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1.0

INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Mississippi Valley Division, New Orleans District
(CEMVN), has prepared this Individual Environmental Report Supplemental #1b (IERS #1b) to
evaluate the potential impacts associated with the relocation of the access road for levee reach
1B from I-310 floodwall to the Walker drainage structure. In 1999 the access road was
inadvertently constructed partially on privately owned land. The landowners would like full
access to their land for development and are therefore not willing to sell this small portion
separately. The road relocation would also require a shift in location of a small drainage ditch.
IERS #1b has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
of 1969 and the Council on Environmental Quality’s Regulations (40 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] § 1500-1508), as reflected in the USACE Engineering Regulation, ER 200-22. 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 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) authorized and funded
by Congress and the Administration. The proposed actions would be located in southeastern
Louisiana and would be part of the Federal effort to rebuild and complete construction of the
HSDRRS in the New Orleans Metropolitan area as a result of Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. The
alternative arrangements can be found at www.nolaenvironmental.gov, and are herein
incorporated by reference.
The draft IERS was distributed for a 30-day comment period from May 27, 2011 to June 27,
2011. All comments received during the public comment period are considered as part of
official record. The CEMVN District Commander has reviewed all comments received and
made a determination that they do not rise to the level of being substantive in nature. Therefore,
the District Commander has made a decision on the proposed action. This decision is
documented in the form of an IER Decision Record.
On June 9, 2008, the CEMVN Commander signed the Decision Record for IER #1. On June 29,
2009, the CEMVN Commander signed the Decision Record for IERS #1a. IER #1 and IERS #1a
are incorporated by reference into this supplemental document. Copies of the documents and
other supporting information are available upon request or at www.nolaenvironmental.gov. This
supplemental document has been prepared to address the proposed modification to the
Government’s approved plan.
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1.1

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The purpose of the action as described in IER #1 and IERS #1a is to provide 100-year level of
risk reduction for St. Charles Parish, Louisiana (LA). The term “100-year level of risk
reduction” refers to a level of protection that reduces the risk of hurricane surge and wave-driven
flooding that the New Orleans Metropolitan area has a 1 percent chance of experiencing in any
given year.
The purpose of the proposed action is to provide appropriate access to the 1B levee reach for
maintenance and future levee lifts. The term appropriate speaks to the need for the access road
to be relocated within the existing Pontchartrain Levee District (PLD) easement and off of
privately owned land.

1.2

AUTHORITY FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The authority for the proposed action was provided as part of a number of hurricane risk
reduction projects spanning southeastern Louisiana, including the LPV Hurricane Protection
Project and the West Bank and Vicinity (WBV) Hurricane Protection Project. Congress and the
Administration granted a series of supplemental appropriations acts following Hurricanes
Katrina and Rita to repair and upgrade the project systems damaged by the storms that gave
additional authority to the USACE to construct 100-year HSDRRS projects.
The LPV project was authorized under the Flood Control Act of 1965 (P.L. 89-298, Title II, Sec.
204) which authorized a “project for hurricane protection on Lake Pontchartrain, Louisiana ...
substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in House
Document 231, Eighty-ninth Congress.” The original statutory authorization for the LPV Project
was amended by the Water Resources Development Acts (WRDA) of 1974 (P.L. 93-251, Title I,
Sec. 92); 1986 (P.L. 99-662, Title VIII, Sec. 805); 1990 (P.L. 101-640, Sec. 116); 1992 (P.L.
102-580, Sec. 102); 1996 (P.L. 104-303, Sec. 325); 1999 (P.L. 106-53, Sec. 324); and 2000 (P.L.
106-541, Sec. 432).
The Department of Defense, Emergency Supplemental Appropriations to Address Hurricanes in
the Gulf of Mexico, and Pandemic Influenza Act of 2006 (3rd Supplemental - P.L. 109-148,
Chapter 3, Construction, and Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies) authorized accelerated
completion of the project and restoration of project features to design elevations at full Federal
expense. The Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act for Defense, the Global War on
Terror, and Hurricane Recovery of 2006 (4th Supplemental - P.L. 109-234, Title II, Chapter 3,
Construction, and Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies) authorizes construction of a 100-year
level of protection; the replacement or reinforcement of floodwalls; the construction of
permanent closures at the outfall canals; the improvement of the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal
(IHNC); and the construction of levee armoring at critical locations. Additional Supplemental
Appropriations include the U.S. Troop Readiness, Veterans' Care, Katrina Recovery, and Iraq
Accountability Appropriations Act of 2007 (5th Supplemental – P.L. 110-28, Title IV, Chapter
3, Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies).
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1.3

PRIOR REPORTS

x

On March 22, 2011, the CEMVN signed a Decision Record on IERS #11.c (Tier 2 BorgneIHNC) entitled “Improved Protection on the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal, Orleans and St.
Bernard Parishes, Louisiana.” The document was prepared to evaluate potential impacts
associated with the construction of those actions approved in IER #11 Tier 2 Borgne, with
the exception of expanded size of the access channel due to erosion of the bankline.

x

On November 29, 2010, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IERS #11.b
(Tier 2 Borgne-IHNC) entitled “Improved Protection on the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal,
Orleans and St. Bernard Parishes, Louisiana.” The document was prepared to evaluate
potential impacts associated with restoring and reinforcing portions of levees and floodwalls
that do not meet the necessary factors of safety for stability and seepage, as dictated by
current HSDRRS design guidelines.

x

On April 1, 2010, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IER #11 (Tier 2
Pontchartrain) entitled “Improved Protection on the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal, Orleans
and St. Bernard Parishes, Louisiana.” The document was prepared to evaluate potential
impacts associated with the construction of a sector gate and two vertical lift gates in the
IHNC 540 feet south of the Senator Ted Hickey Bridge (also known as Seabrook Bridge) and
the Bascule Railroad Bridge with floodwall tie-ins to LPV 104 to the west and LPV 105 to
the east. This alternative also included a 20 ft-wide vehicle gate in the eastern floodwall to
provide access to Jourdan Road.

x

On December 10, 2009, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IERS #11
(Tier 2 Borgne) entitled “Improved Protection on the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal,
Orleans and St. Bernard Parishes, Louisiana.” The document was prepared to evaluate
potential impacts associated with the construction of those actions approved in IER #11 Tier
2 Borgne, with the exception of a vertical lift gate in lieu of a sector gate on Bayou
Bienvenue.

x

On December 18, 2009, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IERS #3.a
entitled “Jefferson East Bank, Jefferson Parish, Louisiana.” The document was prepared to
evaluate potential impacts associated with the construction of wave attenuation berms and
foreshore protection along the Jefferson Parish lake front and a T-Wall, overpass bridge, and
traffic detour lane bridge spans at the Lake Pontchartrain Causeway Bridge abutment.

x

On October 29, 2009, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IERS #2
entitled “Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity, West Return Flood Wall, Jefferson and Orleans
Parishes, Louisiana.” The document was prepared to evaluate potential impacts associated
with replacing the existing floodwall with a new T-wall along the east embankment of the
Parish Line Canal on the border of Jefferson and Orleans Parishes.

x

On October 21, 2008, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IER #11 (Tier
2 Borgne) entitled “Improved Protection on the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal, Orleans and
3

