUs compared to the 3.20 AAHUs that would 
be lost through pipeline relocation impacts.  This wetland function/value “lift” provided by the 
mitigation plan would exceed the wetland function/value decrease anticipated from pipeline 
relocation by about 7 percent, indicating the mitigation plan would more than fully compensate 
for the wetland impacts. 
 
While the restoration of 14.5 acres of freshwater wetlands might initially appear to be 
insufficient acreage to compensate for impacts to 14.5 acres of wetlands, one must keep in mind 
that the proposed action would not eliminate the affected wetlands.  The proposed action would 
primarily result in temporary impacts to these wetlands.  Over time, high quality freshwater 
wetland habitats would redevelop in the affected area.  For example, one of the most important 
variables evaluated in the WVA marsh model is the percentage of the affected wetland area 
covered by emergent wetland vegetation.  While the percentage of the impact area covered by 
emergent wetland vegetation would drop to near zero during pipeline relocation, it is anticipated 
that this coverage would increase to approximately 75% by 30 years after construction and 
would reach a level equal to existing conditions (approximately 99% cover) by the end of the 
project life. 
 
It is noted that CEMVN is currently evaluating various alternatives for mitigating other 
freshwater wetland impacts resulting from HSDRRS improvements to the West Bank and 
Vicinity levee system.  These impacts were to wetlands situated in areas outside the park.  One 
of these alternatives would involve restoring freshwater wetland habitats in the remainder of the 
canal extending from Yankee Pond (i.e. the portion east of the proposed mitigation site) as well 
as in much of Yankee Pond itself.  If this alternative is ultimately selected, construction of these 
mitigation features would occur simultaneously with construction of the subject mitigation site.  
Under this scenario the total freshwater wetland habitat restored would be much greater than 
would be achieved through the proposed mitigation plan, further increasing the functions and 
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values of the proposed mitigation site.  It is emphasized, however, that the mitigation alternatives 
evaluation process is in its initial stages and it is possible that the described additional mitigation 
features would not be selected as the preferred alternative.  Regardless, the mitigation plan 
proposed as compensation for the pipeline relocation impacts to park wetlands would be 
implemented. 

 

Wetland Mitigation Implemented with Other HSDRRS Impacts: 

As part of CEMVN Alternative Arrangements with CEQ, mitigation plans to address all the 
impacts associated with the HSDRRS construction projects would be presented in a separate IER 
following construction.  Currently, alternatives are being formulated to mitigate for impacts by 
habitat type within the same hydrologic basin as the impacts.  All impacts associated with the 
JLNHPP would be mitigated on the JLNHPP property.  Potential mitigation measures considered 
within the JLNHPP include enhancement measures such as Chinese Tallow control or marsh 
creation projects such as pipeline canal backfilling.   

The draft proposed mitigation plan is described as follows: 

1.0 General.

1.1 

  Reference Project Group Fact Sheets. 

Location.

1.2 

 Proposed marsh restoration features (sites) would be located along the shoreline of 
Lake Cataouatche, along the shoreline of Lake Salvador, and within an inland open water area 
called Yankee Pond.   

Required Marsh Acreage.

1.3 

  Project requires 309 acres of marsh restoration (all HSDRRS 
impacts).  

Design Mitigation Acreage.

2.0 

  The following mitigation features are designed:  North Lake 
Cataouatche = 72 acres; South Lake Cataouatche = 90 acres; Lake Salvador = 23 acres; and 
Yankee Pond = 129 acres. All acreages are approximate. 

Datums.

3.0 

  Unless specified otherwise in this report, all elevations are in feet, NAVD88. 

Marsh.

4.0 

  Marsh platforms would be inter-tidal.  Target marsh elevation would be (+) 2.5-ft.  
The fill quantity for the marsh features along lake shorelines would be 550,000 cy behind rock 
containment dikes and 600,000 cy for Yankee Pond.  The initial slurry elevation would be (+) 
3.5-ft to allow for settlement to target grade.  

Borrow.

5.0 

  Current project does not include surveys or borings of the proposed borrow site.  
Design uses a 2:1 pit to fill ratio to allow for unknown utilities, anomalies, cultural sites.  Open 
water borrow sites within Lake Cataouatche, Lake Salvador, and dredging of Bayou Segnette 
with material placement in Yankee Pond.  Borrow quantity would be 2,300,000 cy.  