St. Bernard Parishes, Louisiana.” The document was prepared to evaluate potential impacts
associated with the construction of a new floodwall/gated system extending from the
Michoud Canal floodwall north of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW) to the HSDRRS
levee on the west side of the deauthorized Mississippi River Gulf Outlet (MRGO).
x

On July 18, 2008, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IER #2 entitled
“Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity, West Return Flood Wall, Jefferson and Orleans Parishes,
Louisiana.” The document was prepared to evaluate potential impacts associated with
replacing the existing floodwall with a new T-wall along the east embankment of the Parish
Line Canal on the border of Jefferson and Orleans Parishes.

x

On July 25, 2008, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IER #3 entitled
“Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity, Lakefront Levee, Jefferson Parish, Louisiana.” The
document was prepared to evaluate potential impacts associated with rebuilding earthen
levees, upgrading foreshore protection, replacing floodgates, constructing fronting protection
for four pump stations, and constructing or modifying breakwaters at four pump stations.

x

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

x

On February 21, 2008, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IER # 18
entitled “Government Furnished Borrow Material, Jefferson, Orleans, Plaquemines, St.
Charles, and St. Bernard Parishes, Louisiana.” The document was prepared to evaluate the
potential impacts associated with the actions taken by the USACE as a result of excavating
borrow areas for use in construction of the HSDRRS.

x

On February 14, 2008, the CEMVN Commander signed a Decision Record on IER # 19
entitled “Pre-Approved Contractor Furnished Borrow Material, Jefferson, Orleans, St.
Bernard, Iberville, and Plaquemines Parishes, Louisiana, and Hancock County, Mississippi.”
The document was prepared to evaluate the potential impacts associated with the actions
taken by commercial contractors as a result of excavating borrow areas for use in
construction of the HSDRRS.

x

In July 2006, the CEMVN Commander signed a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)
on an EA #433 entitled, “USACE Response to Hurricanes Katrina & Rita in Louisiana.” The
document was prepared to evaluate the potential impacts associated with the actions taken by
the USACE as a result of Hurricanes Katrina and Rita.

x

On October 30, 1998, the CEMVN Commander signed a FONSI on EA #279 entitled “Lake
Pontchartrain Lakefront, Breakwaters, Pump Stations 2 and 3.” The report evaluates the
impacts associated with providing fronting protection for outfall canals and pump stations. It
4

was determined that the action would not significantly impact resources in the immediate
area.
x

On October 2, 1998, the CEMVN Commander signed a FONSI on EA #282 entitled “LPV,
Jefferson Parish Lakefront Levee, Landside Runoff Control: Alternate Borrow.” The report
investigates the impacts of obtaining borrow material from an urban area in Jefferson Parish.
No significant impacts to resources in the immediate area were expected.

x

On July 2, 1992, the CEMVN Commander signed a FONSI on EA #169 entitled “LPV,
Hurricane Protection Project, East Jefferson Parish Levee System, Jefferson Parish,
Louisiana, Gap Closure.” The report addresses the construction of a floodwall in Jefferson
Parish to close a “gap” in the levee system. The area was previously leveed and under forced
drainage, and it was determined that the action would not significantly impact the already
disturbed area.

x

On July 2, 1991, the CEMVN Commander signed a FONSI on EA #133 entitled “LPV
Hurricane Protection – Alternate Borrow at Highway 433, Slidell, Louisiana.” The report
addresses the impacts associated with the excavation of a borrow area in Slidell, LA, for LPV
construction.

x

On February 22, 1991, the CEMVN Commander signed a FONSI on EA #164 entitled “LPV
Hurricane Protection – Alternate Borrow Area for the St. Charles Parish Reach.” The report
addresses the impacts associated with the use of borrow material from the Mississippi River
on the left descending back in front of the Bonnet Carré Spillway Forebay for LPV
construction.

x

On September 12, 1990, the CEMVN Commander signed a FONSI on EA #105 entitled
“LPV Hurricane Protection – South Point to Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, A. V. Keeler and
Company Alternative Borrow Site.” The report addresses the impacts associated with the
excavation of a borrow area in Slidell, LA for LPV construction.

x

On August 30, 1990, the CEMVN Commander signed a FONSI on EA #163 entitled “LPV
Hurricane Protection – Alternate Borrow Area for Jefferson Parish Lakefront Levee, Reach
III.” The report addresses the impacts associated with the use of a borrow area in Jefferson
Parish for LPV construction.

x

On March 12, 1990, the CEMVN Commander signed a FONSI on EA #102 entitled “LPV
Hurricane Protection – 17th Street Canal Hurricane Protection.” The report addresses the use
alternative methods of providing flood protection for the 17th Street Outfall Canal in
association with LPV activity. Impacts to resources were found to be minimal.

x

On August 4, 1989, the CEMVN Commander signed a FONSI on EA #89 entitled “LPV
Hurricane Protection, High Level Plan - Alternate Borrow Site 1C-2B.” The report addresses
the impacts associated with the excavation of a borrow area along Chef Menteur Highway,
Orleans Parish for LPV construction. The material was used in the construction of a levee
west of the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal.
5

x

On October 27, 1988, the CEMVN Commander signed a FONSI on EA #79 entitled “LPV
Hurricane Protection – London Avenue Outfall Canal.” The report investigates the impacts
of strengthening hurricane protection at an existing London Avenue Outfall Canal.

x

On July 21, 1988, the CEMVN Commander signed a FONSI on EA #76 entitled “LPV
Hurricane Protection – Orleans Avenue Outfall Canal.” The report investigates the impacts
of strengthening hurricane protection at an existing Orleans Avenue Outfall Canal.
SIR #30 entitled “LPV Hurricane Protection Project, Jefferson Lakefront Levee” was signed
by the CEMVN Commander on October 7, 1987. The report investigates impacts associated
with changes in Jefferson Parish LPV levee design.

x

x

Supplemental Information Report (SIR) #25 entitled “LPV Hurricane Protection – Chalmette
Area Plan, Alternate Borrow Area 1C-2A” was signed by the CEMVN Commander on June
12, 1987. The report addresses the use of an alternate contractor furnished borrow area for
LPV construction.

x

SIR #27 entitled “LPV Hurricane Protection – Alternate Borrow Site for Chalmette Area
Plan” was signed by the CEMVN Commander on June 12, 1987. The report addresses the
use of an alternate contractor furnished borrow area for LPV construction.

x

SIR #28 entitled “LPV Hurricane Protection – Alternate Borrow Site, Mayfield Pit” was
signed by the CEMVN Commander on June 12, 1987. The report addresses the use of an
alternate contractor furnished borrow area for LPV construction.

x

SIR #29 entitled “LPV Hurricane Protection – South Point to Gulf Intracoastal Waterway
Levee Enlargement” was signed by the CEMVN Commander on June 12, 1987. The report
discusses the impacts associated with the enlargement of the GIWW.

x

SIR #22 entitled “LPV Hurricane Protection – Use of 17th Street Pumping Station Material
for Lake Pontchartrain Hurricane Protection Levee” was signed by the CEMVN Commander
on August 5, 1986. The report investigates the impacts of moving suitable borrow material
from a levee at the 17th Street Canal in the construction of a stretch of levee from the IHNC
to the London Avenue Canal.

x

SIR #17 entitled “LPV Hurricane Protection – New Orleans East Alternative Borrow, North
of Chef Menteur Highway” was signed by the CEMVN Commander on April 30, 1986. The
report addresses the use of an alternate contractor furnished borrow area for LPV
construction.

x

On February 26, 1986, the CEMVN Commander signed a FONSI on EA #52 entitled “LPV
Hurricane Protection – Geohegan Canal.” The report addresses the impacts associated with
the excavation of borrow material from an extension of the Geohegan Canal for LPV
construction.
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x

SIR #10 entitled “LPV Hurricane Protection, Bonnet Carré Spillway Borrow” was signed by
the CEMVN Commander on September 3, 1985. The report evaluates the impacts associated
with using the Bonnet Carré Spillway as a borrow source for LPV construction, and found
“no significant adverse effects on the human environment” were associated with the project.

x

In December 1984, an SIR to complement the Supplement to final EIS on the LPV Hurricane
Protection project was filed with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA).

x

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

1.4

INTEGRATION WITH OTHER INTERIM ENVIRONMENTAL
REPORTS

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

1.5

DATA GAPS AND UNCERTAINTIES

At the time of completion of this report, engineering evaluations had not been completed.
Engineering details of the proposed action could vary based on the final engineering report.
Substantial changes to the proposed action resulting in further impact to the natural or human
environment would be addressed in a supplemental IER.
It is believed that the access roads and staging areas, constructed in 1999, although not pointed
out in detail, were accounted for under the umbrella of construction activity within the 1974 and
1984 documents and then mitigated for in the 1994 mitigation plan. CEMVN is currently
7

reviewing the 1974, 1984 and 1994 documents and corresponding with team members who
participated in the preparation of those documents to confirm this determination. Another
supplemental will be prepared if, upon further investigation, it is determined that the 1999
impacts were not properly accounted and mitigated.

2.0

ALTERNATIVES

2.1

Description of the alternatives

No-Action. Under the no action alternative, the Government-approved action, as described in
IER #1 and IERS #1a, would be constructed. IER #1 and IERS #1a are incorporated by
reference into this supplemental document.
Proposed Action. The proposed action (preferred alternative) would relocate the access road
onto PLD property and provide proper access to the levee reach. This would allow maintenance
and future upgrades to take place as needed.

2.2

Proposed action

A portion of the existing Fox Lane access road, built in 1999, was inadvertently constructed
outside of the road easement acquired by PLD. The first 445 ft from Airline Highway is believed
to be located within the road easement as delineated in Figure 1. The proposed action would
relocate the portions of the 1,400 ft Fox Lane access road outside of this easement approximately
15 – 50 ft to the west of its current location. Relocating the 30 ft wide road will also require
shifting an adjacent drainage ditch 10 – 20 ft west. At the north end of the existing access road,
the road crosses a drainage canal running along the levee toe. The existing road crossing (Figure
1) and culverts in the canal would be removed and a new crossing would be constructed 40 ft to
the west with new culverts of a similar size. Approximately 3,500 cy of sand fill would be placed
on top of the existing canal to provide a firm surface for the relocated road which would be
topped with approximately 3,000 cy of rock fill, some of which would be salvaged from the
existing road. Any additional material needed could come from either a contractor or government
furnished borrow site. Relocation of the drainage ditch parallel to the road would require
excavation of approximately 1,500 cy of earthen material from within the PLD easement which
would then be used to fill the existing ditch. Approximately 0.40 acres of existing road outside of
ROW would be removed and returned to the same elevation as the adjacent land. Any waste
material generated would be re-cycled and/or placed in a solid waste land fill. Existing access
and staging areas for LPV 04.2b would be utilized for the proposed action.

8

Figure 1. Aerial of project area

2.3

Alternatives to the proposed action

The no action alternative was the only alternative analyzed in this IERS since relocating onto
PLD property, which was originally acquired for the road, is the only way to obtain appropriate
access to the levee reach.

9

2.3.1

No action

Under the no action alternative, the CEMVN would not relocate the access road. The access
road would remain partially on privately owned land. The landowners would like full access to
their land that was in-advertently used for the existing access road. The land owners could
remove the access road to reclaim their land. Without an access road, routine maintenance of the
levee reach, and therefore, storm risk reduction would be compromised.

3.0

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES

3.1

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The environmental setting for the entire IER #1 area is described in detail in IER #1, which is
incorporated by reference. The environmental setting for the immediate project area consists of
wet bottomland hardwood forest (BLH) (figure 2). This habitat consists of such species as live
oak, green ash, box elder, sweet gum, and red mulberry. Also within the immediate project area
is the drainage canal that runs parallel to the levee (figure 3), the drainage ditch within the BLH,
which runs parallel to the access road (figure 4) and the existing access road. The existing access
road is a dirt and rock/gravel surface approximately 30 feet wide.

10

Figure 2. Photo of Habitat Type (BLH)
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Figure 3. Photo of Drainage Canal Parallel to Levee

12

Figure 4. Photo of Drainage Ditch Within BLH

3.2

SIGNIFICANT RESOURCES

This section contains a list of the significant resources located in the vicinity of the proposed
action, and describes in detail those resources that would be impacted, directly or indirectly, by
the alternatives. Direct impacts are those that would be caused by the action taken and occur at
the same time and place (40 CFR 1508.8(a)). Indirect impacts are those that would be caused by
the action and would be later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably
foreseeable (40 CFR 1508.8(b)).
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. Table 1 shows
those significant resources found within the project area, and notes whether they would be
impacted by any of the alternatives analyzed in this IERS.
Existing conditions for significant resources were discussed in IER #1 and IERS #1a and are
incorporated by reference. Additional discussion is provided for those resources where the
13

proposed project modification incorporates an area that has differing existing conditions than
what is described in IER #1 and IERS #1a.
Table 1
Significant Resources in Project Study Area
Significant Resource

Impacted

Not
Impacted

Air Quality
X
Water Quality
X
Upland Resources
X*
Aquatic Habitat
X
Essential Fish Habitat
X*
Fish and Wildlife
X
Wetlands/drainage ways/canals
X
Threatened and Endangered Species
X*
Recreational Resources
X*
Aesthetic Resources
X
Cultural Resources
X*
Farmland
X*
Environmental Justice
X
Socioeconomics
X
HTRW
X
Noise
X
*- Not a significant resource in the project study area

The following resources would not be affected by the proposed action and therefore are not
discussed in this IERS: upland/non-wetland, essential fish habitat, threatened and endangered
species, aesthetic resources, recreational resources, cultural resources, farmland, environmental
justice, and HTRW.
3.2.1

Air quality

Future Conditions with No Action
Under the no action alternative, the Government’s approved action as discussed in IER #1 and
IERS #1a would be constructed. Consequently, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to air
quality would not differ from those previously described in IER #1 and IERS #1a.
Future Conditions with Proposed Action
Direct Impacts, Indirect Impacts, and Cumulative Impacts
Under the proposed action, there would be further increase in direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts to air quality due to emissions which could include: 1) exhaust emissions from
operations of material delivery/dump trucks and various types of non-road construction
equipment such as loaders, excavators, etc. and 2) fugitive dust due to earth disturbance. These
emissions would be from mobile sources for which emissions performance standards would be
14

applicable to source manufacturers and they are not regulated under the Clean Air Act (CAA) air
permit regulations. Therefore, it is not necessary to quantify these emissions given the lack of
ambient emissions thresholds that could be used to make the determination of air quality level of
effect from these mobile sources.
The principal air quality concern associated with the proposed activities would be emission of
fugitive dust near the construction area. The on-road trucks and private autos used to access the
work area would also contribute to construction phase air pollution in the project area when
traveling along local roads. These impacts would be minimal and temporary.
St. Charles Parish is currently in attainment of all National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS). This classification is the result of area wide air quality modeling studies. Because
the project area is designated as an attainment area, no Conformity review would be required for
the proposed action.
3.2.2