5.1 Shoreline Protection.  The foreshore dike features will also serve to help protect the 
adjacent existing shoreline from erosion. The foreshore dike alignment was based off the 

Project Design. 
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water-depth contours within the respective lakes. The dikes would be located along the (-) 
3.0-ft contour for the North and South Lake Cataouatche, and along the (-) 1.0-ft contour for 
the Lake Salvador reach. North Lake Cataouatche would provide 14,000 Linear Feet (LF) of 
protection; South Lake Cataouatche would provide 17,000 LF of protection; and Lake 
Salvador would provide 14,200 LF of protection.  An estimated 325,000 tons of rock would 
be required for these three features.  Fish dips would also be located throughout the shoreline 
protection at approximately every 1,000-ft. 

The stone section would be constructed to elevation (+) 4.0-ft with a crown width of 4.0-ft.  
Features at North Lake Cataouatche and South Lake Cataouatche would require a 25.0-ft 
stability berm be placed at elevation (-) 2.0-ft with 1V on 2H side slopes.  No berm would be 
required for the feature at Lake Salvador at the (-) 1.0-ft contour.  Separator geotextile would 
be placed on the base of the rock section.  

5.2 Retention dikes.  Shoreline Retention dikes would be located in shallow water adjacent to 
existing marsh shoreline to contain the material placed behind the foreshore dikes for 
features at North Lake Cataouatche, South Lake Cataouatche, and Lake Salvador.  All 
materials needed for earthen retention dikes would be obtained from within the feature 
footprint.  The shoreline retention dikes would be completely degraded to match the 
elevation of existing adjacent marsh habitats once dewatering has been achieved.   

For features at Yankee Pond, the dike abutting Bayou Segnette would be constructed to 
elevation (+) 6.0-ft and have a 2-ft stone cap to elevation (+) 3.0-ft on the eastern face of the 
dike adjacent to Bayou Segnette. All other earthen dikes around the perimeter of Yankee 
Pond would be constructed to elevation (+) 5.0-ft and not require a stone cap. 

5.3 Marsh Planting.  No planting of the marsh feature is proposed.  It was assumed that 
adequate vegetative cover would develop relatively rapidly through natural recruitment and 
colonization.  The adaptive management plan prepared for the overall mitigation program 
would call for planting of the marsh if initial vegetative cover goals are not achieved through 
natural recruitment. 

5.4 Utilities. There are several pipelines that run through and parallel to the North and South 
Lake Cataouatche.  

6.0 

Existing survey cross-sections along Lake Salvador were used to estimate the contours for the 
shoreline reaches (Job #042-03, 2003 surveys) 

Existing Data. 

6.1 Field Reconnaissance Notes.  No site visit performed thus far. 

7.0 Possible Project Group Constraints.  Clearance of borrow site.  Pipelines could affect the 
shoreline alignment.  Limited Survey data, assumptions were made based on surveys within 
Lake Salvador to show contours for all shoreline features. There were also no borings, so the 
assumed section could change, as well as the settlement rate. Assumed construction settlement of 
a factor 1.7-ft for the stone quantity. 



 

Draft Individual Environmental Report Supplemental 15.a 73 

7.1 Recommended Plan.  Shoreline protection constructed at (-) 3.0-ft contour along the 
North and South shorelines of Lake Cataouatche and (-) 1.0-ft contour along Lake Salvador, 
as well as filling in Yankee Pond.  Lake Salvador shoreline protection design was moved to 
the (-) 1.0-ft contour due to the area having a less stable foundation than Lake Cataouatche. 
The (-) 1.0-ft contour would also require mechanical backfill due to narrow resultant marsh 
footprint. The marsh along Lake Cataouatche and Lake Salvador would provide frontline 
protection for the marsh with adjacent borrow from the lake.  Yankee Pond would provide 
the largest benefit given its size (129 acres) and would likely have the best benefit to cost 
ratio due to the adjacent borrow from Bayou Segnette. 

7.2 Features not used. Initial plans considered 11 additional marsh restoration sites involving 
filling of existing inland canals within the park.  These sites were screened out due to the 
limited number of acres they provided. The increased cost to pump the material from the 
borrow sources identified for the recommended features and the added cost to mobilize and 
demobilize for the 11 separate locations.  Two additional marsh restoration features were also 
considered; one on the shoreline of East Bardeaux Island (a 17-acre marsh 
restoration/shoreline protection feature) and one on the shoreline of West Bardeaux Island (a 
15-acre marsh restoration/shoreline protection features).  These sites were screened out due 
to the small number of marsh acres they provided and the fact that they already provide 
protection from Couba Island.   

 

8. COMPLIANCE WITH ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS AND 
REGULATIONS  

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

Environmental compliance for the proposed action would be achieved upon coordination of this 
IER with appropriate agencies, organizations, and individuals for their review and comments; 
USFWS and NMFS confirmation that the proposed action would not adversely affect any 
threatened or endangered species or require completion of Endangered Species Act Section 7 
consultation; LDNR concurrence with the determination that the proposed action is consistent, to 
the maximum extent practicable, with the LCPR; receipt of a Water Quality Certification from 
the State of Louisiana; public review of the Section 404(b)(1) Public Notice and signature of the 
Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation; coordination with the Louisiana State Historic Preservation 
Officer; receipt and acceptance or resolution of all Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
recommendations; receipt and acceptance or resolution of all LDEQ comments on the air quality 
impact analysis documented in the IER; and receipt and acceptance or resolution of all EFH 
recommendations. 

 
Executive Order (E.O.) 11988. E.O. 11988, Floodplain Management, addresses minimizing or 
avoiding adverse impacts associated with the base floodplain unless there are no practicable 
alternatives. It also involves giving public notice of proposed actions that may affect the base 
floodplain. The proposed action would not accelerate development of the floodplain for the 
following reasons: development of the study area is more closely related to access routes and the 
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need for affordable housing space than flooding potential and conditions conducive for 
development were established initially when the area was levied and forced drainage was 
initiated in the middle 1960s. 
 
Executive Order 11990

 

. E.O. 11990, Protection of Wetlands, has been important in project 
planning. 

Consistency with Coastal Zone Management (CZM) Program

 

. The CEMVN has determined 
that changes in design implementation of 100-year level of risk reduction along the WBV are 
consistent to the maximum extent practicable, with the guidelines of the State of Louisiana's 
approved Coastal Zone Management Program. A CZM consistency determination was prepared 
and provided to the LDNR on February 9, 2011. The consistency letter of approval from the 
LDNR dated April 20, 2011 completes the consistency requirements. 

Clean Air Act. 

 

The original 1970 Clean Air Act (CAA) authorized the USEPA to establish 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) to limit levels of pollutants in the air.  
USEPA has promulgated NAAQS for six criteria pollutants: sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen 
dioxide (NO2), carbon monoxide (CO), ozone, lead, and particulate matter (PM-10). All areas of 
the United States must maintain ambient levels of these pollutants below the ceilings established 
by the NAAQS; any area that does not meet these standards is considered a "non-attainment" 
area (NAA). The 1990 Amendments require that the boundaries of serious, severe, or extreme 
ozone or CO non-attainment areas located within Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) or 
Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Areas (CMSAs) be expanded to include the entire MSA or 
CMSA unless the governor makes certain findings and the Administrator of the USEPA concurs.  
Consequently, all urban counties included in an affected MSA or CMSA, regardless of their 
attainment status, will become part of the NAA. The project is located in Plaquemines Parish, 
which is classified as an attainment area; therefore NAAQS are not applicable to this project.  

Clean Water Act.