Water quality

Future Conditions with No Action
Under the no action alternative, the Government’s approved action as discussed in IER #1 and
IERS #1a would be constructed. Consequently, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to water
quality would not differ from those previously described in IER #1 and IERS #1a.
Future Conditions with Proposed Action
Direct
With the implementation of the proposed action, temporary increases in turbidity and sediment
disturbance during the relocation of the road across the drainage canal and the
relocation/construction of the drainage ditch would be expected. These turbidity and sediment
impacts would be anticipated to be local, temporary, and would remain in the vicinity of
construction.
Indirect and Cumulative
No indirect or cumulative impacts to water quality would be expected.
3.2.3

Aquatic habitat

Future Conditions with No Action
Under the no action alternative, the Government’s approved action as discussed in IER #1 and
IERS #1a would be constructed. Consequently, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to
aquatic habitat would not differ from those previously described in IER #1 and IERS #1a.
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Future Conditions with Proposed Action
Direct
Approximately less than half an acre of aquatic habitat would be directly impacted by the
proposed action. The impacts would be due to the placement of fill material across the drainage
canal and within the existing drainage ditch. This action would include removal of material
which currently makes up the existing road crossing within the drainage canal and placement of
3,500 cy of sand plus 3,000 cy of rock to relocate the road to the west. It also includes the
placement of 1,500 cy of material into the existing drainage ditch.
Indirect
Indirect impacts to aquatic habitat would include increased local turbidity, vibration, and
subsurface noise. These impacts would be temporary and localized to the construction area.
Cumulative
Potential cumulative impacts to aquatic habitat primarily involve the loss of open water. The
impacts evaluated for the proposed action would be less than half of an acre and would be
disturbances not losses as areas lost would be replaced. This would contribute minimally to the
aquatic habitat impacts of the overall HSDRRS project. Aquatic habitat impacts of the overall
HSDRRS project have the potential to be significant. To date, approximately 231 acres of open
water impacts have been identified in previous IERs and are summarized in table 3.
3.2.4

Fish and wildlife

Future Conditions with No Action
Under the no action alternative, the Government’s approved action as discussed in IER #1 and
IERS #1a would be constructed. Consequently, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to fish
and wildlife would not differ from those previously described in IER #1 and IERS #1a.
Future Conditions with Proposed Action
Direct
Under the proposed action there would be minimal temporary impacts to fish and wildlife due to
the removal of approximately 1.5 acres of wooded habitat and disturbance to less than half of an
acre of aquatic habitat where the road would cross the canal and the ditch would be relocated.
Mobile species would be expected to leave the area but would return after construction is
complete.
Indirect
Indirect effects would include disturbance to fish and wildlife species due to noise, vibration, and
turbidity, which could cause mobile species to leave the area until construction is complete.
Cumulative
Because of the goal of completing the HSDRRS construction activities by June 2011, numerous
construction activities in the IERS #1b project area could be underway concurrently. This would
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result in temporary cumulative effects to fish and wildlife. Permanent effects to fish and wildlife
would occur from the loss of both wetland and terrestrial habitat associated with the construction
of the overall HSDRRS project and would contribute to the cumulative loss of fish and wildlife
habitat. To date, impacts to approximately 870 acres of bottomland hardwood (BLH) and
another 1,454 acres of wetlands have been identified for the construction of the proposed
HSDRRS features (table 3). Compensatory mitigation for these habitat losses will be discussed
in separate mitigation IERs.
3.2.5

Wetlands/Drainage ways/Canals

Existing Conditions
The project area currently consists of approximately 1.5 acres of bottomland hardwood forest
(BLH). This habitat consists of such species as live oak, green ash, box elder, sweet gum, and
red mulberry. Also within the project area is a drainage canal, which runs parallel to the levee
and a drainage ditch that is within the BLH forest and runs parallel to the access road. The
drainage canal is approximately 30 feet wide and is rather shallow. The drainage ditch is
approximately 10 feet wide and very shallow.
Future Conditions with No Action
Under the no action alternative, the Government’s approved action as discussed in IER #1 and
IERS #1a would be constructed. Consequently, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to
wetlands/drainage ways/canals would not differ from those previously described in IER #1 and
IERS #1a.
Future Conditions with Proposed Action
Direct
Under the proposed action there would be approximately 1.5 acres of wetlands (wet BLH)
permanently impacted by clearing and filling. In addition, less than half of an acre of open water
would be temporarily disturbed by construction activities associated with the road and ditch
relocations. Areas filled within the canal and ditch would be replaced when the ditch and road
are relocated.
Indirect
No indirect impacts to wetlands would be expected.
Cumulative
To date, the clearing, grubbing, or filling of approximately 1,454 acres of wetlands has been
identified for the construction of the proposed HSDRRS features (table 3). Construction of the
HSDRRS project features would cumulatively impact wetlands. Compensatory mitigation for
these habitat losses will be discussed in separate mitigation IERs. Additionally, other authorized
Federal flood control projects including Morganza to the Gulf, Larose to Golden Meadow, and
Plaquemines Parish West Bank non-Federal levee construction would likely impact wetlands
because these flood control projects are designed to provide flood damage risk reduction from
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coastal storm events, and as such, the alignments are located in the wetland/non-wetland
interfaces. Additionally, it is expected that non-Federal flood control projects and regional
private development would continue to occur and cause some wetlands impact.
3.2.6

Noise

Future Conditions with No Action
Under the no action alternative, the Government’s approved action as discussed in IER #1 and
IERS #1a would be constructed. Consequently, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts from
noise would not differ from those previously described in IER #1 and IERS #1a.
Future Conditions with Proposed Action
Direct Impacts
Table 2 describes noise emission levels for construction equipment expected to be used during
the proposed construction activities.
Table 2
Weighted (dBA) Sound Levels of Construction Equipment and Modeled
Attenuation at Various Distances1
Noise Source

50 ft

100 ft

200 ft

500 ft

1,000 ft

Backhoe

78

72

68

58

52

Dump Truck

76

70

64

56

50

Excavator

81

75

69

61

55

Front end loader

79

73

67

59

53

Dozer

82

76

70

62

56

Motor Grader

85

NA

NA

NA

NA

Data from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA 2006).
1. The dBA at 50 ft is a measured noise emission. The 100- to 1,000-ft results are modeled estimates.
Source: FHWA 2006. “Highway Construction Noise Handbook”.

Not Available (NA)

There is no residential housing in the immediate project area. Commercial businesses do exist in
the project vicinity. Assuming the worst case scenario of 56 dBA (Dozer), all areas within 1,000
ft of the project corridor would not experience noise levels exceeding 65 dBA. The construction
activities would be expected to create temporary noise impacts below 65 dBA on the limited
number of sensitive receptors within 1,000 ft of the project corridor. In addition to noise created
by construction equipment, there would also be impacts from noise generated by construction
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vehicles and personal vehicles for laborers that may use public roads and highways for access to
the construction site. Following construction, noise levels would return to existing conditions.
Indirect Impacts
Indirect impacts from noise could be those related to avoidance of the area by wildlife and
residents during construction. These indirect impacts would be construction related, minimal,
and temporary.
Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative impacts from noise in the project area due to the proposed action and other
construction activities within the area that could be occurring concurrently would be temporary.
After the construction period, there would be no incremental contribution to cumulative impacts
from noise due to the proposed action.