 

 The Clean Water Act (CWA; 33 U.S.C. 1251-1387; Act of June 30, 1948, as 
amended) is a very broad statute with the goal of maintaining and restoring waters of the United 
States. The CWA authorizes water quality and pollution research, provides grants for sewage 
treatment facilities, sets pollution discharge and water quality standards, addresses oil and 
hazardous substances liability, and establishes permit programs for water quality, point source 
pollutant discharges, ocean pollution discharges, and dredging or filling of wetlands. The intent 
of the CWA's §404 program and it's §404(b)(1) "Guidelines" is to prevent destruction of aquatic 
ecosystems including wetlands, unless the action will not individually or cumulatively adversely 
affect the ecosystem. Section 404(b)(1) guidelines were used to evaluate the discharge of 
dredged or fill material for adverse impacts to the aquatic ecosystem. The proposed project 
complies with the requirements of the guidelines. A 404(b)(1) was completed for the Addendum 
to IERS 15.a and signed on April 21, 2011. The LDEQ Water Quality Certification letter, WQC 
080213-05/AI 156034/CER 20100001, dated June 23, 2010, completes the certification process.   

Endangered Species Act. The Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543; P.L. 93-205, as 
amended) was enacted in 1973 to provide for the conservation of species that are in danger of 
extinction throughout all or a significant portion of their range. "Species" is defined by the Act to 
mean either a species, a subspecies, or, for vertebrates (i.e., fish, reptiles, mammals, etc.) only, a 
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distinct population. No threatened or endangered species or their critical habitat would be 
impacted by the proposed action. The USFWS concurred with the CEMVN’s determination in 
their email dated March 2, 2011. 
 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.
666c; Act of March 10, 1934, as amended) requires that wildlife, including fish, receive equal 
consideration and be coordinated with other aspects of water resource development. This is 
accomplished by requiring consultation with the USFWS and NMFS whenever modifications are 
proposed to a body of water and a Federal permit or license is required. This consultation 
determines the possible harm to fish and wildlife resources, and the measures that are needed to 
both prevent the damage to and loss of these resources, and to develop and improve the 
resources, in connection with water resource development. NMFS submits comments and 
recommendations to Federal licensing and permitting agencies, and to Federal agencies 
conducting construction projects on the potential harm to living marine resources caused by 
proposed water development projects, and suggests recommendations to prevent harm. The 
USFWS provided the “Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report for the Individual 
Environmental Reports (IER), Public Law 109-234, Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act for Defense, the Global War on Terror, and Hurricane Recovery, 2006 (Supplemental 4)” in 
November 2007 (USFWS, 2007). To fulfill the responsibilities of the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act, the USFWS will provide a post-authorization final supplemental 2(b) report to 
the draft programmatic report. A draft project-specific Coordination Act Report was received 
from USFWS by letter dated February 14, 2011. A final report was received from USFWS by 
letter dated April 15, 2011. All comments regarding USFWS trust resources have been resolved.   

 The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661- 

 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The MBTA governs the taking, killing, possessing, transporting, and importing of migratory 
birds, their eggs, parts, and nests. The taking of all migratory birds is governed by the MBTA's 
regulation of taking migratory birds for educational, scientific, and recreational purposes and 
requiring harvest to be limited to levels that prevent over-utilization. Section 704 of the MBTA 
states that the Secretary of the Interior is authorized and directed to determine if, and by what 
means, the taking of migratory birds should be allowed and to adopt suitable regulations 
permitting and governing taking. The MBTA prohibits the taking, possessing, importing, 
exporting, transporting, selling, purchasing bartering, or offering for sale, purchase or barter, of 
any migratory bird, their eggs, parts, and nests, except as authorized under a valid permit (50 
CFR §21.11). The USFWS addressed compliance with this Act in the “Draft Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act Report for the IER, Public Law 109-234, Emergency Supplemental 
Appropriations Act for Defense, the Global War on Terror, and Hurricane Recovery, 2006 
(Supplemental 4)” in November 2007 (USFWS, 2007). To fulfill the responsibilities of the Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act, the USFWS will provide a post-authorization final supplemental 
2(b) report to the draft programmatic report. 

. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA) is the domestic 
law that affirms, or implements, the United States' commitment to four international conventions 
with Canada, Japan, Mexico, and Russia for the protection of shared migratory bird resources.   

 
National Environmental Policy Act. The NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321-4347; Pub. L. 91-190, as 
amended) requires Federal agencies to analyze the potential effects of a proposed Federal action 
that would significantly affect historical, cultural, or natural aspects of the environment. It 
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specifically requires agencies to use a systematic, interdisciplinary approach in planning and 
decision-making, to insure that environmental values may be given appropriate consideration, 
and to provide detailed statements on the environmental impacts of proposed actions 
including:(1) any adverse impacts; (2) alternatives to the proposed action; and (3) the 
relationship between short-term uses and long-term productivity. The agencies use the results of 
this analysis in decision-making. The preparation of this IERS is a part of compliance with 
NEPA. 
 
National Historic Preservation Act

 

. Congress established the most comprehensive national 
policy on historic preservation with the passage of the National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966 (NHPA). In this act, historic preservation was defined to include "the protection, 
rehabilitation, restoration and reconstruction of districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects 
significant in American history, architecture, archaeology, or culture." The act led to the creation 
of the National Register of Historic Places, a file of cultural resources of national, regional, state, 
and local significance. The act also established the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(the Council), an independent Federal agency responsible for administering the protective 
provisions of the act. The major provisions of the NHPA are Sections 106 and 110.  Both 
sections aim to ensure that historic properties are appropriately considered in planning Federal 
initiatives and actions. Section 106 is a specific, issue-related mandate to which Federal agencies 
must adhere. It is a reactive mechanism that is driven by a Federal action. Section 110, in 
contrast, sets out broad Federal agency responsibilities with respect to historic properties. It is a 
proactive mechanism with emphasis on ongoing management of historic preservation sites and 
activities at Federal facilities. Coordination of this project with SHPO fulfills the requirements to 
comply with the NHPA, and the SHPO letter dated March 30, 2009, concludes this process. 

 
 

Endangered Species Act Section 7 concluded (USFWS): March 2, 2011 
Agency / Organization                                                                                      Date Responded 

Endangered Species Act Section 7 concluded (NMFS): N/A  
Coastal Zone Management Consistency Determination:                                  April 20, 2011 
Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification: June 23, 2010 
USFWS Draft Coordination Act Report:       January 11, 2011 
National Historic Preservation Act Sect. 106 (SHPO and/or ACHP): April 8, 2010 
  Federal tribes with vested interests (that responded):  
  Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas                       May 4, 2010 
MPRSA Section 103 Evaluation:            N/A 
Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) signed:                                    April 21, 2011 
USFWS Final Coordination act Report:                                 August 15, 2011 
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9. CONCLUSION 

9.1 Proposed Decision 

The proposed action would require the relocation of an oil/gas pipeline, construction of land and 
water based access routes to reach the drill entrance and exits points and also the construction of 
a temporary access road, small staging area and pontoon bridges near the Lake Cataouatche 
pump stations 1 and 2.   

CEMVN has assessed the environmental impacts of the proposed action and has determined that 
the proposed action would have the following impacts:  

Wetlands/Drainageways/Canals  

• Temporary impacts to approximately 8 acres of intermittently drained, forested wetlands 
habitat on the protected side, north of the Lake Cataouatche Levee,  approximately 12.9 
acres of open canal bottom within the Outer Cataouatche Canal,   and approximately 
14.5 acres of high quality freshwater flotant wetlands south of the Lake Cataouatche 
Levee within the Jean Lafitte National Historical Park and Preserve. Temporary increase 
in turbidity associated with open water bottom access wheel wash/dredging and marsh 
excavation in the Outer Cataouatche canal. Temporary increase in turbidity associated 
with canal bottom and bank impacts during construction and use of the pontoon bridges 
to cross the Avondale and Cataouatche canals. 

Non-wet bottomland hardwoods 

• Temporary impact to approximately 0.29 of low quality, non-wet bottomland hardwoods. 

Wildlife 

• Temporary impacts to wildlife within the vicinity of the project area during construction. 

Fisheries 

• Temporary impacts to fisheries within the vicinity of the project area during construction 
associated with increased turbidity and temporary loss of habitat due to open water 
bottom access prop wash/dredging, potential stockpiling marsh excavation, and 
construction of pontoon bridges. 
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9.2 PREPARED BY 

The point of contact and responsible manager for the preparation of this Addendum to IERS 15.a 
is Ms Patricia S. Leroux, CEMVN.  The address of the preparers is: U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, New Orleans District; Regional Planning Environmental Division South, CEMVN-
PM; P.O. Box 60267; New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267.  Table 5 lists the preparers of the 
various sections and topics in this IER. 