3.3

SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES

3.3.1

Population and Housing

Existing Conditions
The road relocation is on privately owned and undeveloped land bordered by Highway 61
(Airline Highway) to the south and a waterway to the north. There is no residential population or
housing located in the immediate vicinity of the proposed road relocation.
Future Conditions with No Action
Under the no action alternative, the Government’s approved action as discussed in IER #1 and
IERS #1a would be constructed. Consequently, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to
population and housing would not differ from those previously described in IER #1 and IERS
#1a.
Future Conditions with Proposed Action
Direct, indirect and cumulative
There would be no direct impacts to population and housing in the vicinity of this site as a result
of the proposed Action.
3.3.2

Impacts to Employment, Business, and Industry

Existing Conditions
The road relocation is on privately owned and undeveloped land bordered by Highway 61
(Airline Highway) to the south and a waterway to the north. There is no employment, business,
or industry located on the land, but there are commercial businesses located adjacent to or across
Highway 61.
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Future Conditions with No Action
Direct
There could be significant direct impacts to employment, business, and industry around this site
if the proposed action was not implemented. The owners have indicated a desire to sell the
existing property; however, the existing dirt road intrudes on privately owned land. The property
owner’s desire to market the property for commercial development may be impeded due to the
road’s infringement on their lands.
Indirect
There could be indirect impacts to employment, business and industry around this site if the
proposed action was not implemented. Development of the site could result in an increase of
workers who would utilize surrounding businesses; no development would not provide this
opportunity.
Cumulative
Unless otherwise indicated, cumulative socioeconomic impacts to employment, business and
industry consist simply of the sum of the direct and indirect impacts for this alternative and with
all other activities associated with the construction of the HSDRRS.
Under the no action scenario, direct and indirect cumulative impacts remain no greater than the
sum of those impacts indicated individually for each HSDRRS project component.
Future Conditions with Proposed Action
Direct
There could be significant direct impacts to employment, business, and industry around this site
if the proposed action is implemented. The land could be developed into commercial property,
increasing employment opportunity, and business opportunity for the area.
Indirect
There could be indirect impacts to employment, business, and industry in the vicinity of this site
as a result of the proposed action. Increased employment would increase ancillary business
activity in the area.
Cumulative
Unless otherwise indicated, cumulative socioeconomic impacts for employment, business, and
industry consist simply of the sum of the direct and indirect impacts for this alternative and with
all other activities associated with the construction of the HSDRRS.
Cumulative impacts that include the proposed action are no greater than the sum of those impacts
indicated individually for each HSDRRS project component.
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3.3.3

Availability of Public Facilities and Services

Existing Conditions
There are no public facilities in the vicinity of the proposed road relocation.
Future Conditions with No Action
Direct, indirect, and cumulative
There would be no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to public facilities around this site if
the proposed action was not implemented.
Future Conditions with Proposed Action
Direct, indirect, and cumulative
There would be no direct impacts to public facilities around this site as a result of the proposed
action.
3.3.4

Effects on Transportation

Existing Conditions
The road relocation is on privately owned and undeveloped land bordered by Highway 61
(Airline Highway) to the south and a waterway to the north.
Future Conditions with No Action
Direct, indirect, and cumulative
There would be no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to transportation around this site if the
proposed action was not implemented.
Future Conditions with Proposed Action
Direct and indirect
There could be direct and indirect impacts to transportation in the vicinity of this site as a result
of the proposed action. Increased vehicle and heavy equipment traffic may cause some short
delays or traffic congestion in the project area, including on Hwy 61 during construction.
However, impacts are expected to be localized within areas adjacent to the project.
Cumulative
There would be no cumulative socioeconomic impacts to transportation associated with the
proposed action.
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3.3.5

Disruption of Community and Regional Growth

Existing Conditions
Community and regional growth are generally influenced by national trends, but otherwise
depend significantly upon relatively local attributes that allow it to be evaluated apart from the
national economy. For the purposes of socioeconomic impact analysis, the project area is first
described in summary terms with respect to prevailing trends in the growth of population,
housing, income, and employment. Against this baseline, the relative effects of the proposed and
alternative actions are evaluated.
According to U.S. Census data from 2000 and 2009 the following trends were observed in St.
Charles Parish: population grew from 48,072 to 52,780; employment grew from 21,610 to
25,886; and median household income grew from $41,994 to $59,884. Preliminary 2010 Census
data will be available in 2011 at the earliest.
Future Conditions with No Action
Direct, indirect, and cumulative
There would be no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to community and regional growth
around this site if the proposed action was not implemented.
Future Conditions with Proposed Action
Direct
There could be direct impacts to community and regional growth in the vicinity of this site as a
result of the proposed action. The undeveloped land could be used for commercial development,
resulting in an increase in business activity and employment within the immediate area.
Indirect and Cumulative
There would be no indirect impacts to community and regional growth in the vicinity of this site
as a result of the proposed action.
3.3.6

Impacts to Tax Revenues and Property Values

Existing Conditions
The road relocation is on privately owned and undeveloped land bordered by Highway 61
(Airline Highway) to the south and a waterway to the north. No economic data is available for
the immediate area, but median income in St. Charles Parish in 2000 was $59,884. The median
value of homes in St. Charles Parish in 2000 was $160,500.

22

Future Conditions with No-Action
Direct, indirect, and cumulative
There would be no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to tax revenue and property values
around this site if the proposed action was not implemented.
Future Conditions with Proposed Action
Direct
There could be direct impacts to tax revenue and property values in the vicinity of this site as a
result of the proposed action. Commercial businesses could operate on the currently
undeveloped property, resulting in increased sales and property tax revenues for the parish.
Indirect and Cumulative
There would be no indirect impacts to tax revenue and property values in the vicinity of this site
as a result of the proposed action.
3.3.7

Changes in Community Cohesion

Existing Conditions
Community cohesion refers to the common vision and sense of belonging within a community
that is created and sustained by the extensive development of individual relationships that are
social, economic, cultural, and historical in nature. The degree to which these relationships are
facilitated and made effective is contingent upon the physical and spatial configuration of the
community itself: the functionality of the community owes much to the physical landscape
within which it is set. The viability of community cohesion is compromised to the extent to
which these physical features are exposed to interference from outside sources.
Future Conditions with No Action
Direct, indirect, and cumulative
There would be no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to community cohesion around this site
if the proposed action was not implemented.
Future Conditions with Proposed Action
Direct, indirect, and cumulative
There would be no direct impacts to community cohesion in the vicinity of this site as a result of
the proposed action.
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4.0