Table 5:  IER Preparation Team 

IER Section Team Member 

Environmental Team Leader Sandra Stiles, CEMVN 

Environmental Manager Patricia S. Leroux, CEMVN 

Environmental Manager Lissa Lynker, Contractor – Evans Graves Eng 

Senior Project Manager Melanie Goodman, CEMVN 

Cultural Resources Paul Hughbanks, CEMVN 

HTRW Christopher Brown, CEMVN 

Aesthetics Richard Radford, CEMVN 

Recreational Andrew Perez, CEMVN 

Socio-Economics/Environmental Justice Crystal Braun, CEMVN 

Technical Editor Jennifer Darville, CEMVN 

Internal Technical Review Thomas Keevin, CEMVN 

Environmental Manager – Mitigation Team Elizabeth Behrens, CEMVN 

Mitigation Team Clay Carithers, CEMVN 
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10. APPENDICES 
 

10.1   Appendix A 

 
List of Acronyms and Definitions of Common Terms 
 
ASTM   American Society for Testing and Materials 
BFI    Browning-Ferris Industries Landfill 
BOD    Biological Oxygen Demand 
CED    Comprehensive Environmental Document 
CEMVN   Corps of Engineers, Mississippi Valley Division, New Orleans District 
CEQ    The President’s Council on Environmental Quality 
CERCLA  Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 

Act 
CFR    Code of Federal Regulations 
CFS   Cubic Ft Per Second 
CW    Civil Works Program 
CWA    Clean Water Act 
CY    Cubic Yard 
CSMA   Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area 
CZM    Coastal Zone Management 
dBA    Decibels 
EA    Environmental Assessment 
EFH    Essential Fish Habitat 
EIS    Environmental Impact Statement 
EM    Engineering Manual 
EPW    Evaluation of Planned Wetlands 
ER    Engineering Regulation 
FCU    Functional Capacity Units 
FCI   Functional Capacity Index 
FEMA   Federal Emergency Management Agency 
DPR    Detailed Project Report 
DPR/EA   Detailed Project Report/Environmental Assessment 
FONSI   Finding of No Significant Impact 
FPPA    Farmland Protection Policy Act 
FWCA   Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
GNOHSDRRS  Greater New Orleans Storm Damage Risk Reduction System 
HTRW   Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste 
IER    Individual Environmental Report 
LDEQ    Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality 
LDNR    Louisiana Department of Natural Resources 
LPV    Lake Ponchartrain and Vicinity 
MBTA   Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
ML    Milliliters 
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NAAQS   National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NAVD   North American Vertical Datum of 1988 
NEPA    National Environmental Policy Act 
NFIP    National Flood Insurance Program 
NHP    Natural Heritage Program 
NHPA    National Historic Preservation Act 
NMFS    National Marine Fisheries Service 
NRCS    National Resources Conservation Service 
O&M    Operations and Maintenance 
OMRR&R   Operations, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement, & Rehabilitation 
OSE    Other Social Effects 
PA    Programmatic Agreement 
PL    Public Law 
PS   Pump Station 
PSI    Pounds Per Square Inch 
P&G  Economic and Environmental Principles and Guidelines for Water and 

Related Land Resources Implementation Studies 
RCRA    Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
REC    Recognized Environmental Condition 
RED    Regional Economic Development 
ROD    Record of Decision 
ROW    Right-of-Way 
SCORP  State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan 
SHPO    State Historic Preservation Officer 
SIP    State Implementation Plan 
SPH    Standard Project Hurricane 
USACE   United States Army Corps of Engineers 
USDA    United States Department of Agriculture 
USEPA   United States Environmental Protection Agency 
USFWS   United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS    United States Geological Survey 
VOC    Volatile Organic Compounds 
WBV    West Bank and Vicinity 
WRDA   Water Resources Development Act 
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10.2 Appendix B 

Public Comments 
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10.3 Appendix C 

Interagency Correspondence 

 

• Department of the Interior, National Park Service 

• USFWS Draft Coordination Act Report 

• Louisiana Department of Natural Resources 

• State Historic Preservation Office 

• Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas 

• Department of Environmental Quality 

• USFWS Threatened and Endangered Species Consultation 

• Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 
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