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. A cumulative impact is defined as
“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 the spatial and temporal
boundaries of the actions considered in this IERS.
As indicated previously, in addition to this IERS, the CEMVN is preparing a draft 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
data at the time it was posted for public review. The draft CED to be released in 2011 will
address overall cumulative impacts and the future operation, maintenance, repair, replacement,
and rehabilitation requirements that have been finalized at that time. Additional documents will
be prepared to provide updates to cumulative impacts as well as information about additional
commitments (i.e., long term monitoring and analysis of the Bayou Aux Carpes and Inner
Harbor Navigation Canal project areas) as monitoring or additional NEPA documents are
completed. The discussion provided below describes an overview of other actions, projects, and
occurrences that may contribute to the cumulative impacts previously discussed.
Without implementation of the proposed action the maintenance and therefore functionality of
this portion of the St. Charles levee system would be compromised. Providing access for
maintenance to this portion of the LPV, which provides the 100-year level of risk reduction,
would contribute to the protection of life and to the reduction of physical and environmental
damage. Significant flooding often results in contamination of drinking water supplies,
dispersion of HTRW, and dispersion of large quantities of solid waste that require clean up and
disposal. Experience has shown that vast quantities of debris (e.g., homes, vehicles, mobile
homes, etc.) and sediment must be collected and hauled away after a flooding event. Hauling the
collected debris to a local municipal landfill requires significant transportation and involves large
quantities of solid waste that fill available landfill space. Providing and maintaining the 100year level of risk reduction significantly reduces the probability that these environmental
consequences of flooding would be incurred.
Negative effects associated with implementation of the proposed action that could contribute
cumulatively with the effects of other projects include temporary construction-related increases
in truck traffic, noise and vibration, vehicle and equipment emissions, and localized temporary
degradation of water quality. The total loss of habitat related to the implementation of all actions
under all of the IERs has not yet been compiled, but the current totals are presented in table 3.
When available, the loss from IERS # 1b will be included in the total cumulative loss.
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The WBV project extends approximately 66 miles in length from the Western Tie-in to the Hero
Canal Levee and Eastern Terminus in Belle Chasse (IERs # 12-17). The LPV Project (IERs # 111) extends an even larger distance protecting the East Bank of New Orleans. The constructionrelated negative effects, as well as the positive consequences (e.g., spending in the local
economy) resulting from providing the 100-year level of hurricane damage risk reduction for
these projects, may potentially represent the largest cumulative environmental consequences in
the New Orleans region for the next 4 to 7 years.
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73.99

-

Swamp
AAHUs
AAHUs

966.09

740.54

225.55

-

Marsh
(Acres)
acres
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- Not applicable to the IER or number impacted is 0 GFBM: Government Furnished Borrow Material // CFBM: Contractor Furnished Borrow Material

Totals

Parish

IER

488.63

388.42

100.21

-

Marsh
AAHUs
AAHUs

230.99

230.99

00.00

Water
Bottoms
acres

5.0

SELECTION RATIONALE

On the basis of the assessment of potential environmental impacts presented in this IERS and the
evaluation of feasibility based on the engineering effectiveness, economic efficiency, and
environmental and social acceptability criteria, the proposed action is selected and is
environmentally preferred.
The CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA require that the Record of Decision (ROD) for an
environmental impact statement specify "the alternative or alternatives which were considered to
be environmentally preferable" (40 CFR §1505.2(b)). This has generally been interpreted to
mean the alternative that would promote the national environmental policy as expressed in
NEPA's Section 101 (CEQ's "Forty Most-Asked Questions," 46 Federal Register, 18026, March
23, 1981). Ordinarily, this means the alternative that causes the least damage to the biological
and physical environment; it also means the alternative that best protects, preserves, and
enhances historic, cultural, and natural resources.
The proposed action for IERS #1b presents an engineering-effective, cost-efficient,
environmentally-preferable selection to the no action alternative. Taking no action, although
avoiding the direct effects from relocation/construction of the access road, may lead to indirect
effects from potential flooding to area residences and businesses (due to lack of levee
maintenance), and associated costs for clean up due to flooding.
The proposed action was selected because it would simultaneously (1) provide the necessary
access for the proper maintenance of the levee reach (2) and minimize impacts to private
properties by staying within PLD’s existing easement and ROW.

6.0

COORDINATION AND CONSULTATION

6.1

Public involvement

Extensive public involvement has been sought in preparing IER #1 and IERS #1a. Proposed
Federal projects analyzed by IERs were publicly disclosed and described in the Federal Register
on March 13, 2007, (72 FR 11337) and on the website www.nolaenvironmental.gov. The public
has been able to provide verbal comments during the meetings and written comments after each
meeting in person, by mail, and via the www.nolaenvironmental.gov website. A project-specific
public meeting for this IERS was not requested.
Since this project could potentially include unavoidable adverse impacts to jurisdictional
wetlands under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, a 404 public notice was made available to
the public and other interested parties on the www.nolaenvironmental.gov website. The 404
public notice was advertised concurrently with the 30-day period for this IERS.
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Draft IER #1 was distributed for the 30-day public review of April 29, 2008, to May 28, 2008.
Draft IERS #1a was distributed for the 30-day public review of May 15, 2009, to June 13, 2009.
Draft IERS # 1b was distributed for the 30-day public review of May 27, 2011 to June 27, 2011.
Public meetings were held for both IER #1 and IERS #1a. A public meeting specific to the
proposed action was not requested. The CEMVN Commander has made a decision on the
proposed action which is documented in the IERS Decision Record.

6.2

Agency coordination

Preparation of this IERS 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 of the project (members of this team are listed in
appendix C). 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
meetings with resource agencies were also held concerning this and other CEMVN IER projects.
Project specific discussion of the proposed IERS #1b project took place during the April 2011
interagency environmental team meeting and an update was transmitted to them on May 2, 2011
and June 6, 2011. The following agencies, as well as other interested parties, received copies of
the draft IERS:
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
Office of Coastal Protection and Restoration
Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality
Louisiana State Historic Preservation Officer
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has reviewed the proposed action and in a letter
dated April 21, 2011, stated that the USFWS is unaware of any known threatened or endangered
species under its jurisdiction in the proposed project area. National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has received a copy of the
IERS for their review of the proposed action to ensure compliance with Section 305 of the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act and the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act.
In their November 8, 2007, correspondence, the NMFS Protected Resources Division provided a
list of threatened and endangered species under their jurisdiction in Louisiana. Based on that
information, the CEMVN made a determination of no effect for species under NMFS
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jurisdiction. In addition, Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) has not been designated for the proposed
project area, so no coordination on EFH is required (NMFS, 2009).
In compliance with the Coastal Zone Management Act, the CEMVN has coordinated with the
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources (LDNR) for consistency with the Louisiana Coastal
Resource Program (LCRP). By letter dated May 16, 2011, LDNR provided consistency
C20080104. A copy of the Consistency Determination is included in appendix D of this IERS.
A Water Quality Certification has been received from the Louisiana Department of
Environmental Quality (LDEQ) by letter dated April 19, 2011, (appendix D). An Air Quality
certification is being coordinated with LDEQ through the 30-day public review period associated
with IERS #1b.
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, requires consultation with
SHPO and Native American tribes. SHPO has reviewed the proposed action and in a letter dated
May 7, 2011 (appendix D) has concurred with CEMVN’s determination of “no historic
properties affected”. The Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma submitted a letter dated June 13, 2011
stating that he proposed action would have no adverse effect on any historic properties. SHPO
and THPO consultation for this project under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act is complete.
The USFWS reviewed the proposed action in accordance with the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act and prepared a draft Coordination Act Report including recommendations for
IERS #1b dated May 3, 2011. A final report was received on June 23, 2011. All comments
related to USFWS trust resources have been addressed and/or resolved. The USFWS also
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. At that time 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. The draft
(programmatic) Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report 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 applicable to this project as
provided in their draft and final Coordination Act Report dated May 3, 2011 and June 23, 2011
and the CEMVN’s response to them, are listed below:
Recommendation 1: The Service recommends that any impacts to forested wetlands should be
avoided or minimized to the greatest extent practicable and any unavoidable impacts should be
mitigated.
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CEMVN Response 1: Concur. The removal of approximately 1.5 acres (0.19 AAHU) of forested
wetlands due to the proposed action would be unavoidable and would be mitigated.
Recommendation 2: The Service recommends the installation of a minimum of 18-24 inch
culverts every 250 ft. when constructing access roads through wetlands. Additional culverts
should be installed at stream crossings and drainage features. Culverts should be maintained to
ensure that existing flow of surface water is uncompromised.
CEMVN Response 2: The access road would not be constructed through wetlands. The east side
of the proposed access road is privately owned land, which after removal of the existing road
would be un-forested land adjacent to forested land which is planned for development. The west
side of the proposed access road is already developed. Where the road crosses the drainage
canal, culverts equal in size and number to the existing culverts, would be installed.
Recommendation 3: All gates and/or culverts being replaced or modified should be operated
according to previously developed operational plans to avoid further degradation of the project
area hydrology.
CEMVN Response 3: Concur. The culverts that would be installed during road relocation would
operate the same as the existing culverts.
Recommendation 4: Any proposed change in levee, floodwall, or drainage structure features,
locations or plans shall be coordinated in advance with The Service, National Marine Fisheries
Service, LDWF, and Louisiana Dept. of Natural Resources.
CEMVN Response 4: Concur.
Recommendation 5: If the proposed project has not been constructed within 1 year or if changes
are made to the proposed project, the Corps should re-initiate Endangered Species Act
consultation with the Service to ensure that the proposed project would not adversely affect any
federally listed threatened or endangered species or their habitat.
CEMVN Response 5: Concur
The USFWS’ project specific recommendations in their final Coordination Act Report dated
June 23, 2011, and the CEMVN’s response to them, are listed below:
Recommendation 1: Culverts shall be maintained to ensure that existing flow of surface water is
uncompromised.
CEMVN Response 1: Concur. Culverts will be replaced and maintained as they were before
construction.
Recommendation 2: The applicant shall provide adequate and appropriate mitigation for impacts
to wetland functions.
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CEMVN Response 2: Concur. 1.5 acres of bottomland hardwoods would be impacted by this
project such that mitigation for 0.19 AAHUs would be required. CEMVN would provide
compensatory mitigation for this habitat loss.

7.0

MITIGATION

Mitigation for unavoidable impacts to the human and natural environment described in this and
other IERs will be addressed in separate mitigation IERs. The 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 be available for a 30-day public review and
comment period.
Quantitative analysis utilizing existing methodologies for water resource planning has identified
the acreages and habitat type for the direct or indirect impacts of implementing the proposed
action. 1.5 acres have been identified that would require compensatory mitigation.
The methodology being utilized in determining appropriate mitigation, which would include no
net loss of wetland values, is the interagency Wetland Value Assessment (WVA). The WVA
computes the Average Annualized Habitat Units (AAHUs) lost by project implementation. The
AAHUs are converted to acres needed to meet the nation’s no-net-loss of wetlands policy once
the mitigation site is selected.
1.5 acres of bottomland hardwoods would be impacted by this project such that mitigation for
0.19 AAHUs would be required. CEMVN would provide compensatory mitigation for this
habitat loss. Compensatory mitigation for habitat losses associated with HSDRRS construction
will be discussed in separate mitigation IERs.
A complementary comprehensive mitigation IER or IERs 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, rather than within each IER, so that large mitigation efforts could be taken
rather than several smaller efforts, thus increasing the relative economic and ecological benefits
of the mitigation effort. The forthcoming mitigation IER will implement compensatory
mitigation as early as possible. All mitigation activities will be consistent with standards and
policies established in appropriate Federal and state laws and USACE policies and regulations.
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8.0

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
IERS 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 LCRP; 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 SHPO; receipt and acceptance or
resolution of all Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act recommendations; 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
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
additions associated with the construction and maintenance of 100-year level of risk reduction
along the WBV, WCC, 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 April 15, 2011. The consistency
letter of approval from the LDNR (C20080104) 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 (SO 2 ), nitrogen
dioxide (NO 2 ), 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
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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 St Charles 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. The LDEQ Water Quality Certification letter,
WQC 080327-01/AI 156863/CER 20110002, dated April 19, 2011, 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 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 letter dated April 21, 2011.
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661666c; 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 May 3, 2011. A final report was received on June 23, 2011. All
comments regarding USFWS trust resources have been resolved.
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Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 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.
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.
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
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 occurred concurrently
with the preparation and release of this IERS. Coordination of this project with SHPO fulfills
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the requirements to comply with the NHPA, and a SHPO letter dated May 7, 2011 concludes this
process.

9.0

CONCLUSION

9.1

Final decision

The proposed action would require the removal (clearing, grubbing and filling) of approximately
1.5 acres of wet BLH and the disturbance of less than half an acre of open water during the
relocation of the access road and drainage ditch associated with LPV 04.2b.
The CEMVN has assessed the environmental impacts of the proposed action and has determined
that the proposed action would have the following impacts:
x
x
x
x
x
x

9.2

Short-term impact to air quality from heavy equipment and trucks used during the 10
month construction period,
Short-term direct impact to water quality in the drainage canal and ditch from
construction and the placement of fill into the canal and ditch,
Short-term disturbance to nearby businesses and wildlife from construction noise and
vibration,
Permanent loss of approximately 1.5 acres of BLH (clearing, grubbing, and filling),
which will be mitigated,
Disturbance of less than half of an acre of aquatic habitat,
Temporary construction related traffic impacts on Hwy 61.

Prepared by
Table 4. IERS #1b Preparation Team
Environmental Team Leader Sandy Stiles, CEMVN
Environmental Manager
Tammy Gilmore, CEMVN
Sr. Project Manager
Carl Anderson, CEMVN
Review
Review
HTRW
Cultural Resources
Recreational Resources
Aesthetic Resources
Environmental Justice
Economics
Technical Editor

Aven Bruser CEMVN – Office of Counsel
Thomas Keevin, CEMVS - Independent
Technical Review
J. Christopher Brown, CEMVN
Paul Hughbanks, CEMVN
Andrew Perez, CEMVN
Kelly McCaffrey, CEMVN
Paul Hughbanks, CEMVN
Joseph Mann, CEMVN
Jennifer Darville, CEMVN
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A - LIST OF ACRONYMS AND DEFINITIONS OF
COMMON TERMS
AAHUs
AD
ASTM
BFI
BLH
BNSF
BOD
CED
CEMVN
CEQ
CERCLA
CFR
CFS
CW
CWA
CY
CSMA
CZM
dBA
EA
EFH
EIS
EM
EO
EPW
ER
ESA
FCU
FCI
FEMA
FONSI
FPPA
FWCA
DPR
DPR/EA
FHWA
FONSI
FPPA
FTA
FWCA
HSDRRS
HTRW
HPS
IER
LCRP
LDEQ
LDNR
LDWF
LPV

Annual Average Habitat Units
Anno Domini
American Society for Testing and Materials
Browning-Ferris Industries Landfill
Bottomland Hardwood Forest
Burlington Northern Santa Fe
Biological Oxygen Demand
Comprehensive Environmental Document
Corps of Engineers, Mississippi Valley Division, New Orleans District
The President’s Council on Environmental Quality
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
Code of Federal Regulations
Cubic Ft Per Second
Civil Works Program
Clean Water Act
Cubic Yard
Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area
Coastal Zone Management
Decibels
Environmental Assessment
Essential Fish Habitat
Environmental Impact Statement
Engineering Manual
Executive Order
Evaluation Of Planned Wetlands
Engineering Regulation
Environmental Site Assessment
Functional Capacity Units
Functional Capacity Index
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Finding of No Significant Impact
Farmland Protection Policy Act
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
Detailed Project Report
Detailed Project Report/Environmental Assessment
Federal Highway Administration
Finding of No Significant Impact
Farmland Protection Policy Act
Federal Transit Administration
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
Greater New Orleans Hurricane and Storm Damage Risk Reduction System
Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste
Hurricane Protection System
Individual Environmental Report
Louisiana Coastal Resources Program
Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources
Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
Lake Ponchartrain and Vicinity

MBTA
ML
MPH
MSA
NAA
NAAQS
NAVD
NEPA
NFIP
NHP
NHPA
NMFS
NOAA
NPS
NRCS
NWR
O&M
OMRR&R
OSE
PA
PDT
PL
PPA
PSI
P&G
RCRA
REC
RED
ROD
ROW
SCORP
SHPO
SIP
SPH
TMDL
USACE
USDA
USEPA
USFWS
USGS
VOC
WBV
WRDA
WVA

Migratory Bird Treaty Act
Milliliters
Miles per Hour
Metropolitan Statistical Area
Non Attainment Area
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
North American Vertical Datum of 1988
National Environmental Policy Act
National Flood Insurance Program
Natural Heritage Program
National Historic Preservation Act
National Marine Fisheries Service
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
National Park Service
National Resources Conservation Service
National Wildlife Refuge
Operations And Maintenance
Operations, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement, & Rehabilitation
Other Social Effects
Programmatic Agreement
Project Delivery Team
Public Law
Project Partnering Agreements
Pounds Per Square Inch
Economic and Environmental Principles and Guidelines for Water and Related
Land Resources Implementation Studies
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Recognized Environmental Condition
Regional Economic Development
Record of Decision
Right-of-Way
State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan
State Historic Preservation Officer
State Implementation Plan
Standard Project Hurricane
Total Maximum Daily Load
United States Army Corps Of Engineers
United States Department of Agriculture
United States Environmental Protection Agency
United States Fish And Wildlife Service
United States Geological Survey
Volatile Organic Compounds
West Bank and Vicinity
Water Resources Development Act
Wetlands Value Assessment

APPENDIX B - PUBLIC COMMENT AND RESPONSE SUMMARY
Type of
commenter
Agency

# of comments
received
4

General public

3

From whom
NMFS,
USFWS,LDEQ,
THPO Choctaw
Nation of
Oklahoma
Mr. Smith, Mr.
Feldman, Mr.
Lambert (verbal
via phone)

Nature of
comments
No objection

Request for hard
copy

Response
Comment noted.
Thank you for your
comment

Documents sent
within one week
of request

AP P ENDIX C - MEMBERS OF INTERAGENCY
ENVIRONMENTAL TEAM
Kyle Balkum
Catherine Breaux
Mike Carloss
David Castellanos
Frank Cole
Greg Ducote
John Ettinger
David Felder
Michelle Fischer
Deborah Fuller
Mandy Green
Jeffrey Harris
Richard Hartman
Brian Heimann
Jeffrey Hill
Christina Hunnicutt
Barbara Keeler
Kirk Kilgen
Tim Killeen
Brian Lezina
Brian Marks
Ismail Merhi
David Muth
Clint Padgett
Jamie Phillippe
Molly Reif
Kevin Roy
Manuel Ruiz
Reneé Sanders
Angela Trahan
Nancy Walters
David Walther
Patrick Williams

Louisiana Dept. of Wildlife and Fisheries
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Louisiana Dept. of Wildlife and Fisheries
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Geologic Survey
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources
NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service
Louisiana Dept. of Wildlife and Fisheries
NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service
U.S. Geologic Survey
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources
Louisiana Dept. of Wildlife and Fisheries
Louisiana Dept. of Wildlife and Fisheries
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources
U.S. National Park Service
U.S. Geologic Survey
Louisiana Dept. of Environmental Quality
U.S. Geologic Survey
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Louisiana Dept. of Wildlife and Fisheries
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service

APPENDIX D
Agency Coordination

APPENDIX F
HTRW 07 - 32a
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Update Memorandum
IER # 1, Fox Lane Access Road Relocation
St. Charles Parish, Louisiana

The existing Fox Lane access road, built in 1999, was inadvertently constructed outside of the
road easement acquired by Pontchartrain Levee District. The proposed action would relocate the
portions of the 1,400 ft Fox Lane access road now outside of this easement by approximately 15
to 40 ft to the west of its current location. Relocating the road will also require shifting an
adjacent drainage ditch 10 to 20 ft to the west. The existing canal crossing and culverts at the
northern end of the road would be removed, and a new crossing would be constructed 40 ft to the
west. Relocation of the drainage ditch would require excavation of 2500 cubic yards (CY) of
earth, which would then be used to fill the existing canal. An additional 5000 CY of sand fill
would then be placed on top of the existing canal, to provide a firm surface for the relocated
road, which would be topped with 4,800 CY of rock fill, some of which would be salvaged from
the existing road. Approximately 0.25 acres of existing road outside of ROW would be removed
and returned to the same elevation as the adjacent land. A total of 1.5 acres of new impacts are
expected from the relocation of the ditch and road.
The proposed relocation area was evaluated in a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA)
entitled "Final Phase I ESA Report, Hurricane Protection Levees and Floodwalls, IER 01 and
IER 02, St. Charles and Jefferson Parishes, Louisiana." The report was written by Materials
Management Group, Inc. and is dated 14 August 2007.
Ten Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) were identified within the study area, but
none of these RECs would affect the proposed relocation area. There are some closed landfills
in the area, which have been identified and avoided; the proposed proposed relocation would not
encroach on the landfills.
CEMVN-PDR-RP personnel made a site visit to the proposed relocation area on 22 April 2011.
The site was inspected for the presence of pipes, containers, tanks or drums, ponds or lagoons,
car bodies, tires, refrigerators, trash dumps, electrical equipment, oil drilling equipment, gas or
oil wells, discoloration of vegetation or water sheens, discoloration of soils, out-of-place dirt
mounds or depressions in the landscape, evidence of fire, stressed soils with lack of vegetation,
discoloration of vegetation, animal remains, unusual animal behavior, biota indicative of a
disturbed environment, and odors indicative of poor water quality or chemical presence. None of
these indicators was found. A database search of EPA files did not reveal any RECs that would
affect the relocation area. The probability of encountering HTRW in the course of this proposed
relocation is low. No further investigation of HTRW is recommended; however, if the project
location changes, the HTRW status may need to be re-investigated.

J. Christopher Brown, Ph.D.
CEMVN-PDR-RP, Room 363
3 May 2011

APPENDIX G
IER #1 and IERS #1a can be found at
nolaenvironmental.gov

